REGULAR BOARD MEETING
AGENDA PACKET

SEPTEMBER 18, 2017

POSTED: SEPTEMBER 14, 2017

Regular Board Meeting – September 18, 2017, 7:00 p.m.
Carmichael Water District Board Room
7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard
Carmichael, CA 95608
AGENDA
The Board will discuss all items on its agenda, and may take action on any of those items, including information items
and continued items. The Board may also discuss other items that do not appear on its agenda, but will not act on
those items unless action is urgent, and a resolution is passed by a two-thirds vote declaring the need for action arose
after posting of the agenda.

The Board of Directors welcomes and encourages participation in meetings. Public testimony may be
given on any agenda item as it is called and limited to three minutes per speaker. Matters not on the
posted agenda may be addressed under Public Comment. Please fill out a Speaker Card and turn it in at
the staff table, either before or during the meeting. Public comment rules and procedures are on the
back of the speaker card.
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you have a disability and need a disability-related
modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the General Manager at 483-2452.
Requests must be made as early as possible, and at least one full business day before the start of the meeting.
CALL TO ORDER AND STATEMENT REGARDING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: President Emmerson
CLOSED SESSION:
A. Public Employee performance evaluation involving the General Manager under Government Code
section 54954.4(e) and 54957.
B. Conference with Labor Negotiators Director Emmerson and Director Selsky with direction concerning
changes to General Manager’s compensation and benefits under Government Code section
54954.5(f) and 54957.6.
C. Conference with Real Property Negotiations regarding Parcel Number 239-0300-051-0000 with
agency negotiator General Manager Steve Nugent involving negotiation parties Carmichael Water
District and Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District with direction to negotiate price and terms of
payment under Government Code section 54954.5(b) and 54957.
Report out of Closed Session.
DISTRICT REPORTS:
1.

General Manager’s Written Report

2.

District Activity Written Report Presented by the Assistant General Manager

PUBLIC COMMENT:
3.

Public Comment
Any member of the public may address the Board on any item of interest to the public that is within the subject
matter jurisdiction of the Board.

REGULAR BOARD MEETING AGENDA FOR SEPTEMBER 18, 2017

PAGE 2

CONSENT CALENDAR:
Consent Calendar items are expected to be routine and non-controversial, to be acted on by the Board in one motion.
Should any Board member, staff member, or interested person request discussion on an item, the Board will consider
the item separate from the Consent Calendar.
4.

Minutes for the Regular Board Meeting – August 21, 2017

5.

Paid Expenditures Report – August 2017

6.

Investment Transaction Report – August 2017

7.

FY 2017-2018 Reserve Requirements – August 2017

ACTION CALENDAR:
8.
9.

Mutual Aid Agreement
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approve the Mutual Aid Agreement.
Cal Water Fix Part 2
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors:
1. Authorize the General Manager to join the Joint Defense Agreement for the American River Parties; and
2. Authorize the General Manager to pay the buy-in cost of $25,000.

STAFF REPORTS/INFORMATION:
10. Director’s Expense Reimbursement Summary for August
11. Carmichael Water District Opposition Letter – Assembly Bill 1668 (Freidman)
12. Carmichael Water District Opposition Letter – Senate Bill 606 (Skinner/Hertzberg)
GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION:
13. Coalition Opposition Letter – Assembly Bill 1668 (Freidman)
14. Coalition Opposition Letter – Senate Bill 606 (Skinner/Hertzberg)
15. Water Forum 2017 Annual Runoff and Allocation Report
16. News Articles
17. Director’s Written and/or Oral Reports
CALENDARS AND COMMITTEES:
18. Meetings Calendars:
a. 2017 Board Meeting Calendar
b. Meeting/Conference Calendar – October
c. Meeting/Conference Calendar – November
19. Board Representatives Committees Assignments
The next meeting of the Board of Directors will be a Regular Board Meeting held on:
Monday, October 16, 2017 at 7:00 p.m.
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General Manager’s Report
by Steve Nugent
August/September 2017
Administration:
Public Outreach: Updates to the website continue to take place to keep the public informed of the
District’s activities to include: Water Conservation and Pipeline Projects.
Aerojet Activity: GET LA and GET LB are operating as designed and are meeting water quality
requirements.
Ongoing and Upcoming:
1. Regional Water Reliability Plan – working
2. Carmichael Water District (CWD) CWD/Sacramento County intertie – under discussion
3. Fair Oaks Water District (FOWD) agreement, intertie, and 2x2 – working
4. Golden State Water Company (GSWC) scope of work for additional water supply – under
discussion
5. CWD Petition to the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) on Lead Testing – waiting
for response from SWRCB
6. CWD hydraulic model update – working
7. Sacramento Metro Fire District (SMFD) Dewey Drive Property Sale – closed session
8. Aerojet Extraction Well Project
9. Cal Water Fix
Regional Water Reliability Plan: I attended the RDCP/RWRP meeting on September 13th – topics
were Regional Drought Contingency Plan document status, Regional Water Reliability Vulnerabilities,
and the Conjunctive Use Analysis approach and preliminary results.
CWD/FOWD 2x2 committee: Meeting was held September 6th at 3:30 p.m. at the District office.
Topics for discussion were: Mutual Aid Agreement, investigation of expanding interties for more
flexibility, joint water transfer opportunities, value of historic SJWD pre-1914 place of use in CWD, and
RWA regional reliability activities. Next meeting will be schedule for mid-October where the focus will
be on water transfers.
SMFD: On August 23, 2017, letter of interest was sent to SMFD regarding Dewey Tank property
purchase. On September 5, 2017, I spoke with Jeff Frye from SMFD about the Dewey Drive Property
and he asked CWD to submit an offer on the property.
Water Fix Petition: SWRCB ruled on pending Part 1 motions and scheduled Part 2 of the Water Fix
petition for change proceeding. Part 2 is intended to address potential effects of the changes
proposed in the petition on fish and wildlife, recreational uses of water, and other public trust
resources. Part 2 will also entail consideration of what Delta flow criteria are appropriate and should
be included in any approval of the petition. Finally, Part 2 will involve a determination by the SWRCB
as to whether the proposed changes to the petition are in the public’s interest.
Lead Testing: CWD has received another verbal response from the SWRCB on the Petition for
Reconsideration regarding lead testing. SWRCB stated that it will be at least another few months
before they will be making a decision.
Water Fix Environment Impact Report (EIR) Litigation: Eighteen lawsuits have been filed by
approximately 75 parties challenging DWR’s certification of the Water Fix EIR and approval of the
Water Fix Project. These 18 lawsuits have been filed in 4 separate counties (Sacramento, San
Joaquin, Alameda, and Placer).

Water Sales Committee: The committee met and discussed options for serving GSWC 2,000 acre
feet of additional water supply. The topics were change in place of use, conserved water under water
code 1010 and 1011, and use of additional GET Water.
CWD Staff Update: In August, the panel interviewed 6 qualified candidates for the open Engineer
Position. The position was offered to Justin Chen who has a BS from Davis in Civil Engineering and a
MS in Civil Engineering from CSUS.
Associations:
ACWA: No Report
RWA: I attended the RWA Board Meeting, the Board approved the minutes and Defined Benefit
Pension Funding Policy. The 2017 Compensation Study was sent back to the Board for further
discussion.
Adam Robin gave an update to the Board on Legislative and Regulatory Activity. John Woodling gave
an update on the Modification to the Advocacy Goal of the Strategic Plan. The 2017 Awards
committee was chosen. The Board then moved into closed session to discuss an update on
CalPERS, and the Executive Director’s performance evaluation and contract. After the Board
completed the closed session, the Board approved the Executive Director’s Contract Amendment.
RWA Lobbyist Subscription Program: Discussion was held on the following topics: Long-Term Urban
Water Use Efficiency Legislation, and Public Goods Charge Legislation and SWRCB AB 401 Low
Income Water Rate Assistance Program.
SGA: No Report.
Meetings (# meetings) with:
 T&Y (3)
 RWA Lobbyist (2)
 Legal Counsel – easements (2)
 West Yost – water model (2)
 Engineer position interviews (6)
 CWD/FOWD 2x2 Committee (1)
 Bly Family – easement (2)
 King Family – easement (2)
 Kennedy Jenks – one-year American River Pipeline Project walk through (2)
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District Activity Report
August 2017
District Overview:
In-house staff training: Training is continuing on an ongoing basis by the department managers and through
online training. Departmental meetings are held on an ongoing schedule for training, compliance, safety,
customer service and District updates. Individual manager and exempt employee meetings are continuing on
a one-on-one basis to discuss and review budget, operations and activities.
Meetings attended (25):
 Staff Meetings (3)
 HR Legal Training (1)
 Project Workgroups (5)
 Consultant (5)
 Audit Interim (2)
 Modeling (1)
 Banking (1)
 Supervisors/HR/IT (4)
 Staff (3)
 Online Training
Information Technology:
Infrastructure and Planning: Visual inspection of server components that may not be reported by electronic
sensors. Physical server maintenance also identifies internal components needing cleaning, which increases
longevity and reduces operating temperatures.
Advance planning and migration: Storage documentation – moving to a new data storage system, increasing
backup reliability and confidence. Ensuring that critical file/data storage is documented and in appropriate
locations for proper backup preservation.
Routine: Troubleshoot issues; normal IT duties as scheduled or as needed.
Human Resources:
Benefits/Payroll: assisted employees with benefits related issues;
Compliance: completed required reporting and postings; researched legal updates/new laws;
Personnel: researched and handled personnel issues, questions; create/update documentation; one position
filled;
Security/Building Maintenance: coordinate District needs;
Training: Leaves & Accommodations.
Public Information Activity
Public Outreach:
Upcoming Events:
 Carmichael Founder’s Day – September 30, 2017
 Nature Fest – October 8, 2017
 2018 Water Efficiency Calendar Contest – Preparations are currently under way for the 2018 Water
Efficiency Calendar Contest.
Website Updates:
Employment, Salary/Pay Bands, Board Activities, Announcements/RFP’s, Automated Fire Flow Request,
Documents/Forms, Video Tutorials, and Troubleshooting
Mandatory Water Conservation Regulation: On April 7 Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-40-17
directing the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to rescind the water supply stress test for urban
water suppliers as well remaining mandatory conservation standards. It also directs the SWRCB to maintain
urban water use reporting requirements, and prohibitions on wasteful practices such as watering during or
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after rainfall and hosing off sidewalks. Although the District is no longer subject to mandatory reductions;
reporting and prohibition requirements will remain in effect until they expire in October 2017.
Reporting: Utilizing the SWRCB guidelines, staff reported the following data for June 2015 to August 2017:
R-GPCD
274

Monthly
Reduction
12%

Cumulative
Reduction
28%

Regional Water Reductions: The total water use reduction for Sacramento area water agencies for July 2017
was 16%.
Long Term Conservation Legislation: In August of 2017 the Skinner/Hertzberg Proposal (Proposal) was
released. The Proposal was prepared in response to various comments and letters sent in response to Sen.
Hertzberg’s comments during the July 11, 2017 Senate Natural Resource & Water Committee hearing. The
proposal has been incorporated into the two identical legislative bills, SB 606 and AB 1668. On August 29,
2017, the District drafted letters of “Oppose Unless Amended” regarding the two bills. Concerns cited in the
letters include:
 The bills delegate the Legislature’s authority over long-term water use efficiency standards and
targets to State agencies
 The bills do not adequately protect water rights
 The bills set an indoor water use standard of 55 gallons per capita per day that does not account for
each individual water supplier’s unique conditions such as housing stock, climate, and demographics
Senate Bill (SB) 555 Water Loss Management: SB-555 requires urban water suppliers to annually submit a
completed and validated water loss audit to the California Department of Water Resources. The first report is
due in October 1, 2017. The American Water Works Association’s California-Nevada Section has established
a Water Loss Technical Assistance (TAP) Program. This free program has assisted urban water suppliers in
reporting and validating the required water loss audits. District staff has been participating in the program
since July of 2016. Staff is currently completing the final phase of this program through meetings with the
TAP representatives to review District specific water loss data and validate the final report.
Water Efficiency Activities
Public Outreach Events
Water Waste
Water Waste Fines
Customer Assistance
Water Efficiency Surveys

Month
0
20
0
3
5

FYTD
0
40
0
14
8

Water Treatment and Production Activity
Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Maintenance: Production Staff performed a series Chemical Clean-in-Place
(CIP’s) on the primary and tertiary membrane units in August. WorkSmart Automation performed
programming upgrades to the WTP SCADA system in August.
Compliance: The annual update and submission of the Sacramento County Hazardous Material Plans
(HMP’s) began in August for all operational well sites and the WTP. These are comprehensive plans required
for all sites that store hazardous chemicals and are required to be updated and resubmitted annually.
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Production Charts and Graphs:

CWD Monthly Water Production, Million Gallons (MG) 2011-2017
Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Totals

2017-18

399.61

383.76

2016-17

357.82

353.35

299.41

193.38

123.16

115.61

113.74

95.81

116.84

123.76

268.14

332.52

2493.99

2015-16

287.66

283.68

259.99

213.09

128.89

107.92

100.49

97.72

107.12

148.87

219.44

308.84

2263.71

2014-15

373.21

338.74

294.65

240.50

153.63

116.73

120.74

110.98

168.88

175.83

214.05

255.44

2563.38

2013-14

470.97

434.57

349.04

306.94

212.49

160.96

158.30

109.17

132.71

164.82

283.33

358.07

3141.37

2012-13

474.75

465.78

391.92

287.92

150.24

123.99

123.20

128.54

186.95

233.28

370.15

411.86

3348.58

2011-12

448.20

454.95

402.18

237.81

162.12

158.97

158.05

136.99

140.45

153.99

321.46

418.58

3193.75

Avg.

401.75

387.83

332.87

246.61

155.09

130.70

129.09

113.28

142.16

166.76

279.43

347.55

2834.13

Daily

12.96

12.51

11.10

7.96

5.17

4.22

4.16

4.05

4.59

5.56

9.01

11.59

783.37

Aug-17

Jul-17

Jun-17

May-17

Apr-17

Mar-17

Feb-17

Jan-17

Dec-16

Nov-16

Oct-16

Sep-16

Aug-16

Jul-16

Jun-16

May-16

Apr-16

Mar-16

Jan-16

Dec-15

Nov-15

Oct-15

Sep-15

Aug-15

Feb-16

PERIOD 7/1/2014- 8/31/2017

700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
Jul-15

X ONE THOUSAND

FY

PRODUTION - 100 CUBIC FEET UNITS

Production
Production from same month last year
System Monthly Production Average
Peak Day – August 1st

Up/ Down
Up

Month
9%
12.4 MGD
13.8 MGD

6 Year Running
Average
1%

Up/ Down
Down

Surface Water

Aug-17

Jul-17

Jun-17

May-17

Apr-17

Mar-17

Feb-17

Jan-17

Dec-16

Nov-16

Oct-16

Sep-16

Aug-16

Jul-16

Jun-16

May-16

Apr-16

Mar-16

Feb-16

Jan-16

Dec-15

Nov-15

Oct-15

Sep-15

Aug-15

500
400
300
200
100
0
Jul-15

X one million

CWD Combined Surface & Ground Water Usage

Ground Water
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CWD Total Production Allocation
Surface Water
Groundwater

65%
35%

C.W.D. Combined Surface & Groundwater Monthly Water Totals for FY 2017/2018
(Information is in million gallons)
Location

Active Wells

Jul-17

Aug-17

0.000

0.000

0.00

55.415

50.598

106.01

0.000

0.000

0.00

Garfield

54.151

54.264

108.42

La Vista

35.761

31.252

67.01

Ground Water

145.33

136.11

281.44

Surface Water *

393.83

387.07

780.90

GSWC Delivery

139.55

139.42

278.975

CWD Surface

254.28

247.65

278.97

CWD Monthly Total

399.61

383.76

783.37

Barrett School
Willow Park
Winding Way

Sep-17

Oct-17

Nov-17

Dec-17

Jan-18

Feb-18

Mar-18

Apr-18

May-18

Jun-18

Totals

*Total production water from the Bajamont Water Treatment Plant (BWTP)

Well Sites, Reservoirs & Distribution System: The WTP provided 65% of the water supply for CWD in
August. La Vista Well was operating as needed for additional supply. In addition, Garfield Well and Willow
Park Well are continuing seasonal operation.
GSWC Delivery: CWD delivered 139.55 MG to GSWC in August. There was an interruption in water
delivery on August 28th due to a short term power outage. The GSWC on-call operator was notified.

