REGULAR BOARD MEETING
AGENDA PACKET

NOVEMBER 13, 2017

POSTED: NOVEMBER 9, 2017

Regular Board Meeting – November 13, 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
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.

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 – October 16, 2017

5.

Paid Expenditures Report – October 2017

6.

Investment Transaction Report – October 2017

7.

Budget Summary – October 2017

8.

Cash Flow Projection – October 2017

9.

FY 2017-2018 Reserve Requirements – October 2017

10. 2018 Regular Board Meeting Schedule
11. 2018 District Holiday Schedule
ACTION CALENDAR:
12. General Manager’s Employment Agreement
Report from Board negotiators, Director Emmerson and Director Selsky, and consider approving revisions to the
General Manager’s Employment Agreement.

REGULAR BOARD MEETING AGENDA FOR NOVEMBER 13, 2017
ACTION CALENDAR CONTINUED:
13. Resolution 11132017-1 A Resolution Amending the Director’s Policy Manual
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 11132017-1 A Resolution
Amending the Director’s Policy Manual.
STAFF REPORTS/INFORMATION:
14. Director’s Expense Reimbursement Summary for October
GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION:
15. News Articles
16. Director’s Written and/or Oral Reports
CALENDARS AND COMMITTEES:
17. Meetings Calendars:
a. 2017 Board Meeting Calendar
b. Meeting/Conference Calendar – December
c. Meeting/Conference Calendar – January
18. Board Representatives Committees Assignments
CLOSED SESSION:
Public Employee performance evaluation involving the General Manager under Government Code
section 54954.4(e) and 54957.
Report out of Closed Session.
The next meeting of the Board of Directors will be a Regular Board Meeting held on:
Monday, December 18, 2017 at 7:00 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEM 1

General Manager’s Report
by Steve Nugent
October/November 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. The GET LA plant at Ancil Hoffman park is currently offline until the well motor can be
repaired.
Ongoing and Upcoming:
1. Regional Water Reliability Plan – working
2. CWD/Sacramento County intertie – under discussion
3. FOWD agreement, intertie, and 2x2 – working
4. GSWC scope of work for additional water supply – under discussion
5. CWD Petition to the SWRCB on Lead Testing – waiting for response from SWRCB
6. CWD hydraulic model update – presentation at December Board Meeting
7. Sacramento Metro Fire District Dewey Drive Property Sale – working
8. Aerojet Extraction Well project – ongoing
2X2 Committee: The second CWD/FOWD 2x2 committee meeting was held October 30th at 4:00 p.m.
at the Fair Oaks Water District. Topics for discussion were the update on Mutual Aid Agreement;
transfer concept; investigation of expanding interties for more flexibility; value of historic SJWD pre1914 place of use in CWD; and RWA regional reliability activities. There is no additional meeting
scheduled at this time.
SWRCB Lead Testing Petition: CWD has received another verbal response from the SWRCB on the
Petition for Reconsideration Regarding Lead Testing. The decision is delayed an additional few
weeks.
I have asked legal counsel to comment on how the passing of AB 746 would affect CWD’s petition,
below is counsel’s response:
“I do not know whether the new law will motivate the State Water Board to respond to
the petition because the new law does not help or hurt their case. In other words, the
new law does not provide legal support for the permit amendment and the new law does
not compel them to modify or revoke their permit amendment.
AB746 will be codified at Health and Safety Code section 116277, which is in Chapter 4,
Part 12. The citation provision for violations of Chapter 4 is contained in Health and
safety code section 11650, which allows the State Water Board, upon a determination
that a public water system is in violation of Chapter 4, to assess a penalty in an amount
not to exceed $1,000 per day for each day that a violation occurs, and for each day that
a violation continues to occur. The State Water Board could apply this citation provision
in the context of the new law by assessing $1,000 per/day per school that a failure to
test occurs after July 1, 2019. The State Water Board may issue more severe penalties
for violations of orders issued pursuant to Chapter 4.
So, under the new law, The State Water Board could, pursuant to Health and Safety
Code section 116655, issue an order to comply with the testing requirement. Failure to
comply with the order could subject the District to a $5,000 penalty for each day that the
violation continues. (Health and Safety. Code, 1116725(c)). If the violation could