Month
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August

CWD Remediated Groundwater Usage in Acre/Feet (AF)
CWD
Beginning
GET LA & LB
Total
Usage
Allocation
Discharge
Available
Plus 15%
Loss

Remaining
Allocation

5,000.00
4,474.53
4,195.95
3,944.56
3,742.89
3,557.11
3,348.81

147.80
173.71
173.12
194.68
107.93
183.11
161.72

5,147.80
4,648.24
4,369.07
4,139.24
3,850.82
3,740.22
3,510.53

673.27
452.29
424.51
396.35
293.71
391.41
412.46

4,474.53
4,195.95
3,944.56
3,742.89
3,557.11
3,348.81
3,098.07

3,098.07
2,582.69
1,999.06
1,225.79

140.66
137.85
144.79
143.25

3,238.73
2,720.54
2,143.85
1,369.04

656.04
721.48
918.06
894.12

2,582.69
1,999.06
1,225.79
474.92
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Water Quality Activity
Backflow Assemblies Tested
Failed Tests
Water Quality
Taste and Odor
Color
Turbidity/Air
High Pressure
Low Pressure

Month
65
4

FYTD
107
6

1
1
1
0
0

3
1
1
0
1

There were three (3) water quality complaints in the month of August. All were isolated complaints. The
areas where the complaints occurred were investigated and thoroughly flushed.
Billing and Collections Activity
Billing:
Billing
Month

Billing
Period

Previous FY
Aug-2017
Sep-2017
Oct-2017
Nov-2017
Dec-2017
Jan-2018
Feb-2018
Mar-2018
Apr-2018
May-2018
Jun-2018
Jul-2018
Totals

June-July
July-Aug
Aug-Sept
Sept-Oct
Oct-Nov
Nov-Dec
Dec-Jan
Jan-Feb
Feb-Mar
Mar-Apr
Apr-May
May-June

Flat Rate

Service
Charge

Total
Usage

$
$

33,581
15,919

$
$

480,643
506,053

$ 567,379
$ 623,582

$

49,500

$

986,696

$1,190,961

FY 16-17
Totals
$ 9,331,558
$ 531,935

$ 9,863,493

FY 17-18
Totals
$ 549,667
$1,145,555
$1,695,222

Note: Billing chart represents cycle billings only and does not include collection or adjustment activities. Regular billings for July
and August are split between two fiscal years reporting water sales for the period of June and July.

Consumption:
Billing
Month
Aug-2017
Sep-2017
Oct-2017
Nov-2017
Dec-2017
Jan-2018
Feb-2018
Mar-2018
Apr-2018
May-2018
Jun-2018
Jul-2018
Totals

Usage
Period
June-July
July-Aug
Aug-Sept
Sept-Oct
Oct-Nov
Nov-Dec
Dec-Jan
Jan-Feb
Feb-Mar
Mar-Apr
Apr-May
May-June

Usage By
Unit *
426,600
468,859

895,459

* 1 Unit = 100 CCF (Centum Cubic Feet) = 748 Gallons
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Collections: Processed & Outstanding
Date
Past Due
48 Hours
Shut Offs
Notices
Notices
Jul-2017
1041
96
26
Aug-2017
1505
148
7
Sep-2017
Oct-2017
Nov-2017
Dec-2017
Jan-2018
Feb-2018
Mar-2018
Apr-2018
May-2018
Jun-2018

A/R $
$ 216,374
$ 129,568

Liens $
$
$

Liens #

6,294
5,410

13
11

Note: Verification of properties off to date has been updated to reflect only properties that have
been shut off or liened. Vacant lots have been moved into a separate category for tracking purposes.

Distribution Department Activities
Gary, Susan, McClaren, Arden Way Mainline Project: Staff and West Yost are in the preliminary engineering
stage of this project.
Fuel Tank Inspection: The District had the annual inspection of the gas Con-Vault fuel tank in August. The
tank passed inspection with no deficiencies noted. The final report was sent to SMAQMD.
Sacramento County Projects: Sacramento County improvements require any permitted public utility to
relocate its encroachment at the utility’s expense within the time specified per Section 1463 of the Streets and
Highways Code.
Sacramento County now completes the entire design process of all projects and places them in a que with
planning stages: A - preliminary; B – 60% design; and C – ready for construction. When funding comes
available, the County projects are ready to go out to bid with little or no notice to the community or utilities.
The Fair Oaks Blvd Widening Project Phase 3 is a good example of this process that moved the project start
date ahead of its original scheduled time.
After speaking with one of Sacramento County’s head engineers, the County may receive accelerated federal
grant funding money that may move certain projects ahead of their projected and/or scheduled start dates.
Next fiscal year and moving forward, the District will need to establish an annual budget for District required
work for “Sacramento County Projects” in its Distribution PSM budget and consider a reserve fund for County
accelerated District requirements.
The following are scheduled Sacramento County projects.
 Garfield Ave Bike Lane, Sidewalk, Street Light and Storm Drain Project: I have received the “C” plans
for this project. By working directly with the County’s engineer I was able to lessen the overall impact
to the District by meeting the County’s engineer on site and providing water main depths at three
storm drain crossings. The County has revised the storm drain drop inlet elevations to cross over the
existing water mains. Construction has been deferred until spring of 2018. The required “Letter of
Liability” has been submitted to the County. **Pending Start of Spring 2018**
 Engle Rd. and Walnut Ave Sidewalk and Signal Light Project: “C” plans for this project have been
received. After working with the County’s engineer and further review of the plans the impacts to the
District will be minimal. There is always a possibility that the District will need to raise/lower two water
valve boxes and a couple of water service connections within the limits of construction due to sidewalk
improvements and driveway reconstruction. The required “Letter of Liability” to the County has been
submitted. **This project is underway and at this point the District’s waterlines are beyond the
limits of construction**
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Vernon and Kenneth Ave Storm Drain Improvement Project: The District has received the “C” plans.
**This project is under construction**
Landis Ave Storm Drain Improvement Project: This project is in the “A” planning stage and facility
relocations are unknown at this time. **On Hold**
Palm Dr. Drainage Improvement Project: This project is in the “B” planning stage and could move to
construction at any time. **On Hold**
Fair Oaks Blvd. Beautification and Widening Project: Marconi Ave to North Ave. “B” plans for this
project have been received and are under review at this time. This project is scheduled to start in April
2018. **Pending**

Training and Personnel: Employees are receiving on-going training as part of the distribution department
training program.
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance: All department vehicles and equipment are being serviced and
maintained to prolong their useful life.

PSM and O&M Activity
Capital Replacements (PSM)
Meter Change Outs
Meter Cut Ins
Meter Drop Ins
Service Lines
Main Line Valves
Fire Hydrants
Repairs/Maintenance (O&M)
R900i Meter Register Change Outs
Service Lines
Main Lines
Fire Hydrant
Box and Lid Replace/Repair
Customer Assist
Assist w/Private Repairs
Water Waste
Misc. Repairs

Month

YTD

175
0
0
3
0
0

274
0
1
4
0
0

83
3
3
1
7
61
16
8
22

220
15
4
2
12
144
41
12
45
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AGENDA ITEM 4

Regular Board Meeting – August 21, 2017, 7:00 p.m.
Carmichael Water District Board Room
7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard
Carmichael, CA 95608
MINUTES
The Board of Directors of the Carmichael Water District met in Regular Session this 21st day of August at 7:00
p.m. at the District Office located at 7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Carmichael.
ATTENDANCE:
Directors: Mark Emmerson, Ron Greenwood, Roy Leidy, John Wallace
Staff:

Steve Nugent, Lynette Moreno, Chris Nelson, Shelby Kalisiak

Guest:

Zero (0) guests.

Public:

Three (3) members of the public

CALL TO ORDER: President Emmerson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
DISTRICT REPORTS:
1.
2.

General Manager’s Written Report
Discussed with Board
District Activity Written Report Presented by the Assistant General Manager
Discussed with Board
Dave Hanscom commented

PUBLIC COMMENT:
3.

Public Comment
No Public Comment

CONSENT CALENDAR:
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Minutes for the Regular Board Meeting/Public Hearing – July 17, 2017
Paid Expenditures Report – July 2017
Investment Transaction Report – July 2017
Budget Summary – July 2017
Cash Flow Projection – July 2017
FY 2016-2017 Reserve Requirements – July 2017
M/S Greenwood / Leidy to approve the Consent Calendar Items 4-9.
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye






Ayes:

4

Yes



Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent



Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain

Nays:

Absent:

1

Abstain:

ACTION CALENDAR:
10.

General Manager’s Contract Extension
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors designate the committee to proceed with contract
discussion and negotiation with the General Manager.
President Emmerson appointed Director Paul Selsky and Director Mark Emmerson to negotiate with the
General Manager because they are the longest termed Board members. Then they will bring back
recommendation to the full Board.
Discussed with Board
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ACTION CALENDAR CONTINUED:
11.

ACWA Official Region 4 Board Ballot
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors votes on the ACWA Official Region 4 Board Ballot
for the 2018-2019 term.
M/S Wallace / Greenwood to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

12.

Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

Ayes:

4

Yes



Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent



Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain

Nays:

Absent:

1

Abstain:

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye






Ayes:

4

Yes



Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent



Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain

Nays:

Absent:

1

Abstain:

2017 Board Conference/Meeting Schedule Revision
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors consider Director Selsky’s request to attend the
ACWA Fall Conference.
M/S Greenwood / Wallace to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

14.






ACWA Committee Appointment Process
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approve:
a. Director Selsky’s name submitted for the Water Management Committee;
b. Addition of any other Directors interested in Committee submission;
c. Authorize the General Manager to sign the finalized Committee Consideration Form; and
d. Direct staff to submit the completed from to ACWA.
M/S Emmerson / Leidy to approve as recommended with the addition of Director Greenwood’s name
submitted for the Local Government Committee and Energy Committee.
Discussed with Board
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky

13.

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye






Ayes:

4

Yes



Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent



Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain

Nays:

Absent:

1

Abstain:

Board of Directors Compensation
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 08212017-1 A Resolution
Amending the Ordinance Specifying the Compensation of Directors.
M/S Greenwood / Leidy to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Dave Hanscom commented
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye






Ayes:

4

Yes



Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent



Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain

Nays:

Absent:

1

Abstain:
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ACTION CALENDAR CONTINUED:
15.

Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District Notice of Sale of Surplus Property
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors respond to the Notice of Sale of Surplus Property.
M/S Wallace / Greenwood to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye






Ayes:

4

Yes



Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent



Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain

Nays:

Absent:

1

Abstain:

STAFF REPORTS/INFORMATION:
16.

Information on Taste and Odor Complaints
Discussed with Board

17.

Director’s Expense Reimbursement Summary for July

GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION:
18.

American Water Resources Association (AWRA) Integrated Water Resources Management Award
Discussed with Board

19.

Validation of Proposed Financing for California WaterFix

20.

News Articles

21.

Director’s Written and/or Oral Reports
Director Leidy: No Report
Director Greenwood:
a. Regional Water Authority
Director Wallace: No Report
Director Emmerson:
a. Sacramento Groundwater Authority
Director Selsky: Absent

CALENDARS AND COMMITTEES:
Meetings Calendars:
a. 2017 Board Meeting Calendar
b. Meeting/Conference Calendar – September
c. Meeting/Conference Calendar – October
23. Board Representatives Committees Assignments
22.

ADJOURNMENT: The regular meeting was adjourned at: 8:25 p.m.
The next meeting of the Board of Directors will be a Regular Board Meeting held on:
Monday, September 18, 2017 at 7:00 p.m.

Mark Emmerson, President

Steve Nugent, Secretary

AGENDA ITEM 5

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
PAID EXPENDITURES REPORT
AUGUST 2017
Payee
ACWA
ACWA/JPIA
Airborne Security Patrol, Inc.
AM Conservation Group, Inc.
Analytical Environmental Services
APS Environmental, Inc.
Avalon Custodial Care
Brower Mechanical, Inc.
BSK Associates
California Surveying and Draft
CalPERS
CalPERS
CalPERS
Cameron Moreno
Carmichael Tire & Auto Repair
Cintas Corporation
Clark Pest Control
Comcast
Cook Brown, LLP
Corix Water Products, Inc.
County of Sacramento
County of Sacramento - Environmental
D & T Fiberglass, Inc.
DataProse, LLC
DSL Creative
Effie Yeaw Nature Center
Evoqua Water Technologies, LLC
Ewing Irrigation Products, Inc.
Firecode Safety Equipment, Inc.
Folsom Lake Ford
Grainger
Group One Consulting, Inc.
Hach Company
Harris Industrial Gases
Hefner, Stark & Marois, LLP
Home Depot Credit Services
Howard E. Hutching Co. Inc.
Hue & Cry Security Systems, Inc.
Hunt & Sons, Inc.
Inland Business Systems, Inc.
Jeffery S. Bair
Marc Mathews
Official Payments Corporation
Olin Corp - Chlor Alkali
Patron Trucking, Inc.
Paymentus Group
PG&E
PG&E Non-Energy Collection Unit
Pivot Interiors, Inc.
ProVantage, LLC
Rawles Engineering, Inc.
Sacramento County Recorder
Sacramento County Utilities

Description
Director's Travel & Meetings
Dental, Vision, Life, and Worker's Compensation
Security
Public Relations- Outreach
GSWC Pipeline (Aerojet Reimbursed)
Maintenance- Wash Rack
Janitorial
Maintenance- HVAC & Plumbing
Water Quality Testing
GIS: Software Licensing and Maintenance
Employer Pension Contribution
Deferred Compensation Expense (Three Pay Periods)
Medical Benefits
Public Relations- Outreach
Repairs & Maintenance- Vehicles
Safety Supplies
Pest Control
Telecommunications
Legal Services- Personnel
Materials Inventory
PSM Boyer Dr.
Fees & Permits- Sac County Environmental
CFS- Tanks
Billing Services and Postage
Web Maintenance
Public Relations- Outreach
Chemicals- Citric Acid
Public Relations- Supply
Safety Supplies
Repairs & Maintenance- Vehicles
Safety Supplies
Computer Monitoring and Risk Assessment Services
Lab Chemicals and Supplies
Equipment Rental
Legal Services- Board
Tools, Office Supplies
Garfield Well- Chemical Feed System
Security
Fuel & Fuel Tank Maintenance
Repairs & Maintenance- Equipment
Training & Certification
Training & Certification
Bank Charges: AR Payment Processing Fees
Chemicals- Sodium Hypochlorite
Road Materials
Bank Charges: AR Payment Processing Fees
Utilities
COTP Service Costs
Office Furniture & Equipment
Computer Software & Licensing
PSM Boyer Dr.
PSM Boyer Dr.
Utilities
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Payments
2,097.00
5,142.05
602.00
92.56
2,526.11
725.00
750.00
358.00
835.00
300.00
25,016.00
9,312.13
125,485.02
672.33
340.45
87.78
238.00
892.07
712.50
17,238.48
77.00
4,237.00
19,390.00
3,714.28
3,792.50
500.00
712.44
20.32
492.15
688.29
73.05
2,673.00
236.44
257.45
1,064.00
753.23
397.47
670.08
2,097.04
337.51
60.00
234.50
35.10
4,798.52
1,232.69
4,040.00
12.22
10.00
787.74
1,669.50
14,503.00
21.00
100.03

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
PAID EXPENDITURES REPORT
AUGUST 2017
Payee
Shelby Kalisiak
Sierra Chemical Company
Sierra Office Supplies
SMUD
Somach Simmons & Dunn
Sophos Solutions, LLC
Specialty Answering Service
Teichert Construction
Telstar Instruments, Inc.
Tully & Young, Inc.
United Textile, Inc.
USA BlueBook
Verizon Wireless
Waste Management of Sacramento
Water Education Foundation
West America Bank
West America Bank- Petty Cash
West Yost Associates
Work Smart Automation, Inc.
Zigg Electric

Description

Check Register Total
Payroll

Payments

Training & Certification
Chemicals- Muriatic Acid, Caustic
Office Supplies
Power
Legal Services- Board
Contract Services - Software
Telecommunications
Paving
PSM- WTP Caustic Tank Replacement
Legal Services- Board
Shop Supplies
Repairs & Maintenance- Fire Hydrants
Telecommunications
Utilities
Director's Travel & Meetings
Bank Charges
Office Supplies, Travel & Meetings, Vehicle Repairs
PSM- Hydraulic Model Update
Contract Services - SCADA
Repairs & Maintenance- Electrical
$

Employee Wages, Director Pay, Payroll Taxes (Three Pay Periods)

Total Paid Expenditures

30.94
1,016.54
1,775.64
140,061.97
1,544.60
2,080.00
199.00
29,217.71
1,125.00
2,365.00
362.04
1,274.59
1,797.96
354.48
765.00
402.04
1,063.03
19,138.53
1,885.00
245.98
469,815.08
232,977.47

$ 702,792.55
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CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
Investment Transaction Report
For the period August 1 to August 31, 2017

Investment Description

DESIGNATED FUNDS
Membrane Replacement Fund

Income/
Beginning Balance FV Adjustment
8/1/2017

Deposits/
Transfers in

Issuer

Maturity
Dates

Interest
Rate/Yield

Cash

West America Bank

N/A

0.35%

Investment Pool

LAIF

N/A

0.68%

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)

1,824,352.15

-

-

-

1,824,352.15

RESTRICTED FUNDS
2010 COP Installment payment fund

32.49

-

-

-

32.49

Money Market

Union Bank

N/A

0.10%

7,962.93

-

-

17,588.24

Money Market

Union Bank

N/A

0.10%

Certificates of Deposit

Various

1-4 yrs

0.85-2.0%

2010 COP Reserve Fund - investments
Facility Fees

2,204,921.60

9,860.51

-

189,976.09

11.45

-

CERBT: OPEB trust fund*
479,053.95
*Quarterly valuation- amounts subject to change
TOTAL
5,247,977.86

9,871.96

440,000.00
649,625.31

(9,625.31)

739,012.96

Investment Type

-

9,625.31

(2,665.69)