subject the District to a fine of not more than $25,000 for each day of violation,
imprisonment in a county jail not to exceed one year, or both the fine and imprisonment
(Health and safety Code, 116730(a)(5)).”
Sacramento Metro Fire District (SMFD) Dewey Drive Land Purchase: On October 26, 2017, SMFD
approved a resolution directing the sale of surplus real property on Dewey Drive to Carmichael Water
District and authorized the Fire Chief to execute all necessary documents. CWD will be working with
SMFD to transfer the property to CWD.
Aerojet Extraction Well project: District staff met with the new USEPA manager and their consultant to
review ongoing remediation. The District inquired about the timeline for the new extraction well. The
USEPA consultant didn’t think that it would begin in 2018. We expressed our concerns about that
schedule and they said they would get back us shortly with an update. I have not heard anything from
them and will be formulating a letter.
Associations:
AWRA Conference and District ARRP Award: I attended the AWRA Conference for the week of
November 7 – 10th in Portland, Oregon and will report on the conference at the Board meeting. The
District received the IRWMP Award for the American River Pipeline Project at the conference. It was
announced that Kennedy Jenks won the ACEC award for the project. The ceremony is in LA in
February.
ACWA: No report.
RWA: Focus on Delta Update, Legislative Session Review, and Compensation study.
SGA: No report.
Meetings (# meetings) with:
 Tully & Young (1)
 Calendar Contest (1)
 Remediation Project ARPP (1)
 RWA (1)
 GSWC (2)
 FOWD (1)
 Sacramento County (1)
 West Yost – water model (1)
 FOWD 2x2 Committee (1)
 San Juan Water District (1)

AGENDA ITEM 2

District Activity Report
October 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 (21):
 Audit Work – Finalize Documents (5)
 Project Workgroups (2)
 Consultant (1)
 Modeling (1)
 Supervisors/HR/IT (5)
 Staff (5)
 SAWWA Training Day (1)
 HR User Group Training Day (1)
Information Technology:
Infrastructure and Planning: evaluated current backup and disaster recovery practices; implemented new
Backup and Disaster Recovery system; replicating backups from site to site as well as interface managing
both the Office and WTP locations
Training: completed the requirements; now recognized as Certified Associate with our new Backup and
Disaster Recovery system
Routine: troubleshoot issues; normal IT duties as scheduled or as needed
Human Resources:
Benefits/Payroll: assisted employees with benefits related issues; CalPERS Open Enrollment; audited
benefits enrollments
Compliance: completed required reporting and postings; researched legal updates/new laws; updated
COBRA notices
Personnel: researched and handled personnel issues, questions; created/updated documentation; updated
policies
Security/Building Maintenance: coordinated District needs
Training: JPIA HR Group meeting

Public Information Activity
Public Outreach:
Upcoming Events:
 2018 Water Efficiency Calendar Contest – The 2018 Water Efficiency Calendar Contest judging
committee met in October and chose 14 winners for the 2018 calendar. The winning entries have
been posted on the District’s website. An awards ceremony will be held at the District on January 22,
2018 at 5:30 pm.
Website Updates:
Audit Report, Board Activities, Announcements/RFP’s, Committee Meetings, Documents/Forms
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 October 2017:
R-GPCD
Monthly
Cumulative
Reduction
Reduction
195
12%
27%
Regional Water Reductions: The total water use reduction for Sacramento area water agencies for
September 2017 was 9%.
Sacramento Are Water Works Association (SAWWA) Training Day: On October 19, 2017, Chris Nelson
gave a presentation on leadership development during the SAWWA Training Day event. The presentation,
delivered to water industry professionals, focused on the need for leadership development, process
documentation, communication, coaching, mentoring, and identifying employee strengths.
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Proposed Regulation: The SRWCB has released a draft
regulation that proposes to permanently prohibit certain “wasteful and unreasonable water use practices.”
The proposed prohibitions include:
 The application of water to outdoor landscapes in a manner that causes runoff
 The use of a hose that dispenses water to wash a motor vehicle without a shut-off nozzle
 Application of potable water directly to driveways and sidewalks except for health and safety
 The use of potable water in an ornamental fountain or other decorative water feature, except where
the water is part of a recirculating system
 The application of water to irrigate turf and ornamental landscapes during and within 48 hours after
measurable rainfall of at least one-tenth of one inch of rain
 The serving of drinking water other than upon request in eating or drinking establishments
 The irrigation of turf on public street medians or publicly owned or maintained landscaped areas
between the street and sidewalk
On November 21, 2017 the SWRCB will hold a public workshop to discuss the proposed regulation. District
staff will be monitoring proposed regulation and will provide comment as necessary by the prescribed
deadline.
Water Efficiency Activities
Public Outreach Events
Water Waste
Water Waste Fines
Customer Assistance
Water Efficiency Surveys

Month
0
9
0
6
12

FYTD
2
61
0
33
28

Water Treatment and Production Activity
Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Maintenance: Production Staff performed a full 90 membrane change-out as
part of the membrane replacement program. Chemical Clean-in-Place (CIP’s) were performed on the primary
and tertiary membrane units in October.
Compliance: Sacramento County Environmental (Compliance Division) completed their triennial inspection
of the well sites in October. This inspection is required for all well sites that store and use hazardous
chemicals such as sodium hypochlorite. The inspections went very well with no discrepancies.
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Production Charts and Graphs:

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

Aug

Sep

Oct

399.61

383.76

323.74

270.59

2016-17

357.82

353.35

299.41

193.38

123.16

115.61

113.74

2015-16

287.66

283.68

259.99

213.09

128.89

107.92

2014-15

373.21

338.74

294.65

240.50

153.63

116.73

2013-14

470.97

434.57

349.04

306.94

212.49

2012-13

474.75

465.78

391.92

287.92

150.24

2011-12

448.20

454.95

402.18

237.81

Avg.

401.75

387.83

331.56

250.03

Daily

12.96

12.51

11.05

8.07

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Totals
1377.70

95.81

116.84

123.76

268.14

332.52

2493.99

100.49

97.72

107.12

148.87

219.44

308.84

2263.71

120.74

110.98

168.88

175.83

214.05

255.44

2563.38

160.96

158.30

109.17

132.71

164.82

283.33

358.07

3141.37

123.99

123.20

128.54

186.95

233.28

370.15

411.86

3348.58

162.12

158.97

158.05

136.99

140.45

153.99

321.46

418.58

3193.75

155.09

130.70

129.09

113.28

142.16

166.76

279.43

347.55

2834.13

5.17

4.22

4.16

4.05

4.59

5.56

9.01

11.59

Oct-17

Sep-17

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

Jan-16

Feb-16

Dec-15

Nov-15

Oct-15

Sep-15

Aug-15

Mar-16

PERIOD 7/1/2014- 10/31/2017

700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
Jul-15

X ONE THOUSAND

FY
2017-18

PRODUTION - 100 CUBIC FEET UNITS

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

Up/ Down
Up

Month
40%
8.7 MGD
10.5 MGD

7 Year Running
Average
8%

Up/ Down
Up

Surface Water

Oct-17

Sep-17

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

69%
31%

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

Sep-17

Oct-17

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.00

55.415

50.598

43.257

3.063

152.33

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.00

Garfield

54.151

54.264

51.566

52.477

212.46

La Vista

35.761

31.252

29.130

29.615

125.76

Ground Water

145.33

136.11

123.95

85.16

490.55

Surface Water *

393.83

387.07

335.74

324.78

1441.42

GSWC Delivery

139.55

139.42

135.95

139.35

554.27

CWD Surface

254.28

247.65

199.79

185.43

554.27

CWD Monthly Total

399.61

383.76

323.74

270.59

1377.70

Barrett School
Willow Park
Winding Way

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 69% of the water supply for CWD in
October. La Vista Well was operating as needed for additional supply. All other groundwater wells were shut
down in October and are not operating due to lower seasonal demand.
GSWC Delivery: CWD delivered 139.35 MG to GSWC in October. There were no interruptions in water
deliveries.