Fair value (FV)/
Ending Balance
8/31/2017

541,678.65

2010 COP Reserve Fund - cash

200,000.00

Withdrawals/
Transfers out

2,205,156.80

-

189,987.54

Cash

West America Bank

N/A

0.07%

-

919,053.95

Investment Pool

CalPERS

Various

Various

(12,291.00)

5,895,184.13

AGENDA ITEM 6

AGENDA ITEM 7

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
FY 2017-2018 RESERVE REQUIREMENTS
AUGUST 2017
*Per District Policy #7170 (Reserve Policy) adopted May 16, 2016, a portion of the District's cash
should be held in reserve for specified purposes. The below analysis of the District's cash balances
helps determine compliance with the policy and can be utilized as a factor in determining the longterm financial stability of the District:

CASH RESERVE REQUIREMENTS
Target Amount
as of 8-31-17

Unrestricted Reserves:
Operating Reserve (33% of Budgeted O&M Costs Including Debt Service)

$

Board Designated Reserves:
Membrane Replacement Reserve (Membrane Bank Account Balance)
Capital Replacement Reserve (Facilities Fees Bank Account Balance)

739,013
189,988

Legally Restricted Reserves:
Rate Stabilization Reserve Fund (Calculated Portion of LAIF)
Debt Service Reserve Fund (COP Reserve and Installment Payment Accounts)
OPEB Reserve Trust Account (Bank Account Balance)

TOTAL TARGETED CASH RESERVE REQUIREMENTS (8-31-17)

3,193,156

509,512
2,222,778
919,054

$ 7,773,500

CASH BALANCE
Amount as of
8-31-17
General Fund (Unrestricted)
LAIF (Unrestricted)
LAIF- Rate Stabilization (Board Designated)
Membrane Replacement (Board Designated)
Facilities Fees (Board Designated)
Debt Service (Legally Restricted)
OPEB Trust (Legally Restricted)

$

4,527,378
1,314,840
509,512
739,013
189,988
2,222,778
919,054

TOTAL CASH BALANCE (8-31-17)

$ 10,422,562

CASH SURPLUS (SHORTFALL)

$ 2,649,062

AGENDA ITEM 8

MEMO
TO:

Board of Directors

FROM:

Management Staff

DATE:

September 12, 2017

RE:

Mutual Aid Agreement between Carmichael Water District and
Fair Oaks Water District

Attached is the Mutual Aid Agreement between Carmichael Water District (CWD) and the Fair
Oaks Water District (FOWD). Board members from both agencies as well as staff have
reviewed the document and find it to be a great first step in providing increased water reliability
to both CWD and FOWD communities as well as continued development of working
relationships between the two districts.
Recommendation:
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approve the Mutual Aid Agreement.
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MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT
This Mutual Aid Agreement (Agreement) is between Carmichael Water District (CWD) and
Fair Oaks Water District (FOWD) (individually “Party” and collectively “Parties”). The
purpose of this Agreement is to memorialize the Parties desire to render mutual aid to each
other as desired by CWD and FOWD under certain disruptive and emergency conditions.
RECITALS
Whereas, CWD and FOWD are public agencies and each has certain equipment, personnel
and water resources under its management and control; and
Whereas, the equipment, personnel, and water resources of the Parties may be available to
assist each Party in the event of a disruptive condition or emergency condition which would
affect the water service provided by each Party to its customers; and
Whereas, neither Party should be placed in a position of unreasonably depleting its own
equipment, personnel, facilities or water resources in providing such mutual aid; and
Whereas, CWD and FOWD desire to cooperate in providing and sharing available equipment,
personnel, and water resources upon request of the other Party under the terms of this
Agreement.
NOW, THEREFORE, CWD and FOWD agree as follows:
1. Agreement Objectives.
a. CWD and FOWD provide water service to their respective customers and
desire to continue to provide such service during disruptive and emergency
conditions.
b. The Parties agree that the primary objective of this Agreement is to assist each
Party in providing reliable water service to its customers under all conditions.
c. The Parties may investigate additional opportunities to work together to
improve long-term water supply reliability for both agencies.
2. Mutual Aid.
a. In the event of a service disruption and emergency condition that impacts the
ability of either CWD or FOWD to continue to serve the public or its customers
with water service, the other Party will cooperate to a maximum extent possible, as
determined in its discretion, to provide aid and assistance as requested.

Mutual Aid Agreement September 8, 2017
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b. A service disruption and emergency condition is defined as any condition where
there is a loss of water service to a Party’s customers caused by an unforeseen
natural or man-made disaster or other similar event. Disaster examples include:
earthquake, chemical spill, infrastructure failures, terrorism or criminal activity,
flood event, severe drought, and treatment plant failures.
c. Each Party’s obligation under this Agreement shall be expressly contingent upon
its equipment, personnel, and water resources availability, as determined by the
responding Party in its sole and absolute discretion.
d. Each Party’s response within the jurisdictional limits of the requesting Party may
not interfere with the responding Party’s responsibility or ability to respond to
emergencies or other calls within its own jurisdictional area.
e. Each Party shall endeavor to notify the requesting Party in advance when it
believes that its equipment, personnel, or water resources will not be available to
respond with the jurisdictional limits of the requesting Party.
3. Contact Information, Request Protocols and Payment.
a. Each Party to this Agreement shall provide the name(s), address(es), telephone
number(s), and title(s) of the responsible employee(s) authorized to request or
respond to requests for mutual aid assistance on or before thirty (30) days have
elapsed from the date of approval of this Agreement.
b. In the event of a service disruption and emergency condition, the Party
requesting mutual aid assistance shall specify the type and duration of
assistance required from the responding Party. The original request may be
made by telephone but must be followed up in writing. The written request
may be delivered by the requesting Party to the responding Party via email, fax
or letter. Text messages from mobile devices do not satisfy this writing
requirement. The purpose of this provision is to document mutual aid requests
and responses in order to address cost allocations that arise in performance of
this Agreement.
c. Upon receiving the mutual aid request, the responding Party shall designate a
single point person that is responsible for managing the mutual aid request of
the requesting Party. The responding Party’s point person shall direct the
disposition and utilization of the responding Party’s personnel, equipment,
materials and water resources furnished in response to the mutual aid request.
d. The requesting Party shall manage all aspects of the disruptive or emergency
situation. The requesting Party shall manage the responding Party’s personnel,
equipment, materials and water resources to address the disruptive or
emergency situation upon mutual concurrence of both Parties.
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e. The personnel, equipment, materials and water resources furnished in response
to the request for mutual aid shall be released by the requesting Party when no
longer needed or when the responding Party requires return or as required by
law.
f. The requesting Party agrees to pay, as allowed by applicable law, all direct,
indirect, administrative and contracted costs incurred by the responding Party
as a result of providing assistance pursuant to this Agreement. Cost
assessment shall be based upon responding Party’s cost of service or charges
for personnel, equipment, materials and water resources. The Parties will seek
only reimbursement for costs incurred and not additional fees, charges, or
mark-up costs to profit from the service disruption and emergency situation.
g. The requesting Party will pay for any damage to the equipment and material
provided by the responding Party that occurs during the requested assistance
period.
h. Responding Party shall provide requesting Party a detailed invoice for the cost
of the mutual aid services. The detailed invoice shall include personnel
assigned classification, dates and hour’s worked, hourly billing rate, equipment
used, materials provided, water resources provided, and a summation of total
costs incurred. Requesting Party shall immediately notify responding Party of
any dispute with the information in the detailed invoice. The Parties shall
cooperate to resolve any disputes at the working level. In the event that there
is a dispute about costs presented in an invoice that cannot be resolved at the
working level, the Parties shall resolve the dispute as provided in Article 12
below.
i. Payment shall be made to responding Party by requesting Party within sixty
(60) days after receipt of a detailed invoice or within fourteen (14) days after
invoice disputes are resolved. The requesting Party shall use its best efforts to
make payments within 60 days after receipt of detailed invoice.
4.

Mutual Aid Update. The responsible managing employees of each of the Parties to
this Agreement shall consult with each other at least one (1) time each calendar year to
update the personnel list, equipment list, and available water resources. The Parties
shall revise any procedures for requesting and obtaining mutual aid assistance under
this Agreement at this meeting. Any modifications to the Agreement must be made in
accordance with Article 18.

5.

Mutual Aid Caveat. It is agreed by the Parties that protection, maintenance, and repair
of each Party’s own water systems and facilities will receive priority in responding to
any request for mutual aid assistance from a requesting Party. However, upon
receiving a request for mutual aid, the responding Party shall not unreasonably decline
mutual aid to the requesting Party.
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6.

Worker’s Compensation Insurance. Each Party to this Agreement shall maintain in
full force and effect workers compensation insurance without cost to the other Party.
The workers compensation insurance shall cover the personnel involved in a response
to provide mutual aid. Each Party to this Agreement waives all claims against the
other for compensation for any loss, damage, personal injury or death occurring as a
consequence of the performance of this Agreement to the extent that such liability is
caused by the other Party or its employees, directors commissioners, officials, officers,
agents, and volunteers. Failure to provide adequate workers compensation insurance
by a Party shall obligate that Party for all liabilities that may arise. Each Party shall
defend, indemnify and hold harmless, pursuant to Article 7 below, the other Party with
respect to workers compensation claims filed by their own employees.

7.

Indemnification. The requesting Party shall hold harmless, indemnify, and defend the
responding Party, its elected officials, officers, agents employees, contractors,
volunteers and agencies, against all liability, claims, losses, demands or actions for
injury to, or death of, a person or persons, or damages to property arising out of, or
alleged to arise out of or in consequence of, this Agreement, except to the extent that
such liability is caused by gross negligence or willful misconduct of the responding
Party, its elected officials, officers, agents, employees, contractors, or volunteers.

8.

No Agency. No provision of this Agreement and no actions taken or personnel,
equipment, material, or water resources furnished shall be construed to make the
officer, employee, or agent of either Party to this Agreement the officer, employee or
agent of the other Party to this Agreement. Furthermore, the Parties shall pay all
wages, salaries, and other amounts due to their own personnel in connection with all
services under the Agreement as well as that which may be required by law, including
applicable overtime pay. Each Party shall be responsible for all reports and
obligations respecting their own personnel, including, but not limited to, social
security taxes, income tax withholding, unemployment insurance, benefits and
workers compensation insurance. Employees or agents of one Party shall not be
deemed employees or agents of the other Party for any purpose.

7.

Effective Date. This Agreement shall be effective as the date the Parties have
executed the Agreement.

8.

Termination. This Agreement may be terminated by either FOWD or CWD upon
sixty (60) days written notice of termination to the other Party.

9.

Notices. All notices permitted or required under this Agreement shall be given to the
respective Parties at the following address, or at such other address as the respective
parties may provide in writing for this purpose:
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Carmichael Water District (CWD)

Fair Oaks Water District (FOWD)

Steve Nugent
General Manager
Carmichael Water District
7837 Fair Oaks Blvd
Carmichael, CA 95608
steve@carmichaelwd.org

Tom Gray
General Manager
Fair Oaks Water District
10326 Fair Oaks Blvd
Fair Oaks, CA 95628
tgray@fowd.com

Any notice required to be given hereunder to either Party shall be given by electronic
mail with a carbon copy to the sender, personal delivery, or by depositing such notice
in the US Mail to the address listed with first class postage pre-paid. Such notice shall
be deemed made when received.
10.

No Third Party Rights. CWD and FOWD agree that the provisions of this Agreement
are not intended to create or clarify any rights in third parties that are not an express
Party to this Agreement. In addition, no third party shall have the right of action
hereunder. This Agreement shall not be enforceable by any parties other than CWD
and FOWD.

11.

Privileges and Immunities. All privileges and immunities of CWD and FOWD
provided by state or federal law shall remain in full force and effect.

12.

Dispute Resolution. Both Parties acknowledge that any disputes arising out of the
performance of this Agreement are best resolved at the working level. In the event of
a dispute that is not resolved at the working level, the Parties agree to refer the dispute
to the highest working level authority in their respective organizations in order to
cooperatively resolve the pertinent issues. If such referral does not resolve the
disputed issues, CWD and FOWD agree to hold a “two by two” meeting in order to
resolve the disputes. A two by two meeting shall include two representatives of each
Board of each agency that will meet with the purpose of resolving the dispute. If the
two by two meeting does not resolve the dispute, the Parties agree to submit the
dispute to a neutral non-binding arbitrator to render a proposed solution. The nonbinding arbitration result may be accepted or rejected by the Parties. If the dispute
cannot be resolved through these efforts, the Parties may then resolve the dispute
through other legal mechanisms.

13.

Legal Dispute Resolution. If the Parties are unsuccessful in resolving a dispute
through Article 12, then they may proceed to resolve their dispute through other legal
mechanisms only as described in this Article and under the governing law as described
in Article 14. Any legal filing or action arising out of this Agreement shall be brought
and maintained in Sacramento County, California, regardless of where else venue may
lie. In any action brought by either Party to enforce the terms of this Agreement, each
Party shall bear responsibility for its attorney’s fees and all costs regardless of whether
one party is determined to be the prevailing Party.
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14.

Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed exclusively by the laws of the
State of California.

15.

Successors and Assigns. This Agreement shall be binding on the successors and
assigns of the Parties, and shall not be assigned by either Party without the prior
written consent of the other Party.

16.

Partial Agreement. In the event that any provision or portion of this Agreement is
determined to be a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, illegal or
unenforceable for any reason, such provision or portion shall be severable from this
Agreement. Such invalidity, legality or unenforceability shall not be construed to
have any effect on the validity, legality or enforceability of the remaining provisions
or portions of this Agreement.

17.

Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire Agreement of the Parties with
respect to the subject matter hereof, and supersedes all prior negotiations,
understandings or agreements.

18.

Modification. This Agreement may only be modified by an amendment that is signed
by both Parties.

19.

This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall constitute an
original.

THEREFORE, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed in counterpart
the dates indicated.
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Agreement was duly executed pursuant to
authorization by CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT Board of Directors, at a regular
meeting thereof held on the ________________day of__________________________2017.

______________________________
Board of Directors

____________________________
Date

ATTEST:

____________________________
General Manager

Mutual Aid Agreement September 8, 2017
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Agreement was duly executed pursuant to
authorization by FAIR OAKS WATER DISTRICT Board of Directors, at a regular meeting
thereof held on the ________________day of__________________________2017.

______________________________
Board of Directors

____________________________
Date

ATTEST:

____________________________
General Manager

Mutual Aid Agreement September 8, 2017
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AGENDA ITEM 9

MEMO
TO:

Board of Directors

FROM:

Management Staff

DATE:

September 14, 2017

RE:

Cal Water Fix Part 2

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) ruled on pending Part 1 motions and scheduled Part
2 of the Water Fix petition for change proceeding. Part 2 is intended to address potential effects of
the changes proposed in the petition on fish and wildlife, recreational uses of water, and other public
trust resources. Part 2 will also entail consideration of what Delta flow criteria are appropriate and
should be included in any approval of the petition. Finally, Part 2 will involve a determination by the
SWRCB as to whether the proposed changes to the petition are in the public interest.
Water Fix Environment Impact Report (EIR) Litigation: 18 lawsuits have been filed by
approximately 75 parties challenging DWR’s certification of the Water Fix EIR and approval of the
Water Fix Project. These 18 lawsuits have been filed in four separate counties, Sacramento, San
Joaquin, Alameda, and Placer Counties.

Attached to this report is the Joint Defense Agreement that the American River parties are
operating under to Fund: The Water Forum/Modified Flow Management Standard (MFMS)
technical work; Water Fix; the Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) voluntary agreement work;
and other work intended to protect American River watershed water rights holders. There is a
$25,000 buy-in cost which is intended to encompass costs for all past work. The current cost is
equal payment by each a party. CWD would join as the ninth party and would pay 1/9th of the
costs of the technical work going forward. This agreement allows for the District to opt out at
any time in the future.
Recommendation:
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors:
1. Authorize the General Manager to Join the Joint Defense Agreement for the American
River Parties.
2. Authorize the General Manager to pay the buy-in cost of $25,000.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT SUMMARY
AUGUST 2017

DIRECTORS
DATE

DESCRIPTION

LEIDY

EMMERSON

WALLACE

GREENWOOD

SELSKY

ACWA FALL CONFERENCE
ACWA SPRING CONFERENCE
ACWA/JPIA
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
CAP TO CAP MEETING/CONFERENCE
2x2 CWD/FOWD COMMITTEE
CWD - ADHOC QUARTERLY REVIEW MEETING
CWD - EMPLOYEE RELATIONS COMMITTEE
CWD - FINANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PLANNED SYSTEM MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE
7/17

CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING

1

1

1

CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
CWD - WATER SALES COMMITTEE
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
7/13

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY BOARD MEETING

1

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
SACRAMENTO GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

TOTAL COMPENSATION
TOTAL EXPENSES

1

0

0

2

1

$144.70

$0.00

$0.00

$289.40

$144.70

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
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TOTAL MEETINGS ATTENDED

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT SUMMARY
FY 2017 / 2018
YEAR TO DATE
DIRECTORS
DESCRIPTION

LEIDY

EMMERSON

WALLACE

GREENWOOD

SELSKY

ACWA FALL CONFERENCE
ACWA SPRING CONFERENCE
ACWA/JPIA
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
CAP TO CAP MEETING/CONFERENCE
2x2 CWD/FOWD COMMITTEE
CWD - ADHOC QUARTERLY REVIEW MEETING
CWD - EMPLOYEE RELATIONS COMMITTEE
CWD - FINANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PLANNED SYSTEM MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PUBLIC HEARING/REGULAR BOARD MEETING

1

CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
CWD - WATER SALES COMMITTEE
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
RWA BOARD MEETING

1

RWA EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

1

SGA BOARD MEETING

1
TOTAL MEETINGS ATTENDED
TOTAL COMPENSATION
TOTAL EXPENSES

*DECLINED PAYMENT FOR ONE (1) MEETING

2

1

2

4

2

$289.40

$144.70

$289.40

$578.80

$289.40

AGENDA ITEM 11

AGENDA ITEM 12

AGENDA ITEM 13

Assembly Bill 1668 (Friedman) – August 30, 2017
Position: OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED
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Assembly Bill 1668 (Friedman) – August 30, 2017
Position: OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED

August 30, 2017
The Honorable Laura Friedman
California State Assembly
State Capitol, Room 2137
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

AB 1668 (Friedman) – OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED

Dear Assemblymember Friedman,
On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we are writing to inform you of our “Oppose Unless Amended”
position on AB 1668.
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Throughout this year, our organizations have been engaged in the development of legislation to implement the
vision of the Governor’s framework for “Making Water Conservation a California Way of Life” and its objectives
of establishing new water use targets for urban retail water suppliers and enhancing drought planning, preparation,
and reporting requirements. While AB 1668 includes several provisions consistent with these objectives, we
remain far apart on several fundamental policy issues. The issues identified below as well as other important
technical changes must be addressed through the attached amendments or our organizations will oppose
the bill:
•

AB 1668 would grant the State Water Resources Control Board the authority to adopt a variety of
enforceable water use standards, including standards for outdoor residential use and commercial,
industrial, and institutional water use. Giving state agencies unchecked authority to adopt these standards
risks impacts to communities and businesses across California, as only the Legislature can balance
competing policy goals and priorities related to water use. AB 1668 should be amended to clearly define,
in statute, any enforceable standards for efficient urban water use, including standards for outdoor
residential water use and an adequate standard for indoor residential use as outlined below.

•

AB 1668 provides only a limited and temporary credit for recycled water. This provision does not
adequately protect and encourage investments in recycled water and potable reuse. AB 1668 should be
amended to encourage development of these new types of water supplies, including provisions which
provide full credit for potable reuse and a sufficient allocation in any water budget for recycled water
used for irrigation.

•

AB 1668 includes a one-time requirement for the Department of Water Resources to provide limited
elements of the data needed for water suppliers to calculate the required annual water use objective. For
urban water suppliers to be able to calculate the water use objective annually, as required by AB 1668,
suppliers will need regularly updated data. AB 1668 should be amended to either remove the annual
reporting requirement or ensure that water suppliers will be provided with the resources necessary to
calculate accurate water use objectives.

•

AB 1668 grants state agencies the discretion to decide whether to adopt variances from standards. In a
state as diverse as California, calculating retail-level water use efficiency targets using a “one-size fits all”
methodology will be challenging for a wide variety of technical, economic and administrative reasons.
AB 1668 should be amended to require the establishment of variances and implementation processes that
account for unique local conditions as well as technical, economic, and administrative feasibility.

•

AB 1668 grants state agencies expansive new enforcement powers, including the ability to require water
suppliers to take punitive enforcement actions on their customers and the authority to deny state grant and
loan funds for failure to meet an undefined standard of “compliance.” AB 1668’s enforcement provisions
should be amended to shift their emphasis away from providing new punitive enforcement authorities to
state agencies and toward technical assistance and information-sharing, along with appropriate authorities
to ensure that reporting, planning and other requirements are satisfied.

The operative provisions of existing law in this area—both the “20% by 2020” water use targets and the 2021
updates to urban water management plans—are still years from full implementation. As noted in a previous
Committee analysis of this bill, “[w]hile it makes sense to begin working now on whatever comes next, it also
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makes sense to take the time to make sure the policy and the language is appropriate and does what is intended.”
If we cannot come to consensus this year, we urge you to make AB 1668 a two-year bill.
We look forward to working with the Legislature to secure a sustainable and resilient water future that protects
local authority and includes sensible approaches to improving water use efficiency and enhancing drought
planning and preparation.
Sincerely,
Robert Shaver, General Manager
Alameda County Water District

Steven E. Wickstrum, General Manager
Casitas Municipal Water District

Heather Stratman, Chief Executive Officer
Association of California Cities – Orange
County

Kevin Hunt, General Manager
Central Basin Municipal Water District

Whitnie Wiley, Senior Legislative Advocate
Association of California Water Agencies
Nicole Sandkulla, CEO/General Manager
Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency
David Coxey, General Manager
Bella Vista Water District
Dave Eggerton, General Manager
Calaveras County Water District
Paul Kelley, Executive Director
CalDesal
Barry J. Moline, Executive Director
California Municipal Utilities Association
Rylan Gervase, Legislative Representative
California Special Districts Association
Jack Hawks, Executive Director
California Water Association
Susan Mulligan, General Manager
Calleguas Municipal Water District
Tony L. Stafford, General Manager
Camrosa Water District

Hilary Straus, General Manager
Citrus Heights Water District
Felix Riesenberg, Asst. Public Works Director
City of Fairfield
Tina White, City Manager
City of Poway
Brian Crane, Director, Public Works Department
City of Redding
Doug Stack, Director of Public Works
City of Tustin
The Honorable Stanley Cleveland Jr., Mayor
City of Yuba City
Jim Barrett, General Manager
Coachella Valley Water District
Martin E. Zvirbulis, General Manager/CEO
Cucamonga Valley Water District
Mark Krause, General Manager
Desert Water Agency
Dan McIntyre, General Manager
Dublin San Ramon Services District
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Paul D. Jones II, P.E., General Manager
Eastern Municipal Water District

John Kingsbury, Executive Director
Mountain Counties Water Resources Assoc.

Jim Abercrombie, General Manager
El Dorado Irrigation District

Kimberly A. Thorner, General Manager
Olivenhain Municipal Water District

Robert R. Hill, General Manager
El Toro Water District

Peter DeMarco, Senior Vice President of
Government Affairs
Orange County Business Council

Mark J. Madison, General Manager
Elk Grove Water District
John D. Vega, General Manager
Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District
Nina Jazmadarian, General Manager
Foothill Municipal Water District
John Friedenbach, General Manager
Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District
Donald M. Zdeba, General Manager
Indian Wells Valley Water District
Paul Cook, General Manager
Irvine Ranch Water District
Renae Hinchey, General Manager
Laguna Beach County Water District
Christopher Garner, General Manager
Long Beach Water Department
James D. Anderson, General Manager
Malaga County Water District
Paul E. Shoenberger, P.E., General Manager
Mesa Water District
Tammy Rudock, General Manager
Mid-Peninsula Water District
Mark Kinsey, General Manager
Monte Vista Water District
David J. Stoldt, General Manager
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District

Michael R. Markus, P.E., General Manager
Orange County Water District
Edward A. Castaneda, General Manager
Orchard Dale Water District
Mark Watton, General Manager
Otay Water District
Allen Carlisle, CEO/General Manager
Padre Dam Municipal Water District
Einar Maisch, General Manager
Placer County Water Agency
Jeffrey Armstrong, General Manger
Rancho California Water District
John Woodling, Executive Director
Regional Water Authority
Greg Thomas, General Manager
Rincon Del Diablo Municipal Water District
Girish Balachandran, General Manager
Riverside Public Utilities
Tom Coleman, General Manager
Rowland Water District
Mary-Ann Warmerdam, Legislative Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California
Robert Roscoe, P.E., General Manager
Sacramento Suburban Water District
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Glenn Farrel, Government Relations Manager
San Diego County Water Authority

Richard W. Hansen, P.E., General Manager
Three Valleys Municipal Water District

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. General Manager
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Hector Ruiz, P.E., General Manager
Trabuco Canyon Water District

Jeff Davis, General Manager
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency

Thomas J. Haglund, General Manager
Tuolumne Utilities District

Paul Helliker, General Manager
San Juan Water District

Gary T. Arant, General Manager
Valley Center Municipal Water District

Dan Ferons, General Manager
Santa Margarita Water District

Eldon Boone, General Manager
Vista Irrigation District

Piret Harmon, General Manager
Scotts Valley Water District

John Rossi, General Manager
Western Municipal Water District

Andrew Brunhart, General Manager
South Coast Water District

G.F. Duerig, General Manager
Zone 7 Water Agency

Wayne Brown, Director of Government Affairs
South Orange County Economic Coalition
Richard Solbrig, General Manager
South Tahoe Public Utility District

cc:

The Honorable Robert M. Hertzberg, Chairman, Senate Committee on Natural Resources and Water
The Honorable Nancy Skinner, Member, California State Senate
The Honorable Members, Senate Committee on Natural Resources and Water
The Honorable Eduardo Garcia, Chairman, Assembly Committee on Water, Parks and Wildlife
The Honorable Members, Assembly Water Conservation Working Group
Mr. Dennis O’Connor, Principal Consultant, Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee
Ms. Catherine Freeman, Chief Consultant, Assembly Committee on Water, Parks, and Wildlife
Mr. Ryan Ojakian, Senior Consultant, Assembly Committee on Water, Parks, and Wildlife
Mr. Michael Bedard, Chief of Staff, Office of Senator Robert Hertzberg
Mr. Jim Metropulos, Legislative Director, Office of Assemblymember Laura Friedman
Mr. Todd Moffitt, Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus
Mr. Robert Spiegel, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus
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Position: OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED
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August 30, 2017
The Honorable Robert M. Hertzberg
Chairman, Senate Committee on Natural Resources and Water
State Capitol, Room 5046
Sacramento, CA 95814
The Honorable Nancy Skinner
California State Senate
State Capitol, Room 2059
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

SB 606 (Skinner/Hertzberg) – OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED
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Dear Senator Hertzberg and Senator Skinner,
On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we are writing to inform you of our “Oppose Unless Amended”
position on SB 606.
Throughout this year, our organizations have been engaged in the development of legislation to implement the
vision of the Governor’s framework for “Making Water Conservation a California Way of Life” and its objectives
of establishing new water use targets for urban retail water suppliers and enhancing drought planning, preparation,
and reporting requirements. While SB 606 includes several provisions consistent with these objectives, we remain
far apart on several fundamental policy issues. The issues identified below as well as other important technical
changes must be addressed through the attached amendments or our organizations will oppose the bill:
•

SB 606 would grant the State Water Resources Control Board the authority to adopt a variety of
enforceable water use standards, including standards for outdoor residential use and commercial,
industrial, and institutional water use. Giving state agencies unchecked authority to adopt these standards
risks impacts to communities and businesses across California, as only the Legislature can balance
competing policy goals and priorities related to water use. SB 606 should be amended to clearly define, in
statute, any enforceable standards for efficient urban water use, including standards for outdoor
residential water use and an adequate standard for indoor residential use as outlined below.

•

SB 606 provides only a limited and temporary credit for recycled water. This provision does not
adequately protect and encourage investments in recycled water and potable reuse. SB 606 should be
amended to encourage development of these new types of water supplies, including provisions which
provide full credit for potable reuse and a sufficient allocation in any water budget for recycled water
used for irrigation.

•

SB 606 includes a one-time requirement for the Department of Water Resources to provide limited
elements of the data needed for water suppliers to calculate the required annual water use objective. For
urban water suppliers to be able to calculate the water use objective annually, as required by SB 606,
suppliers will need regularly updated data. SB 606 should be amended to either remove the annual
reporting requirement or ensure that water suppliers will be provided with the resources necessary to
calculate accurate water use objectives.

•

SB 606 grants state agencies the discretion to decide whether to adopt variances from standards. In a state
as diverse as California, calculating retail-level water use efficiency targets using a “one-size fits all”
methodology will be challenging for a wide variety of technical, economic and administrative reasons. SB
606 should be amended to require the establishment of variances and implementation processes that
account for unique local conditions as well as technical, economic, and administrative feasibility.

•

SB 606 grants state agencies expansive new enforcement powers, including the ability to require water
suppliers to take punitive enforcement actions on their customers and the authority to deny state grant and
loan funds for failure to meet an undefined standard of “compliance.” SB 606’s enforcement provisions
should be amended to shift their emphasis away from providing new punitive enforcement authorities to
state agencies and toward technical assistance and information-sharing, along with appropriate authorities
to ensure that reporting, planning and other requirements are satisfied.
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The operative provisions of existing law in this area—both the “20% by 2020” water use targets and the 2021
updates to urban water management plans—are still years from full implementation. As noted in a previous
Committee analysis of this bill, “[w]hile it makes sense to begin working now on whatever comes next, it also
makes sense to take the time to make sure the policy and the language is appropriate and does what is intended.”
If we cannot come to consensus this year, we urge you to make SB 606 a two-year bill.
We look forward to working with the Legislature to secure a sustainable and resilient water future that protects
local authority and includes sensible approaches to improving water use efficiency and enhancing drought
planning and preparation.
Sincerely,
Robert Shaver, General Manager
Alameda County Water District

Kevin Hunt, General Manager
Central Basin Municipal Water District

Whitnie Wiley, Senior Legislative Advocate
Association of California Water Agencies

Hilary Straus, General Manager
Citrus Heights Water District

Nicole Sandkulla, CEO/General Manager
Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency

Felix Riesenberg, Asst. Public Works Director
City of Fairfield

David Coxey, General Manager
Bella Vista Water District

Tina White, City Manager
City of Poway

Dave Eggerton, General Manager
Calaveras County Water District

Brian Crane, Director, Public Works Department
City of Redding

Paul Kelley, Executive Director
CalDesal

Doug Stack, Director of Public Works
City of Tustin

Barry J. Moline, Executive Director
California Municipal Utilities Association

The Honorable Stanley Cleveland Jr., Mayor
City of Yuba City

Rylan Gervase, Legislative Representative
California Special Districts Association

Jim Barrett, General Manager
Coachella Valley Water District

Jack Hawks, Executive Director
California Water Association

Martin E. Zvirbulis, General Manager/CEO
Cucamonga Valley Water District

Susan Mulligan, General Manager
Calleguas Municipal Water District

Mark Krause, General Manager
Desert Water Agency

Tony L. Stafford, General Manager
Camrosa Water District

Dan McIntyre, General Manager
Dublin San Ramon Services District

Steven E. Wickstrum, General Manager
Casitas Municipal Water District

Paul D. Jones II, P.E., General Manager
Eastern Municipal Water District
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Jim Abercrombie, General Manager
El Dorado Irrigation District

Kimberly A. Thorner, General Manager
Olivenhain Municipal Water District

Robert R. Hill, General Manager
El Toro Water District

Michael R. Markus, P.E., General Manager
Orange County Water District

Mark J. Madison, General Manager
Elk Grove Water District

Edward A. Castaneda, General Manager
Orchard Dale Water District

John D. Vega, General Manager
Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District

Mark Watton, General Manager
Otay Water District

Nina Jazmadarian, General Manager
Foothill Municipal Water District

Allen Carlisle, CEO/General Manager
Padre Dam Municipal Water District

John Friedenbach, General Manager
Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District

Einar Maisch, General Manager
Placer County Water Agency

Donald M. Zdeba, General Manager
Indian Wells Valley Water District

Jeffrey Armstrong, General Manger
Rancho California Water District

Paul Cook, General Manager
Irvine Ranch Water District

John Woodling, Executive Director
Regional Water Authority

Renae Hinchey, General Manager
Laguna Beach County Water District

Greg Thomas, General Manager
Rincon Del Diablo Municipal Water District

Christopher Garner, General Manager
Long Beach Water Department

Girish Balachandran, General Manager
Riverside Public Utilities

James D. Anderson, General Manager
Malaga County Water District

Tom Coleman, General Manager
Rowland Water District

Paul E. Shoenberger, P.E., General Manager
Mesa Water District

Mary-Ann Warmerdam, Legislative Advocate
Rural County Representatives of California

Tammy Rudock, General Manager
Mid-Peninsula Water District

Robert Roscoe, P.E., General Manager
Sacramento Suburban Water District

Mark Kinsey, General Manager
Monte Vista Water District

Glenn Farrel, Government Relations Manager
San Diego County Water Authority

David J. Stoldt, General Manager
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. General Manager
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

John Kingsbury, Executive Director
Mountain Counties Water Resources Assoc.

Jeff Davis, General Manager
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
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Paul Helliker, General Manager
San Juan Water District

Hector Ruiz, P.E., General Manager
Trabuco Canyon Water District

Dan Ferons, General Manager
Santa Margarita Water District

Thomas J. Haglund, General Manager
Tuolumne Utilities District

Piret Harmon, General Manager
Scotts Valley Water District

Gary T. Arant, General Manager
Valley Center Municipal Water District

Andrew Brunhart, General Manager
South Coast Water District

Eldon Boone, General Manager
Vista Irrigation District

Wayne Brown, Director of Government Affairs
South Orange County Economic Coalition

John Rossi, General Manager
Western Municipal Water District

Richard Solbrig, General Manager
South Tahoe Public Utility District

G.F. Duerig, General Manager
Zone 7 Water Agency

Richard W. Hansen, P.E., General Manager
Three Valleys Municipal Water District

cc:

The Honorable Members, Senate Committee on Natural Resources and Water
The Honorable Eduardo Garcia, Chairman, Assembly Committee on Water, Parks and Wildlife
The Honorable Members, Assembly Water Conservation Working Group
Mr. Dennis O’Connor, Principal Consultant, Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee
Ms. Catherine Freeman, Chief Consultant, Assembly Committee on Water, Parks, and Wildlife
Mr. Ryan Ojakian, Senior Consultant, Assembly Committee on Water, Parks, and Wildlife
Mr. Michael Bedard, Chief of Staff, Office of Senator Robert Hertzberg
Mr. Jim Metropulos, Legislative Director, Office of Assemblymember Laura Friedman
Mr. Todd Moffitt, Consultant, Senate Republican Caucus
Mr. Robert Spiegel, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus
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2017 Annual Runoff and Allocation Report
Water Forum
Successor Effort

Issuance Date: August 30, 2017
Purpose: This report is issued annually by the Water Forum Successor Effort to project March through
November Unimpaired Inflow into Folsom Reservoir (March-Nov UIFR). Per the Water Forum Agreement
of 2000, this hydrologic index is monitored every year during the months of February through June (See
Figure 1 and Table 1) to determine the type of water year and may be used by American River water
purveyors and water right holders to determine the extent of their dry-year procedures. For more
information on these topics, visit http://www.WaterForum.org/Dry Year Procedures.

Projected Mar-Nov UIFR for 2017 is 3536 TAF.
Figure 1. UIFR Projections and Annual American River Water Allocation1

March-Nov

4,000
3,600

No Annual WFA Restrictions

3,200
2,800
2,400

Hodge Year2

3536
3,156

3536

3161

2,636

2,000

1,600

1,600
1,200

Wedge3
950

800
400

Conference4

400

0

February
March 3161
April 3536
May 3536
Final
2,636 3,156
Date of Estimate
1Several factors can affect the allocation of water supply from the American River. When Mar-Nov UIFR is greater than 1.6 MAF then no
annual WF restrictions are applied. However, other restrictions could be in effect such as the CVP shortage criteria.
2A "Hodge Year" occurs when the Mar-Nov UIFR is less than 1,600 TAF. This affects the allocation of American River water for
Sacramento Suburban WD (after 2010) and South County Agriculture (see footnote #9 on page 11 of the 2000 Water Forum
Agreement). This is different than the instaneous "Hodge Flow trigger" which affects diversions at the Fairbairn treatment plant when the
LAR flow is less than 3,000 cfs during Mar-Jun; 2) Less than 2,000 cfs from October 16-Feb; and 3) Less than 1,750 cfs from JulyOct15.
3A "Wedge" occurs when the Mar-Nov UIFR is less than 950 TAF. This may affect the allocation of American River water for the City of
Folsom, Placer County Water Agency, City of Roseville, San Juan Water District, Sacramento Suburban WD (prior to 2010) and SMUD
(see footnote #3 on page 11 of the 2000 Water Forum Agreement).
4 "Conference" years occur when Mar-Nov UIFR is less than 400 TAF. In those years diverters and others are required to meet and
confer on how best to meet demands and protect the American River (see footnote #2 on page 11 of the 2000 Water Forum
Agreement).
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Monthly Runoff and Allocation Report; 2017 (continued)

Table 1. Monthly Runoff Values
February
Publication

Month
March

1

UIFR Monthly and Total Volumes in TAF
March
April
May
Publication
Publication
Publication

Final Values

745

680

694

694

694

1

590

710

725

894

894

1

680

900

910

940

940

420

600

560

695

695

100

150

155

181

181

16

22

23

27

27

30

30

30

30

30

30
2,636

30
3,156

30
3,161

30
3,536

30
3,536

April
May

June

1

1

July

1

August and September
2

October

2

November

Total
1

Values are from Bulletin 120, Water Conditions in California, California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) for the given publication month (http://cdec.water.ca.gov/snow/bulletin120/).
DWR publishes Bulletin 120 four times a year (February through May), providing forecasts of
unimpaired flow for several watersheds in California for the given water year.
2
Values are from Technical Memorandum No. 1, Computing March through November Unimpaired
Inflow into Folsom Reservoir , Water Forum, May 2007.

Significant Post May Events:
Mid-Month storm events in May 2017 did not deviate appreciably from the norm. DWR's post-May runoff
updates did not indicate significant changes to the May projection of the March-Nov UIFR. Therefore, no
post-May adjustments were made.

USBR American River CVP Municipal and Industrial Contractor Allocation
On February 27, 2015 the CVP announced that Municipal and Industrial (M&I) water service contractors
North-of-Delta who are serviced by Folsom Reservoir on the American River are allocated 25 percent of
their historic use. (http://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail.cfm?RecordID=48986).
Please note that the CVP allocations are administered by the USBR and are not part of the Water Forum
Agreement. The CVP information is provided for informational purposes only.
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Sacramento County Starts
Avalanche of Lawsuits
Against Delta Tunnels Plan
NICK CAHILL
August 17, 2017

SACRAMENTO, Calif. (CN) – Seeking to freeze a contentious $16 billion
waterworks plan supported by Gov. Jerry Brown, Sacramento County sued the
California Department of Water Resources on Thursday over its certification
of the project’s “dizzying” and “shifting” environmental review.
In a 69-page lawsuit filed in Sacramento County Superior Court, the county
says the plan known as the “California WaterFix” will harm residents and the
environment in myriad ways. According to the petition, a judge should throw
out the environmental certification and halt one of the largest public works
projects in state history.
“Department of Water Resources chose to bury the public in paper, producing
a series of disjointed and confusing documents based on a vague and shifting
project description, incomplete and inaccurate data and flawed analytical
methods,” the petition states.
The county alleges that the plan, which would divert freshwater around the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta in a pair of 35-mile tunnels, will harm
endangered fish species, delta farmers and disproportionately impact lowincome communities.
In June, federal fisheries officials signed off on the project, finding it could be
completed without devastating impacts to native salmon and other
endangered fish species.

The county is represented by Kelley Taber of Somach Simmons & Dunn of
Sacramento.
Another delta city, Antioch, and a host of environmental and fishing groups
filed similar lawsuits Thursday to halt the delta tunnels, claiming violations of
the California Environmental Quality Act.

The water supply solution for
the Monterey Peninsula might
not be desalination.
David Schmalz
Aug 17, 2017
Paul Sciuto says he expects he will know if it’s feasible to expand Pure Water Monterey in about six
weeks.
Nic Coury

As California American Water continues in its yearslong pursuit of a desalination
project, a competing idea is starting to take shape: Scrapping desal altogether.
Whether or not that’s possible will become known in the coming months: On Aug. 7, a
California Public Utilities Commission judge issued a ruling that lays out the remaining
issues to be addressed in hearings about Cal Am’s project application.
Among them is the question of whether Pure Water Monterey, a recycled water project
that will supply 3,500 acre-feet annually to the Peninsula starting in 2019, can be
expanded.
Paul Sciuto is general manager of Monterey One Water, formerly the Monterey
Regional Water Pollution Control Agency, which is constructing Pure Water’s treatment
facility. He says there were already discussions in local water circles about whether
desal is necessary, but that the CPUC ruling “accelerated” those discussions.
Underscoring those conversations is the relentless scrutiny Cal Am’s project faces: The
CPUC’s Aug. 7 ruling pushed back the anticipated release of the project’s final
environmental impact report another six months, to March 16, 2018, “due to the
complexity and extensive number of comments” that were received about the draft
environmental impact report.

Just hours after the CPUC ruling, the Marina Coast Water District board heard a
presentation about the preliminary findings of a study they’d commissioned that mapped
the region’s aquifers using airborne electromagnetics, deployed via helicopter. The
study’s revelations confirmed there is an abundance of freshwater in the shallower
aquifers around Cal Am’s test slant well, counter to conventional wisdom that there was
more saltwater.
After that presentation, MCWD General Manager Keith Van der Maaten said, “There
isn’t water you can pull into these slant wells from the groundwater basin without
causing harm.”
Given the opposition Cal Am’s project faces in Marina, the potential for litigation is high.
That would likely delay its construction for months, if not years, and could kill the project
outright.
Considering those factors, officials like Sciuto are exploring another way forward—
expanding Pure Water Monterey, which, if it can be pulled off, would likely be cheaper
and provide the environmental benefit of preventing more polluted water from flowing
into the bay.
Whether or not it’s feasible can be answered, in part, by looking at the numbers: In
2016, the water demand in the Cal Am service area was about 9,600 acre-feet.
In January 2022, the deadline the state gave Cal Am to stop its illegal pumping of the
Carmel River, Cal Am’s supply portfolio comes out to about 9,000 acre-feet, just 600
acre-feet shy of 2016 demand.
Dave Stoldt, general manager of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District,
played a key role in negotiating Pure Water Monterey. He is optimistic about its potential
for expansion.

“If you believe, as I do, that the current path we’re on could lead to a lawsuit, I think we
could pull it off,” he says, adding there will still be approximately 6,000-7,000 acre-feet
of winter wastewater flowing out to the ocean when Pure Water goes online, and that
there is potential to capture some of it. The challenge is ensuring the system’s capacity
can still meet peak water demand and have enough water stored during dry years.
Sciuto says if an agreement can be made with Salinas Valley stakeholders to acquire
rights to some of the excess winter flows, he thinks Pure Water may be able to provide
up to 6,000 acre-feet of water to the Peninsula. That would put Cal Am’s future water
supply at about 11,500 acre-feet. But questions remain.
“[Pure Water Monterey] is cost competitive,” Sciuto says, “it’s better for the environment
[than desal], and I am confident that we can produce more water than we are currently
contractually obligated to. But I do not know how much more.”

Delta tunnels project needs
water agencies to pay for it.
Why some are hesitating
BY DALE KASLER AND RYAN SABALOW
dkasler@sacbee.com
AUGUST 17, 2017 3:00 PM

If you live in Los Angeles, the cost of building the Delta tunnels might raise your
water bill by as little as $2 a month or less – no more than a latte, to quote one of
the project’s main cheerleaders in Southern California.
But if you’re a farmer on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, the increase
could be hundreds of dollars per acre-foot of water. And you could be looking at
hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional expenses every year, for decades,
for a resource that’s as indispensable to farming as soil itself.
As California water agencies prepare to vote next month on paying for the
tunnels, which are supposed to improve water deliveries to the southern half of
the state, the stark difference between urban and rural water users’ expected
costs illustrates one of the project’s main stumbling blocks.
While the controversial project is moving through the permit process, it can’t
break ground unless a solid bloc of south-of-Delta water agencies, urban and
rural alike, commits to paying the $17 billion tab.
It’s far from certain that all the major water agencies will sign on.
The Westlands Water District, an influential agency serving farmers in western
Fresno and Kings counties, is among the agricultural districts expressing serious
concerns about cost. Westlands farmers’ water bills, which currently run to
around $200 an acre-foot, could jump by as much as $495 an acre-foot to pay for
the tunnels, according to estimates provided to the district last month by
Goldman Sachs & Co.
“The number’s just too high,” said farmer Sarah Clark Woolf, who serves on
Westlands’ board of directors. “It doesn’t work for farming.” The Westlands
board is tentatively scheduled to vote on the project Sept. 19.

If a significant player such as Westlands were to withhold financial support, the
entire project could falter. Gov. Jerry Brown’s administration, which has been
pushing the tunnels for years, would have to persuade other south-of-Delta
agencies to pay more.
State officials acknowledge the importance of winning over all the big
contractors. “If at the end of the water contractors’ processes it becomes clear
there is not a critical mass of local agencies participating, then we would have to
assess whether there is a project that can move ahead,” said Erin Mellon,
spokeswoman for DWR.” She added that “inaction would be irresponsible.”
California WaterFix, as the project is formally known, is Brown’s audacious plan
for remaking the plumbing of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta by building two
tunnels beneath the estuary.
Decades of pumping water from the Delta has degraded its ecosystem and left
some fish species at the brink of extinction. Located near Tracy in the south
Delta, the pumps are so powerful they can literally reverse the flow of segments of
the San Joaquin River, pulling fish into harm’s way. The pumps sometimes have
to be shut off to protect the fish, leaving water to flow out to sea.
Environmentalists and Delta landowners say the tunnels would make things
worse. Brown disagrees.
The tunnels would divert a portion of the Sacramento River’s flow, from a point
near Courtland, to the existing Tracy pumps about 40 miles south. Brown’s aides
say this would eliminate much of the “reverse flow” problem. The pumps could
operate with fewer interruptions, firming up water deliveries to valley farmers
and 19 million Southern Californians.
Outside of the governor’s office, WaterFix’s biggest fan is probably the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, which relies heavily on Delta
water. Metropolitan appears ready to formally commit to WaterFix at a Sept. 26
board of directors meeting.
How much each of the several dozen agencies would pay for the tunnels depends
on how much water they currently take out of the Delta. With the ability to
spread its estimated $4 billion share of the cost among 6 million households,
Metropolitan staff said last week that average monthly bills for its customers
likely will increase $1.90 to $3.10 a month.
“About a tall latte. 1x a month,” general manager Jeff Kightlinger wrote in a
Twitter post.

The math is more forbidding for an agricultural agency like Westlands. It can
spread its costs among just 600 customers, not millions. Although the price hikes
would vary widely, depending on which borrowing structure is employed, the
numbers released by Goldman Sachs have left some growers reeling. A farmer
such as Woolf could see his or her annual water bill increase by as much as
$700,000.
“It’s definitely more affordable for an urban district compared to a farmer,” said
Jeff Michael, a University of the Pacific economist who has consulted for antitunnels advocates. “The capacity to pay, and the willingness to pay, are on a
different level.”
Without the tunnels, Brown’s aides say environmental conditions in the Delta
will continue to deteriorate and pumping operations will become less reliable.
That’s a compelling argument, even for some agricultural districts.
“I won’t lie to you, it’s going to be expensive,” said Ted Page, president of the
Kern County Water Agency, a major agricultural district at the south end of the
valley. “What’s the alternative? It takes water to run your business.” He added
that the Kern County agency is still formulating its cost estimates; its board is
expected to vote in late September or early October.
A big sticking point for many water users, particularly farmers, is that
considerable uncertainty remains over how much water would get delivered from
the Delta if the tunnels are built. Project opponents say the tunnels’ leading
advocates are basing their financial projections on overly optimistic expectations
about water deliveries.
Metropolitan’s analysis “is significantly flawed and understates the costs and
risks,” attorney Doug Obegi, of the environmental advocacy group the Natural
Resources Defense Council, told the Southern California agency’s board of
directors this week.
In addition, Wall Street analysts said this week that Metropolitan’s prices might
rise even more if some of the other water agencies won’t commit their dollars to
the project. “The cost to (Metropolitan) and its ratepayers could be higher if some
contractors decline to participate,” Fitch Ratings said in a report analyzing the
project’s finances.
The water agencies’ deliberations have been complicated by the way California’s
delivery system is structured. The federal and state governments operate two
different water systems in California, side by side. They both pump water out of
the south Delta, but when it comes to paying for WaterFix, they’re playing by
different rules.

The State Water Project’s south-of-Delta agencies have informally decided they
will all participate in the funding, in amounts that correspond to how much water
they currently pull out of the Delta. If an agency bails out, it is expected to find a
substitute. The more an individual agency pays, the more water it can expect to
receive out of the tunnels.
With everyone expected to participate, the costs become more palatable, even for
agricultural users like those in Kern County.
It’s different for customers of the federal government’s Central Valley Project.
The CVP’s contractors take about 45 percent of the water pumped from the Delta.
In a memo in late July, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation said two significant CVP
customers don’t have to contribute to WaterFix’s costs. Those customers are a
group of state and federal wildlife refuges, which are guaranteed water by federal
law, and the Exchange Contractors, a large cluster of farmers along the San
Joaquin River who have special historical water rights. Those two groups
combined take about 20 percent of all the water that’s pumped out of the Delta.
The bureau’s memo said it doesn’t believe it needs the tunnels to continue
meeting its legal obligations to supply water to those two groups. As a result, the
bureau said, they don’t have to pay for the tunnels.
As for every other CVP customer, the bureau has said spending money on tunnels
construction project is purely voluntary.
“We’re having our CVP contractors make their business decision on whether they
will choose to participate and therefore pay capital costs for California WaterFix,”
said Brooke White, the bureau’s program manager for the tunnels project, in an
interview this week.
The bureau’s decision has many of the other CVP contractors squirming. Those
that don’t sign up risk losing some water; they wouldn’t be eligible for water
that’s routed through the tunnels. On the other hand, if they do participate, their
costs will be higher because of the two groups that have been let off the hook
financially.
“The capital costs ... will be spread only among those who participate,” said Tom
Birmingham, the general manager at Westlands, one of the largest CVP
contractors.
If the costs were allocated among every CVP contractor, Birmingham said, it
would be easier for Westlands to commit to the project.
“It becomes affordable,” he said.

Another major CVP contractor, the Friant Water Authority, which serves farmers
on the east side of the valley, considers itself undecided on the tunnels issue.
Jason Phillips, the authority’s chief executive, said Friant’s board hasn’t yet
scheduled a vote on the tunnels but is weighing the potential costs and benefits.
“How do you make a multibillion-dollar decision? Is it a risk worth taking? That’s
what we’re looking at,” Phillips said. “It depends on how much skin you’re going
to have to put into the game.”

Floating Solar Power: A New Frontier
for Green-Leaning Water Utilities
Solar panel installations have primarily been installed on land. Now
two California water utilities are building floating solar-power
projects at their reservoirs to reap energy savings and other benefits.
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Sonoma County Water Agency’s Oceanview water treatment pond was
the test bed for this floating solar panel array last year. A final
installation is expected to be complete by the end of 2017, with an output
of 1 megawatt of solar electricity.Photo Courtesy Sonoma County Water Agency
used by water utilities have long been viewed
with a single purpose: holding water. Now a handful of
pioneering water utilities are looking at their aquatic real estate
with a new purpose in mind: solar energy generation.
LAKES AND PONDS

Large-scale floating solar projects have been installed in Japan
and China, as well as on ponds at California wineries. But solar
energy has remained primarily a terrestrial endeavor because, in
most cases, it is simpler and cheaper to mount photovoltaic
(solar) panels on land.
That is beginning to change. The floats and other mounting
components unique to water-based solar are slightly more
expensive, but that difference will evaporate as more projects are
built. And as solar has proliferated in some areas, it has become
harder to find available land for new installations.

Now a few water agencies are embracing floating solar to
maximize the utility of their storage ponds and reservoirs.
Floating solar panels can provide energy that offsets operating
costs and reduces greenhouse gas emissions. And there are other
benefits: Floating solar panels throw shade on the water surface,
which can reduce evaporation and algae growth.
Sonoma County Water Agency will install floating solar panel
arrays later this year. The panels will float on its Oceanview
treated wastewater pond in Windsor, where shade from the
panels will reduce the cost of algae control, and the electricity
produced will help power the treatment process.
The agency had already built solar arrays on rooftops and
parking lots, said then-general manager Grant Davis. (Davis was
recently appointed director of the California Department of
Water Resources.) The next choice was ranch land, but that
posed a conflict with livestock grazing operations.
“We were looking then for disturbed acreage that was going to be
out of sight, out of mind,” Davis said. “And what better place
than a wastewater treatment pond?”
The agency was also motivated by a 2008 policy adopted by its
board of directors to become “carbon free” by 2015 – meaning it
aimed to eliminate carbon dioxide emissions from its energy
demand – a goal that it met.
So about three years ago the agency signed a contract
with Pristine Sun, a San Francisco firm, to develop a floating
solar panel system for several of its treatment ponds. Pristine had
not built a floating solar system before. But after some research
and testing, the first system was installed as a pilot project at the
Oceanview treatment pond in summer 2016.
The trial was successful, and a permanent installation at the
pond is expected to go live by the end of this year. It will produce
1 megawatt of electricity, enough to offset 4 percent of the
agency’s electrical demand. The panels will be mounted on
plastic floats borrowed from the dredge-mining industry.

Workers assemble a floating solar panel array last year in a pilot project at Sonoma County Water
Agency’s Oceanview water treatment pond in Windsor, Calif. (Photo Courtesy Sonoma County
Water Agency)

The team plans five more floating solar projects on other
treatment ponds. In total, they’ll produce enough electricity to
power 3,500 homes.
“We’ll see about $33,000 in annual power savings at build-out,”
Davis said.
The water agency pays nothing for these projects. Pristine Sun
covers all costs for equipment, installation and permitting, and
then makes its money selling the energy that’s generated.
Troy Helming, Pristine Sun’s founder and chief executive, said
floating solar is still extremely rare in the U.S. But he said the
potential is “enormous.”
In California alone, using a very conservative estimate of
available inland water surface area, Helming estimates floating
solar could produce 20 gigawatts of electricity. That’s more than
10 percent of the state’s total energy need.
“It seems like there is quite a bit of interest, which is exciting,”
said Helming. “Now in California and Hawaii and Japan, and
other parts of the world, there are challenges sometimes finding
new locations where you do have fairly high concentrations of
both rooftop and ground-mount solar. It makes a lot of sense to
look at these underutilized assets owned by water agencies and
municipalities for this potential application.”

One drawback to such installations is that the floating solar
panels and their anchoring systems must not interfere with water
system operations. That means preserving access to drains and
other plumbing. In some cases, panels may need to be
easily removable.
But these are simple “engineering challenges,” Helming said. In
many cases, floating solar offers more advantages than
drawbacks. One advantage is reducing algae that can rapidly clog
filters, requiring more frequent cleaning or replacement.
Depending on location and use of the water, algae may also pose
a public health concern.
Evaporation control is another potential benefit. For many
utilities, water is essentially money. They spend millions of
dollars pumping and treating water, which then becomes a
commodity that is sold to customers. So any water lost to
evaporation is essentially lost revenue.
Water can also enhance solar generation. Ironically, too much
heat reduces a solar panel’s energy output. Every panel is rated
for certain temperature limits, above which energy output
plummets. But a watery surface will always be cooler than the
bare ground on which most solar arrays are built.
Dirt is another enemy of solar panels. Wind-blown dust
inevitably collects on panels, preventing some of the sun’s energy
from reaching photovoltaic cells. This can reduce energy output
by 20 percent or more. Most ground-mounted solar arrays get
cleaned only two or three times a year.
Helming’s company has rigged its floating panels with a simple
sprinkler system to clean the panels using water drawn from the
reservoir underneath. It cleans the panels every day.
“We’re curious to look at the data ourselves and see if we actually
reap those ancillary benefits,” said Kelly Rodgers, energy
program manager at the San Diego County Water Authority.

The San Diego agency signed a contract with Pristine Sun to
install a 6-megawatt solar array floating on its Olivenhain
Reservoir that will cover about 10 percent of the water surface.
Rodgers’ agency first sought bids for a floating solar project five
years ago and got no “viable results,” she said. It tried again
about 18 months ago and received several proposals.
The 24,000 acre-feet Olivenhain Reservoir functions purely as an
emergency supply for the San Diego region, so water levels don’t
fluctuate much. Also, recreation is not allowed there. Both factors
simplify the installation, Rodgers said, which they hope to
complete by the end of 2018.
“Certainly we wouldn’t cover the entire reservoir,” Rodgers said.
“But we may add additional panels if this turns out to be a really
good thing for us. We’re always trying to reap revenue and
recover costs to stabilize our water bills.”
The Olivenhain project may include battery storage, Rodgers
said. This would allow the water authority to maximize revenue
by selling electricity during evening and late-afternoon hours,
when solar output drops off but energy demand is peaking.
There are some big fish to catch in the floating solar business.
One of the biggest of all is the California Aqueduct, owned by the
state Department of Water Resources (DWR), which exports vast
amounts of water from north to south. The aqueduct offers more
than 400 miles of canal surface area that could be covered with
solar panels in a region of the state – the San Joaquin Valley –
that is relentlessly sunny.
DWR – a huge energy consumer – also faces a state mandate to
slash its greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050.
As recently as 2015, DWR investigated covering portions of the
canal with solar panels. It concluded this wasn’t feasible because
of the need for frequent visual inspections of the canal and the
water surface itself. It also cited challenges in attaching panels to
the canal banks.

But it appears DWR’s analysis may not have considered the
prospect of floating solar panels, which pose a much less
intensive installation process. They could also be easier to move
temporarily to allow inspections.
A University of California, Davis study in 2015 found that
covering the aqueduct with solar panels would more than pay for
itself. It could also prevent over 9,000 acre-feet of water
evaporation per day. On an annual basis, that’s equal to the
entire capacity of Lake Oroville, the state’s secondlargest reservoir.
The study found that mounting solar panels on just a single 80mile stretch of canal serving the Bay Area would avoid water
losses worth $1 million annually.
Helming said transforming the aqueduct into a solar-energy
producer is entirely feasible today.
“There would be a whole bunch of companies that would jump at
the chance to cover the aqueduct with solar at no cost to the
state,” he said.

Sacramento County sues to
block Delta tunnels – and it’s
not alone
BY DALE KASLER AND RYAN SABALOW
dkasler@sacbee.com
AUGUST 18, 2017 11:27 AM

Sacramento County led a cascade of area governments suing the state in an effort
to block the Delta tunnels, saying the $17 billion project would harm local
farmers, endangered fish and low-income communities at the south end of the
county.
The lawsuits come as the tunnels project, championed by Gov. Jerry Brown as a
means of improving south state water supplies, makes headway with
environmental regulators. In July, the state announced that the massive project
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, or CEQA, and wouldn’t
hurt fish, wildlife or human health in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
Elected officials in the Sacramento area long have opposed the project and have
formed an alliance, called the Delta Counties Coalition, dedicated to fighting the
tunnels. Sacramento County filed its lawsuit Thursday, as did the Placer County
Water Agency, the cities of Stockton and Antioch and a consortium of commercial
fishermen’s groups. Additional lawsuits were expected to be filed by Monday, the
legal deadline for attacking the tunnels project with a CEQA suit.
“There are many more coming,” said Matthew Emrick, attorney for the city of
Antioch.
Sacramento’s suit, filed in Sacramento Superior Court, say the state Department
of Water Resources is ignoring the environmental harm the tunnels will create in
the Delta, in violation of CEQA. The county’s lawyers argued that “almost 700
acres of county farmland will be rendered unusable” during the 13-year
construction period, and once the project is operational it will degrade the quality
of the water flowing through the Delta by diverting portions of the Sacramento
River’s clean water flows through the tunnels.
Sacramento’s case is aimed at “really protecting Sacramento’s access to water and
the Delta way of life,” said Robyn Truitt Drivon, the county counsel.

The suits were hardly a surprise; state officials said last month they expected
litigation to come rolling in. CEQA can be a powerful tool for slowing or even
halting a big development project. Legal experts say it’s likely the CEQA suits will
get consolidated, but that process alone could take months.
“I think the initial effort will be to get all of the various lawsuits that are filed
before one judge, so you don’t have multiple judges addressing similar issues,”
said Barton “Buzz” Thompson, Jr., a Stanford University water law expert.
The first round of lawsuits came in June, after the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries Service said the tunnels, known as California
WaterFix, wouldn’t jeopardize the continued existence of such endangered
species as the smelt and Chinook salmon. Days later, the federal agencies were
sued by the Golden Gate Salmon Association, the Natural Resources Defense
Council, Defenders of Wildlife and The Bay Institute. The suit says the agencies’
declaration violated the U.S. Endangered Species Act.
Meanwhile, Butte County officials announced last week that they will file their
own suit against the state over the tunnels.
The project would divert a portion of the Sacramento River’s flow into a pair of
underground tunnels, delivering the water directly to the massive federal and
state pumping stations in the south Delta. By doing so, Brown’s administration
argues, the project would overhaul the way water flows through the Delta and
reduce harm to fish.
In particular, the tunnels largely would remedy the damaging “reverse flow”
phenomenon that occurs when the pumps are operating. Often the pumps have
to be shut off to keep fish from peril. That would enable the state and federal
governments to keep the pumps running more reliably.
Environmentalists and others reject the argument that the tunnels will protect
salmon and other fish. “The project sacrifices rather than saves the Delta’s fish
and wildlife,” according to a lawsuit filed Thursday by a group of commercial
fishermen’s associations.
The pumps supply water to Southern California, parts of the Bay Area and farms
in the San Joaquin Valley.
The suits are gushing in as the south-of-Delta water agencies deliberate on
whether they want to pay for the project.

Study: Heavy Storms May Be
Enough to Recharge
California Groundwater
A handful of storms each year could provide enough
water to offset annual groundwater overdraft in
California’s Central Valley. But Tiffany Kocis
of U.C. Davis explains that work is needed to capture and
distribute that water.
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Stormwater floods the 5-acre almond orchard of Modesto farmer Nick Blom in an experiment in 2016 to restore the droughtdepleted aquifer in Modesto, Calif. If the water was not diverted to the Blom farm, the stormwater would flow into the Tuolumne
River .
Paul Kitagaki, The Sacramento Bee

Management Act, passed
in 2014, requires some 250 groundwater basins throughout the
state to halt the overdraft in their aquifers. The big question for
everyone is: Where will the water come from to do that?
CALIFORNIA’S SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER

It could come from “high-magnitude flows” – flooding events,
essentially, that occur from just a handful of storms every winter.
Tiffany Kocis, a PhD student in hydrologic sciences at University
of California, Davis, is the lead author of a new study that

attempts to quantify these high flows. It’s one of the first efforts
to measure how much water might be available for groundwater
recharge from these storm events, and the results are surprising.
Kocis and her coauthor, Helen Dahlke, an assistant professor of
hydrology at U.C. Davis, estimate that 2.6 million acre-feet of
water is available in an average year from these high-magnitude
flows. They analyzed historical streamflow data to arrive at that
number. So the estimate is based on real flows that have
occurred. They also estimate this water is surplus to both existing
water rights and to environmental flow requirements in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
Coincidentally, this amount of water also nearly equals the
average annual groundwater overdraft in the state’s Central
Valley. This suggests these high-magnitude flows could be an
important tool to recharge stressed aquifers. That is, if the water
can be captured by groundwater banking projects, the flooding of
farm fields and other means.
Within a few weeks, the results will be presented online in an
interactive format at recharge.ucdavis.edu.
Water Deeply recently interviewed Kocis to learn more about
her findings.

Water Deeply: What’s the most important result of
your study?
Tiffany Kocis: California has tons of water, but it’s all allocated
and appropriated. We were looking for a potential source of
unmanaged water that we could utilize for groundwater banking.
What we came across were these really high-magnitude flows
that often aren’t captured because it’s during the winter. These
flows are often really high and so they’re hard to utilize. And they
occur early enough that the reservoirs need to be emptied for
flood storage. So a lot of this water, we hypothesize, is flowing
out to the ocean.

Some people say a lot of this is “wasted” to the ocean. We wanted
to look at whether or not we could actually utilize this water. Was
it actually available? And how much is there?
We found there was quite a bit of water. We report that in an
average year, there are high-magnitude flows of
approximately 3.2 cubic kilometers of flow (2.6 million acrefeet). That’s enough to sort of offset our average annual
groundwater overdraft.
Part of our findings that are also important is how quickly these
flows occur. These are storms that last a few days. We don’t get
really high flows every single year. But when we do get them, we
get a lot.
I think it becomes a management question from here.

Water Deeply: That’s a lot of water. Did this result
surprise you?
Kocis: Yes and no. I suppose I was surprised by the results in that
it’s fairly close to what we see in groundwater overdraft. But
having lived here for a few years now and kind of experienced the
winters and checking out the Yolo Bypass when it floods, it’s not
wholly unexpected anymore for me. It’s incredible to me the
volume of water that you see with these high flows.
I think it is a potential part of the solution. I wouldn’t say it’s
outright going to solve everything about it. But I think it’s
something that really needs to be explored and considered in the
future of California water. It’s one thing to look at it from a
research perspective, and another thing to get people to agree
that it’s available and actually want to use it. That’s why I really
stress that I feel like it’s a management issue.

Water Deeply: A report this year from the state Department
of Water Resources found there was very little water
available for recharge. Why are your results so different?
Kocis: The biggest thing is that the estimates from
the DWR report are made from a computer model. You can only
rely so much on the accuracy of model data: It doesn’t really
capture data at a scale that we’re looking at. Their model looks at
monthly data. Our underlying data set is daily. And our results
are not based on modeling. It’s all based on historical streamflow
data. Nothing has been altered.
Also, DWR is required to respect water rights data. But we feel
there’s a lot less water actually diverted than the face value of
water rights allow. Particularly during the winter, I would say
people are underutilizing their water rights.

Water Deeply: What are these high-magnitude flows,
exactly? And are they truly surplus to the needs of
the environment?
Kocis: Basically these are times when the Delta is considered in
true excess, where basically it’s meeting all the environmental
requirements and all the needs of the Central Valley Project and
State Water Project. So it’s kind of considering both water rights
and environmental concerns in the Delta. I was surprised when I
compared the data. It wasn’t just, “Oh, it’s a little bit over this
amount.” It’s a lot of water passing into the Delta during
these times.
But even if you cut it in half – even if you cut out 1.5 million acrefeet of water for the environment, you’re still left with 1 million
acre-feet for recharge. And this may be only part of the solution
to groundwater overdraft, so you might not need to utilize the
whole thing.
It has been shown these really high flows are critically important
for ecosystem function. But a couple of studies have shown it’s

really only the first one or two storm events that really drive
these processes of sediment transport and habitat formation and
channel scouring. So a potential management solution for this is
to say, let’s just skip the first two storm events, and after that you
can start diverting onto your farms for groundwater banking. But
you have to let the first two storms go by.
We’re trying to say, hey, this is available. You could potentially
use this. But obviously we need to consider a whole host of other
factors. But we don’t also have to pretend like this water
doesn’t exist.

Water Deeply: How much do atmospheric rivers drive
these high-magnitude flows?
Kocis: The vast majority of these flood events we get in winter are
from atmospheric river events. California winter storms tend to
be that way. They are these really intense, short-duration storms.
You get these intense rain storms in relatively localized areas
where you end up with tons of flooding.
A good way to set this up as a management question is to ask
where we expect these storms to strike. We need to have plans in
place to say this is who’s going to be diverting water where. If
there could be some collaborative decision making on this front,
these flows could be utilized.
California has a relatively predictable, intense storm pattern. You
get a little bit of warning that it’s going to happen. We know that
it’s about to come. So I think that having a plan in place could
really go a long way to making this work as a groundwater
banking solution.

Water Deeply: Do we have the ability to capture and
distribute these flows? Are there canals and floodways in
place to handle it?
Kocis: As the system exists currently, it could not handle moving
all of these flows. It currently is lacking in capacity to do these
things. We could do a part of them, but it definitely could not
take all the flows all at once.
A potential solution is reoperating reservoirs. These things
operate under regulations and there’s very little space in the
current system for saying “could we maybe work this differently
for the next month.” There’s no flexibility in the system right now
to work with these high-magnitude flows we get early in the
season to push groundwater banking efforts.
I don’t think there is a future in which California doesn’t invest
money improving that. I think it’s an inevitability that California
infrastructure will be changed to deal with things like this,
because we need the water.

First-ever water tax proposed to tackle unsafe
drinking water in California

In this Sept. 18, 2015 photo, a man loads a truck on farmland near Fresno, Calif. U.S. officials with the Geological Survey’s Sacramento office and elsewhere believe
the amount of uranium increased in Central Valley drinking-water supplies over the last 150 years with the spread of farming.
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SACRAMENTO — For the first time Californians would pay a tax on drinking water —
95 cents per month — under legislation aimed at fixing hundreds of public water systems
with unsafe tap water.
Senate Bill 623, backed by a strange-bedfellows coalition of the agricultural lobby and
environmental groups but opposed by water districts, would generate $2 billion over the
next 15 years to clean up contaminated groundwater and improve faulty water systems
and wells. The problem is most pervasive in rural areas with agricultural runoff.
“My message is short and direct: We are not Flint, Michigan,” co-author Sen. Robert
Hertzberg, D-Van Nuys, said at a Wednesday rally outside the Capitol, where
demonstrators held signs reading “Clean water is not a luxury” and “Water is a human
right.”
Ironically, many Californians are more aware of the crisis in Flint — where state and
local officials in 2015 told residents about lead contamination in the drinking water, after
claiming it was safe to drink — than about the water problems in their home state, said
the measure’s main author, Sen. Bill Monning, D-Monterey. He called this “a pivotal
time in our state’s history to do the right thing.”
SB 623 has been moving through the Legislature for months, but was amended Monday
to include the tax on water for both homes and businesses. It also imposes fees on farms
and dairies, roughly $30 million annually, to address some of the contamination caused

by fertilizers and other chemicals. Because it includes new taxes, the proposal will need a
two-thirds vote in each house to pass, which supporters concede will be a battle.
Still, Monning has been able to forge the unusual alliance of farmers and environmental
groups, which rarely agree on public policy. He also has the support of at least one
Republican lawmaker: Sen. Andy Vidak, a cherry farmer who said his Central Valley
district — which includes Hanford and parts of Fresno and Bakersfield — is the epicenter
of the drinking-water problem.
“This is very, very important to my constituents,” he said after the rally, as some of them
began chanting on the Capitol steps. “This is one of the most important things in my
district.”
But water agencies say taxing drinking water sets a dangerous precedent and that the bill
would turn them into state tax collectors. “Water is essential to life. Should we tax
drinking water? We don’t think so,” said Cindy Tuck, a spokeswoman for the
Association of California Water Agencies.
Sue Stephenson, a spokeswoman for the Dublin San Ramon Services District, said she
supported the intent of the proposal — potable drinking water for all — but argued that
lawmakers should use the money in existing coffers.
“The whole purpose of the general fund is to help take care of disadvantaged
communities,” she said. “There’s no reason that they could not also fund communities
that need access to drinking water.”
Marie Barajas, of San Jose, had a similar reaction. “That’s not fair. We’re not responsible
for that,” she said. “That’s why we pay taxes.”
Monning, however, argues that the general fund isn’t a reliable funding source and that
the proposed tax on households, amounting to roughly $11.40 per year, is negligible.
“You’re not going to notice it on your water bill,” he said.
The bill is now relegated with hundreds of others in the “suspense file” of the Assembly
Appropriations Committee. The panel must decide by Sept. 1 to move it to the Assembly
floor for a vote.
Selerina Chavez took a day off from work to drive from the Kern County city of Arvin
for the rally. She said she hoped lawmakers would try to fix the problem posing health
risks to her family and her neighbors, many of whom are farm workers or living on fixed
incomes.
When she moved from Ventura County more than 20 years ago, she said, it never
occurred to her that the water would be unsafe for her family to drink. They drank it for

years, she said, before she learned a few years ago that it contained unsafe levels of
arsenic.
“I thought about my children,” she said in Spanish. “How many years have we been
drinking this water?”
In addition to her regular water bill, she spends $40 per week buying drinking water. She
also buys water for cooking.
Now, she said, “I have three water bills.”

SENATE BILL 623
What is it? SB 623, by Sen. Bill Monning, D-Monterey, would generate $2 billion over
15 years for a Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund, which would provide
emergency water and longer-term system fixes for hundreds of communities whose tap
water doesn’t meet safe drinking-water standards.
Where would the money come from? The proposal would generate roughly $110 million
per year through a 95-cent monthly fee on home water bills as well as taxes on businesses
of up to $10 per month. Another $30 million would come from higher fees on agricultural
and dairy businesses, industries whose chemicals contribute to the problem of
contaminated groundwater.
Who’s for it? Who’s against it? The bill is backed by the agriculture and dairy lobbies,
as well as by a long list of environmental, social justice and civic groups — an unusual
combo. Water districts are against the bill, saying that taxing water users creates a bad
precedent and that collecting the money would be burdensome.
Will it pass? If the Assembly Appropriations Committee moves the bill to the floor, it
needs a two-thirds vote of each house, which is always a challenge. What’s more,
Assembly Republican Leader Chad Mayes has faced intense blow-back for his bipartisan
collaboration to extend California’s landmark climate program, called “cap and trade.”
But SB 623 does have one Republican co-author: Sen. Andy Vidak, of Hanford.

How Safe Is Oilfield-Produced
Water for Crop Irrigation? A New
Study Wants to Find Out
By Andrew Amelinckx on August 28, 2017

For five years, California, the agricultural powerhousethat
produces much of America’s fruits, vegetables, and nuts,
suffered from a drought that, though officially over since April,
continues to linger in some areas and may well see
a resurgence in the future thanks to climate change (and
California won’t be alone). When groundwater and surface
water wane, farmers are left scrambling for other sources. One
possible solution is oilfield-produced water (OPW), which is a
byproduct of oil extraction. There’s lots of it available, but no
one has really figured out how safe it is to use on food crops.
That’s about to change.
The research institute RTI International, in conjunction with Duke University in
Durham, North Carolina, began a three year study in May, thanks to a USDA grant, to
determine whether this type of water is safe to use on food crops. Researchers plan to
sample water, soils, and crops from the farms that currently use OPW for irrigation,
along with samples from farms that don’t use OPW, then assess any potential human or
environmental problems through modeling and risk assessment techniques. They also
plan to study whether heavy metals or salts in the water could hinder crop growth over
time and what, if any, water treatment would be needed to minimize health and
environmental risks.
There’s never been an in-depth look at whether there could be adverse impacts to
human health from ingesting crops irrigated with OPW, according to Jennifer Hoponick
Redmon, an RTI environmental health scientist and the project’s co-leader with
Elisabetta Lambertini. She says while there’s a need for new irrigation water sources,
they first need to “scientifically figure out what happens when you use this water for
irrigation.”

When companies extract oil from deep underground it’s often accompanied by water or
brine AKA really salty water that is traditionally either disposed of in pits or injected
into groundwater. This is water that isn’t serving any “beneficial purposes,” says
Redmon.
“Irrigation water is becoming more scarce in many regions of the U.S. and the world
with droughts,” she tells Modern Farmer in a recent phone interview. “There’s a high
demand out there for developing alternative irrigation sources, including OPW.”
If OPW turns out to be a safe alternative to traditional irrigation water sources, there’s
plenty of it. The U.S. produces about 21 billion barrels of OPW a year, according to some
estimates. A Pacific Institute study from 2015 found that in California’s seven major oil
producing counties—Kern, Los Angeles, Monterey, Santa Barbara, Orange, Ventura, and
Fresno—there was a total of 359 million gallons a day of OPW being produced by the oil
industry, which could cover about 22 percent of the water needs for the region’s farmers
(based on 2013 numbers). That could make a big dent, especially in drought conditions,
when farmers need a reliable water source for their crops.
There’s already OPW from five oilfields being used for crop irrigation in California, a
practice that’s been going on for some time. In one case, in Kern County, farmers have
been using OPW, mostly on citrus and nuts, for more than two decades, although OPW
only accounts for a very small percentage of irrigation water use in the county, about
one percent, according to the Pacific Institute, a nonprofit research center.
The scientists, who are also working with the Pacific Institute and California State
University-Bakersfield to conduct the research, are currently making local contacts and
meeting with farmers before they begin collecting the data and sampling. The study will
run through 2020. The findings will be used to help craft future policies and practices in
water-scarce areas. That’s probably a good thing since there aren’t any federal
regulations in regard to food safety when it comes to OPW’s use on crops, only that it
meets federal discharge regulations. Redmon says that could change if it becomes a
standard practice.Share52TweetRedditEmail

Proposed tax not the way to provide safe,
reliable water

Eastern Municipal Water District stationed an emergency water tanker in a small neighborhood
on the Wildomar-Menifee border that lacked safe drinking water in 2014. (File photo)
By DAVID J. SLAWSON and PAUL D. JONES II |
August 28, 2017 at 12:20 pm

Each day, a vast majority of homes, schools and businesses in California receive a safe and
reliable water supply delivered by a responsible public water provider. But some who live in
rural, low-income communities experience unreliable service or a water supply that fails to
meet state and federal standards for public health.
Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) fully recognizes the challenges disadvantaged
communities face in obtaining access to clean, safe drinking water. In 2016, EMWD and
neighboring public agencies completed a years-long process to consolidate a failing private
water system in Riverside County. The end result is that more than 140 homes now have
access to a clean and dependable public water system that was previously unavailable to them.
These solutions are accomplished through two means: sensible funding solutions and a welldefined governance structure that ensures public money is managed with the greater benefit at
the forefront of those decisions.
Currently, there is a legislative effort under way in Sacramento (Senate Bill 623 by Sen. Bill
Monning) which seeks to address safe drinking water for disadvantaged communities. As a

local, public water agency committed to safe and reliable water, EMWD supports the intent of
the bill.
However, in the final weeks of the legislative session, despite already going through two
policy hearings, the author has inserted language in the bill that would impose a statewide tax
on residential and commercial water bills. Monning calls the bill the “Safe and Affordable
Drinking Water Fee.” Make no mistake, however. This is not a fee. It is a tax and it’s the
wrong approach to addressing a much larger and obvious problem.
Most of the noncompliant water systems in California are privately owned or mutual water
companies and serve fewer than 1,000 people. These private entities should not be enhanced
and supported on an ongoing basis by the infusion of public money. By enacting governance
changes through consolidation, regional partnerships or reorganization, there will be an
opportunity to better determine the needs for state supplemental funding and ensure local,
public oversight into the resources invested in resolving these issues.
Proper governance would be accompanied by a substantial reduction in the number of small
systems, provide for economies of scale and alternative revenue streams, and better identify the
actual need for any state-supported supplemental funding. If we do not fix the underlying
governance problem, the current solution proposed by SB623 will simply “throw good money
after bad.” SB623, as currently drafted, is not sound policy, and it would not address the deeper
issue of private water suppliers failing to reinvest within their systems to provide clean and
reliable water service.
EMWD is committed to being part of the solution and sharing its roadmap for a successful
private-to-public consolidation that has greatly benefited a disadvantaged community. We
welcome the opportunity to engage key stakeholders and help develop a more sustainable
approach toward addressing these issues.
Access to a clean and reliable water supply is something that no Californian should live
without — and a goal that we can collectively accomplish through sound policy decisions and
responsible governance that can best identify and resolve the challenges many communities in
our state still face on a daily basis.

Op-Ed | Otis Wollan: NID can’t have
it both ways
By Otis Wollen, President, American Rivers Watershed Institute (ARWI) August 28, 2017, 12:52:27 PM

August 28, 2017 – NID can’t have it both ways. The District simply can’t
promise locals that Centennial Dam water will be used within the District to
secure the local water supply and then turn around and offer to sell the water to
the Central Valley Project/State Water Project (CVP/SWP). But that is exactly
what is happening. Two recent actions by NID call to question their purpose and
intentions for the water behind Centennial Dam.
At the August 9 special Board meeting, NID Directors approved application for
Proposition 1 funding for Centennial Dam with an August 14 deadline, voting
without any supporting information in their meeting packet or information
available to the public. That State funding is expressly for ecosystem benefits
for the Delta. Accepting State funds commits NID to California Water
Commission requirements. For three years, NID has been promoting the dam
for local water security, promising the water would be used locally, which is a
proud, long-standing NID policy.
Also revealed by the public at the August 9 meeting and of even greater
concern, NID is broadcasting a completely different message statewide than it
delivers locally. NID co-funded with Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California and others the “Storage Integration Study” released in June 2017 by
the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA). NID Board members had
not been informed of the details or conclusions of the report which states that
Centennial Dam will be integrated into the CVP/SWP system that delivers water
to Southern California.
The study shows that Centennial water storage over 40,000 acre-feet—-fully
2/3 of the water behind the dam— is “available for [State] system-wide needs”

and can be used to “augment American River supplies,” “provide water supply
reliability to urban water users”, “enhance temperature conditions in the lower
American River”, “conserve storage in Shasta”, “contribute water supply
benefits to the CVP/SWP system… including Delta exports”, “augment the flow
in the lower Bear below Camp Far West and the Feather river”, and “conserve
storage levels in Oroville Reservoir.”
(https://www.acwa.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/2017-06-05-ACWAIntegrated-Storage-Final-Report.pdf pages 34-36)
What in the world is going on here? Does this mean the water is ultimately for
Southern California? As the venerable Placer County Water Agency attorney
used to tell us on the PCWA Board, “Don’t ever sell water to Southern California
and let urban users become dependent on our water, because we’ll never get it
back when we need it.” What are NID’s intentions here? Does this mean that
our local NID Board members are actually enabling the long-dreaded raid on
Sierra Nevada county-of-origin water by LA and San Diego? This clearly
undermines our local sustainable water supply. Is this what NID ratepayers are
going into debt for?
NID needs to be transparent— and that means more than just how to video
stream their meetings. Transparency is not just a video selfie. Once accessible
to the public, the District needs to publicly debate these issues and have clear
policies. And the public needs to follow the money. NID is a public agency, and
it is the public that owns the water and power. It is the public that ultimately
will incur the debt. The Board’s responsibility is to frame the critical issues and
policies, debate them in public, and make the issues crystal clear. It’s time to
come clean… because you can’t have it both ways.
Otis Wollan President
American Rivers Watershed Institute (ARWI)

STATE: MORE THAN 99 PERCENT OF SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER
AGENCIES HAVE BEEN FORMED

This photo from Arthur & Orum Well Drilling shows a crew drilling a new well near Huron in Fresno County.
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In what the state is billing as “a major step toward sustainable groundwater management in
California,” more than 99 percent of the state’s groundwater basins have met a key deadline
in reporting groundwater pumping.
According to the state’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014, key
stakeholders of the state’s 127 high- and medium-priority groundwater basins were required
to form a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) to manage groundwater pumping. The
deadline for formation of the GSAs was June 30, and as of this week, more than 99 percent
had been formed.
“This is a signal accomplishment that required the leadership of myriad Californians who
care about the future of their communities,” said Felicia Marcus, chair of the State Water
Resources Control Board, in a statement. “The successful formation of so many GSAs
doesn’t by any means mean that this was easy. It was really hard — and it’s a great down
payment on the hard work to come as GSAs move into developing their management
plans.”
A map released by the state of unmanaged areas shows a grouping of perhaps a dozen
unmanaged areas along the San Joaquin River on the border of Fresno and Madera
counties. These are labeled as areas where the State Water Board does not plan to take
action at this time to require the filing of pumping reports.
The next step for SGMA compliance is to create and implement groundwater sustainability
plans that describe the plan for bringing “basins into balanced levels of pumping and
recharge.” Basins identified as critically overdrafted are required to have sustainability plans
in place by Jan. 21, 2020, while all other high- and medium-priority basins have until Jan.
31, 2022, to adopt plans.

The plans will be reviewed by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and will be
continuously updated to ensure sustainable management of the state’s groundwater by the
year 2042.
DWR plans to offer important information, technical and non-technical assistance, best
practices and grand funding opportunities to help the GSAs. A series of workshops is
planned around the state, with the first being held in the Fresno area on Sept. 20.

Seven reasons we are facing a
global water crisis
by Leah Schleifer | @leahschleifer | World Resources Institute
Monday, 28 August 2017 08:56 GMT
* Any views expressed in this article are those of the author and not of Thomson Reuters Foundation.

But each year brings more solutions – like using
wastewater for energy and monitoring
groundwater levels more closely
Droughts in Somalia. Water rationing in Rome. Flooding in Jakarta. It doesn't take a
hydrologist to realize that there is a growing global water crisis. Each August, water
experts, industry innovators, and researchers gather in Stockholm for World Water
Week to tackle the planet's most pressing water issues.
What are they up against this year? Here's a quick rundown on the growing global
water crisis.

1) We're changing the climate, making dry areas drier and
precipitation more variable and extreme.
Climate change is warming the planet, making the world's hottest geographies even
more scorching. At the same time, clouds are moving away from the equator toward
the poles, due to a climate-change driven phenomenon called Hadley Cell expansion.
This deprives equatorial regions like sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East and Central
America of life-giving rainwater.
Paradoxically, climate change is also increasing precipitation in other areas, and
people who live near rivers and streams have the most to lose. Currently, at least 21
million people worldwide are at risk of river flooding each year. That number could
increase to 54 million by 2030. All countries with the greatest exposure to river floods

are least developed or developing countries – which makes them even more
vulnerable to climate change and natural disasters. This summer, extreme flooding
submerged over a third of Bangladesh, claiming over 115 lives and affecting 5.7
million citizens.

2) More people + more money = more water demand.
It's a simple equation: As populations increase and incomes grow, so does water
demand. The world's population, now at 7.5 billion, is projected to add 2.3 billion
more people by 2050. How can the planet satisfy their thirst? Growing incomes also
exacerbate the water problem, because of the water-intensive products—like meat
and energy from fossil fuels—that richer populations demand.

3) Groundwater is being depleted.
About 30 percent of Earth's fresh water lies deep underground in aquifers. And it's
extracted daily for farming, drinking and industrial processes – often at dangerously
unsustainable rates. Nowhere is this more evident than India, which guzzles more
groundwater than any other country. 54 percent of India's groundwater wells are
decreasing, meaning that water is used faster than it's replenished. Unless patterns
shift, in 20 years, 60 percent of India's aquifers will be in critical condition.
Unlike an incoming hurricane or a drained lake, the naked eye cannot see when
groundwater reserves in aquifers are declining. Global water supplies are susceptible
to this hidden and growing threat.

4) Water infrastructure is in a dismal state of disrepair.
Having enough water to go around is only the beginning. That water also needs to be
transported, treated, and discharged. Around the world, water
infrastructure―treatment plants, pipes, and sewer systems―is in a state of disrepair.
In the United States, 6 billion gallons of treated water are lost per dayfrom leaky pipes
alone. Built infrastructure is notoriously expensive to install and repair, meaning that

many localities ignore growing infrastructure issues until disaster strikes, as it did
in California earlier this year.

5) And natural infrastructure is being ignored.
Healthy ecosystems are " natural infrastructure" and vital to clean, plentiful water.
They filter pollutants, buffer against floods and storms, and regulate water supply.
Plants and trees are essential for replenishing groundwater; without them, rainfall will
slide across dry land, instead of seeping into the soil. Loss of vegetation from
deforestation, overgrazing and urbanization is limiting our natural infrastructure and
the benefits that it provides. Forested watersheds around the world are under
threat: watersheds have lost up to 22 percent of their forests in the past 14 years.

6) Water is wasted.
Although it's true that water is a renewable resource, it's often wasted. Inefficient
practices like flood irrigation and water-intensive wet cooling at thermal power
plants use more water than necessary. What's more, as we pollute our available water
at an alarming rate, we also fail to treat it. About 80 percent of the world's wastewater
is discharged back into nature without further treatment or reuse. In many countries,
it's cheaper to receive clean drinking water than to treat and dispose of wastewater,
which encourages water waste. This brings us to the next issue:

7) The price is wrong.
Globally, water is seriously undervalued. Its price does not reflect the true, total cost
of service, from its transport via infrastructure to its treatment and disposal. This has
led to misallocation of water, and a lack of investments in infrastructure and new
water technologies that use water more efficiently. After all, why would a company or
government invest in expensive water-saving technologies, when water is cheaper
than the technology in question? When the price of receiving clean water is closer to
its actual service cost, efficient water use will be incentivized. And on the flip side,

the poor often end up paying disproportionately high prices for water, stunting
development.

It's not too late
Amidst these seven deadly water sins, there is good news: governments, businesses,
universities and citizens around the world are waking up to water challenges, and
beginning to take action. Each year brings more solutions – like using wastewater for
energy, using restoration to bring water back to dry topographies, and monitoring
groundwater levels more closely. However, even the best solutions will not implement
themselves. Along with fresh water, political will and public pressure are critical
resources in ensuring a sustainable future for all.

Hurricane Harvey shows
how we underestimate
flooding risks in coastal
cities, scientists say
By Chelsea Harvey August 29 at 2:50 PM

In the aftermath of Hurricane Harvey, an event deemed “unprecedented” by
the National Weather Service, catastrophic floodwater has swept the Houston
metropolitan area.

The flooding can be attributed to a combination of long-lasting rains, which
pumped extra water into the coastal waterways, and storm surge, which
prevented the excess water from draining back into the ocean — a devastating
set of simultaneous effects.
Hurricane expert Jeff Masters, co-founder of meteorology website Weather
Underground, called the phenomenon “compound flooding” in a recent
interview with Scientific American. “The water piles up from both sides,”
Masters told the publication.
It’s a pretty typical effect when a major storm makes landfall.
“Always when there is a hurricane, you have compounding effects of ocean
flooding — surge — and terrestrial flooding,” said Amir AghaKouchak, an
associate professor of hydrology and remote sensing at the University of
California at Irvine. Harvey, he said, is a prime example of how these two
factors work together to create the perfect storm, producing catastrophic

coastal flooding when they occur at once. And now, he said, we need to pay
more attention to the way these factors work together when we’re estimating
flood risks for coastal regions — before disaster actually strikes.
Scientists tend to focus on one flood driver or another when conducting flood
hazard assessments for any given area — evaluating either the risk of
terrestrial flooding, which occurs inland as a result of excess precipitation and
overflowing rivers, or of surging ocean waters. But in many coastal areas,
where rivers run out to meet the sea, both factors play a major role in the risk
of regional flooding. Focusing on only one or the other can run the risk of
underestimating the likelihood of a major flood.
In a new study, a group of scientists from the University of California at Irvine,
including AghaKouchak, and from the University of Salento in Lecce, Italy,
have pointed out the importance of addressing both factors at once — and
they’ve come up with a method that allows scientists to do so. Their findings
were published Monday in the journal Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences.
“We developed a model that addresses the compounding effects between these
two drivers, the interaction between the two drivers,” said AghaKouchak. “So
it allows you to account for ocean flooding and terrestrial flooding, or [river]
flooding, at the same time.”
The researchers used their model to evaluate flood risks for three coastal cities
in the United States — San Francisco, Philadelphia and Washington, D.C.
They chose these cities because coastal monitoring data suggested a
particularly strong relationship between ocean and river flooding,
AghaKouchak noted.

For each of the three case studies, the researchers used data on both coastal
water levels and the daily flow of fresh water out to the sea, assuming that the
fresh water flow came mainly from the major river system in each case (for
instance, the Potomac River in Washington). But the main idea is to account
for the compounding effects of both fresh water accumulating on land and
seawater pushing in from offshore — the same effect that’s causing water to
pile up in Houston right now.

In all three cities, they found that hazard assessments indicated a higher flood
risk when both drivers were accounted for. In Washington, for instance, the
level of flooding a typical hazard assessment might suggest would occur only
once every 20 years was predicted to occur once every 16 years instead under
the researchers’ new model.
The new study develops “a really nice framework, statistically, to actually
account for these types of [compounding] effects,” said Thomas Wahl, an
expert on coastal risks at the University of Central Florida, who was not
involved with the study but has conducted similar research of his own.
It’s a topic that’s drawing increased attention among flood experts, he added.
“Scientists have started to show how we really underestimate coastal risks,
especially when it comes to flooding, if we concentrate only on one of the
drivers,” he told The Washington Post.
The new study’s authors suggest that updating the methods typically used to
evaluate coastal risks could help produce more accurate flood hazard
assessments in the future. And they’ve also pointed out that the risk of coastal
flooding will only increase as sea levels continue to rise under the influence of
climate change. They conducted a separate assessment, looking at the risks
under both a moderate and a severe future climate change scenario, and found

that rising sea levels are associated with a significant increase in the risk of
severe floods.
The study suggests that this increase in flood risk would occur even if no
change in river flooding takes place. But AghaKouchak also noted that climate
change may increase the probability of severe storms and heavy precipitation
in many parts of the world — meaning river flooding may become more severe
in some coastal areas as well. The combined influence of both increasing river
floods and rising sea levels would create an even greater risk of severe floods
in the future.
In the meantime, Hurricane Harvey is a prime example of how all of these
factors come together to produce a devastating flood.
“What we are seeing right now in Houston is actually a compound flooding
event,” Wahl said. “A lot of the rain that’s coming down right now can’t really
drain into the open ocean as it’s supposed to do under normal sea level
conditions because of the elevated water conditions.”

The Delta Is Sinking: Scientists
Think Planting Rice Will Help
Researchers hope to stave off subsidence in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta with a solution farmers
might like: planting rice. But a pilot project has yielded
mixed results.
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A
pumping station on Twitchell Island in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta works to keep water off the island, which is below sea level, so
crops can grow.Meredith Rutland Bauer
– Bryan Brock stared out at a rice
field on Twitchell Island, nestled between the meandering river
paths of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Brock, a senior
engineer with California Department of Water Resources’ West
Delta Program, rubbed his goatee and pointed at foot-tall
emerald stalks. The plots were drenched in about 4in of water.
TWITCHELL ISLAND, CALIFORNIA

4 minutes

Medium-grain rice was planted here in 2009 as a research
project to see if rice could help the Delta survive the impacts of
subsidence. The results have yielded both good and bad news.
The Central Valley is no stranger to subsidence. But unlike other
areas that are sinking due to overpumping of groundwater, the
Delta’s subsidence is a force of nature. Since most of the soil is
peat, which contains decomposing vegetation, microbes eat away
at the carbon in the dead plants and emit carbon dioxide,
shrinking the soil level by about 1in per year, Brock said.
The Delta’s agriculture economy has made the situation worse.
Planting crops in the Delta seemed like an obvious decision for
newcomers to the region following the Gold Rush. Pumping out
the estuary and throwing up levees alongside nearby rivers left
plots with rich soil and bountiful harvests.
But generations later, those same plots that were started on
unsteady peat soil are sinking further below the waterline,
putting the long-term fate of farming in the Delta at risk.
Currently there are more than 100 crops grown in the region on
500,000 acres of farmland. But the threat of massive flooding
looms over an area where corn fields now sit 25ft below the water
level of the San Joaquin River, held back by dirt-and-rock levees.

A plot of rice on Twitchell Island in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta was planted as part of a pilot
project to halt subsidence. (Meredith Rutland Bauer)

“In the deep areas where it’s really subsided, it’s getting really
challenging to farm,” said Bruce Linquist, lead researcher for the
rice pilot project and an agronomy researcher at the University of
California, Davis. “There’s a lot of holes out there where you have
water constantly coming up.”
The Twitchell Island rice pilot program began as an endeavor to
find a solution that would help reverse subsidence while offering
farmers a moneymaking solution. The results were mixed.
Rice fields can capture a significant amount of carbon dioxide
emitted by the microbes in peat soil, acting as a carbon
sequestration sink, Brock said. One of the rice fields on Twitchell
Island used to grow corn, and during that time the underground
microbes gave off 8 tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year for
each acre. “By flooding it and growing rice, I think we only have
an emission of 1 ton per acre per year,” he said. That’s a
climate win.
Researchers also found that rice fields slow down – and
sometimes completely stop – the microbial feeding that causes
subsidence because of the wet environment, Brock said. While
this halts subsidence, it can’t reverse it, so rice fields are still seen
as a subpar option to wetland restoration, which is usually
preferred by environmental groups. By planting cattails and
other wetland plants, the plants stop microbial subsidence and
can reverse subsidence when the plants die and decompose,
creating new soil.
While the pilot project showed some promising benefits, rice was
not the panacea researchers had hoped.
Despite the ecological benefits, the economics of planting rice in
the Delta simply don’t pencil out for many farmers in the Delta,
Brock said. The pilot project’s rice crop yields paled in
comparison to rice grown near Sacramento, and sometimes costs
exceeded revenues.

Linquist said rice could have its place in the Delta one day, even
though the trial crops didn’t do particularly well. The Sacramento
Valley is one of the nation’s largest producers of rice, according to
the United States Department of Agriculture – but usually those
fields are in clay soil, Brock said, not the Delta’s unpredictably
sinking soil.

California Department of Water Resources Engineer Bryan Brock inspects a field of rice on Twitchell
Island in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, where scientists are experimenting with growing rice to halt
subsidence caused by peat soil. (Meredith Rutland Bauer)

“Really, the yield potential in the Delta is not bad,” Linquist said.
“If you can deal with the elements, you can get a good yield of
rice. One of the big issues affecting that is cold temperatures
at night.”
Another issue is weeds, and blackbirds that arrive in “the
millions” and knock off rice grains when they land on the stalks,
Brock said.
But one of the biggest problems is properly managing the water
levels. Rice likes to be alternated between wet and dry periods.
Because the Delta is sinking, and because it was naturally a
flooded estuary, water has to be constantly pumped off fields.
That environment keeps the rice wet year round, limiting
growth potential.

Rice would be a nice option for ecological reasons, but it’s tough
to convince a farmer to replace corn fields that earn significantly
more money than rice. Plus, specialized equipment to harvest
and maintain rice is often prohibitively expensive.
Researchers, ecological restoration advocates and state officials
are also pursuing other restoration efforts in the Delta. Wetlands
restoration (and the added paycheck that comes with carbon
sequestration farming) and duck habitat creation for hunting are
among the ecological methods that also make more economic
sense than rice at the moment, Brock said.
And then there’s the simple fact that farmers will prefer to plant
corn or use their fields for more profitable cattle grazing until the
unstable, wet ground forces their hand.
“The long-term picture is to stack as many potential
moneymaking opportunities as you can,” Brock said of the vision
for the Delta’s future. “And to at least stop subsidence.”
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2017
Regular Board Meeting Schedule
January
February
March
April
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

23
27
20
17
24
22
19
17
21
18
16
13
18

(Cancelled)
(Special Board Meeting)
(Budget Public Hearing)
(Public Hearing)

Meetings will be held at 7:00 p.m. at the District’s meeting room located at:
7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Carmichael.

October 2017

October 2017

November 2017

Su

Mo

Tu

We

Th

Fr
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1
8
15
22
29

2
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23
30
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4
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SUNDAY
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TUESDAY

WEDNESDAY

THURSDAY

FRIDAY

SATURDAY

Oct 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12

13

14

GRA 26th Annual Conference (Sacramento)

8

9

10

11

WEF Northern California Tour (Sacramento)
9:00am SGA Board
Meeting (@
RWA/SGA office)

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

25

26

27

28

7:00pm Board Meeting
(Board Room)

22

23

24

AWWA CA/NV Fall Conference (Reno)
8:30am RWA-Exec
Comm Mtg @ RWA

29

Shelby Kalisiak

30

31

Nov 1

Sacramento San Joaquin
Delta and Its Sierra
Nevada Tributaries
(Auburn)

2

1

3

4

9/13/2017 8:33 AM

November 2017

November 2017
Su
5
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26

Mo
6
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20
27

December 2017

Tu
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Th
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Sa

7
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28

1
8
15
22
29

2
9
16
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3
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17
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4
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25
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3
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1
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SUNDAY

MONDAY

TUESDAY

WEDNESDAY

THURSDAY

FRIDAY

SATURDAY

Oct 29

30

31

Nov 1

2

3

4

10

11

WEF San Joaquin River Restoration Tour (Fresno)

5

6

7

8

9
9:00am RWA-Board Mtg
(@ RWA)

12

13

Veterans Day (Holiday)

14

15

16

17

18

21

22

23

24

25

30

Dec 1

2

7:00pm Board Meeting
(Board Room)

19

20

8:30am RWA-Exec
Comm Mtg @ RWA

26

27

28

29

ACWA/JPIA Executive Committee Meeting (Anaheim)
Thanksgiving Day (Holiday)
ACWA Fall Conference & Expo (Anaheim)

Shelby Kalisiak

1

1/5/2017 11:07 AM
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BOARD REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
Effective: January 2017
Revised: February 2017

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
STANDING COMMITTEES:
Employee Relations Committee
Paul Selsky; Roy Leidy
Finance Committee
Roy Leidy; Mark Emmerson
Water Sales Committee
Mark Emmerson; Paul Selsky

ADHOC COMMITTEES:
FOWD/CWD 2x2 Committee
Mark Emmerson; Paul Selsky
OTHER MEMBERSHIP COMMITTEES:
ACWA Region 4
Mark Emmerson (Representative)
ACWA Region 4 - Groundwater Committee
Roy Leidy (Representative)
ACWA–Joint Powers Insurance Authority
Mark Emmerson (Representative)
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
Mark Emmerson (Representative)
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
John Wallace (Representative); Steve Nugent (Alternate)
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY - Board of Directors Executive Committee
Ron Greenwood (Representative); Paul Selsky (Alternate)
Steve Nugent (Representative)
SACRAMENTO GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY
John Wallace (Representative); Mark Emmerson (Alternate)
WATER FORUMS SUCCESSOR EFFORT
Roy Leidy (Representative), Steve Nugent (Representative); Ron Greenwood (Alternate)