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

2016-17 CWD Remediated Groundwater Usage in Acre/Feet (AF)
CWD Usage
Beginning
GET LA & LB
Total
Plus 15%
Allocation
Discharge
Available
Loss

5,000.00
4,474.53
4,195.95
3,944.56
3,742.89
3,557.11
3,348.81
3,098.07
2,582.69
1,999.06
1,225.79
474.92

147.80
173.71
173.12
194.68
107.93
183.11
161.72
140.66
137.85
144.79
143.25
122.86

5,147.80
4,648.24
4,369.07
4,139.24
3,850.82
3,740.22
3,510.53
3,238.73
2,720.54
2,143.85
1,369.04
597.78

673.27
452.29
424.51
396.35
293.71
391.41
412.46
656.04
721.48
918.06
894.12
597.78

Remaining
Allocation

4,474.53
4,195.95
3,944.56
3,742.89
3,557.11
3,348.81
3,098.07
2,582.69
1,999.06
1,225.79
474.92
0

2017-18 CWD Remediated Groundwater Usage in Acre/Feet (AF)

Month
October

GET LA & LB
Discharge

124.86

GET LA
Irrigation

11.45

Total

136.31

Cumulative
Total

136.31
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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
50
3

FYTD
217
9

1
0
1
0
0

4
3
3
0
1

There were two (2) water quality complaints in the month of October. The areas where the complaints
occurred were investigated and thoroughly flushed.
Billing and Collections Activity
Billing: Currently tracking at approximately 13% up from the same Billing Month last year.

Billing
Billing
Month
Period
Previous FY
Aug-2017 June-July
Sep-2017 July-Aug
Oct-2017 Aug-Sept
Nov-2017 Sept-Oct
Dec-2017 Oct-Nov
Jan-2018 Nov-Dec
Feb-2018 Dec-Jan
Mar-2018 Jan-Feb
Apr-2018 Feb-Mar
May-2018 Mar-Apr
Jun-2018 Apr-May
Jul-2018 May-June
Totals

Service
Charge

Flat Rate
$
$
$
$

33,581
15,919
37,901
15,423

$ 102,823

$
$
$
$

480,643
506,053
479,885
506,395

$ 1,972,975

FY 16-17
Totals
$ 9,331,558
567,379 $ 531,935
623,582
624,096
519,343

Total Usage
$
$
$
$

$2,334,399

$ 9,863,493

FY 17-18
Totals
$ 549,667
$1,145,555
$1,141,882
1,041,160
$3,878,264

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
469,245
390,483

1,755,187

* 1 Unit = 100 CCF (Centum Cubic Feet) = 748 Gallons
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Collections: Processed & Outstanding Activity
Past Due 48 Hours
Notices
Notices
Shut Offs
Date
Jul-2017
1041
96
26
$
Aug-2017
1505
148
7
$
Sep-2017
915
148
26
$
Oct-2017
952
192
24
$
Nov-2017
Dec-2017
Jan-2018
Feb-2018
Mar-2018
Apr-2018
May-2018
Jun-2018

A/R $
216,374
129,568
159,094
147,385

Liens $
$ 6,294
$ 5,410
$ 5,111
$ 5,405

Liens #
13
11
10
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: West Yost has completed the 30% design. District staff
has reviewed the project plan and provided comments to West Yost. This project is scheduled to bid in March
2018.
Leak Detection: The District’s annual leak detection was completed in October. Staff is currently repairing
and investigating the leaks at this time. The full report will be provided in the December board packet.
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. **April 2018 Projected Start Time**
 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 scheduled to be awarded in January 2017 with construction to begin April

6






17, 2017. District work is anticipated to be minimal and will be completed by CWD staff under existing
budget. A pre-construction meeting is scheduled on May 3, 2017 for this project.
**This project is underway and at this point the District’s waterlines are beyond the limits of
construction**
Vernon and Kenneth Ave Storm Drain Improvement Project: The District has received the “C” plans
for this project which is scheduled to start June 26, 2017.
**Under Construction, Nearing Completion**
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 Landis Ave. “B” plans for this
project have been received and reviewed by staff. This project will go to the Sacramento County
Board of Supervisors in June 2018 with a potential start date of August 2018. **Pending**

Training and Personnel: Bryce and Will both passed the exam in October and have registered to take the D2
exam in March 2018. 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

136
0
0
6
0
0

556
0
1
14
2
0

143
3
3
0
4
68
15
5
22

444
25
13
2
19
264
71
20
77
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AGENDA ITEM 4

Regular Board Meeting – October 16, 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 16th day of October at
7:00 p.m. at the District Office located at 7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Carmichael.
ATTENDANCE:
Directors: Mark Emmerson, Ron Greenwood, Roy Leidy, Paul Selsky, John Wallace
Staff:

Steve Nugent, Lynette Moreno, Chris Nelson, Lori Kalisiak, Shelby Kalisiak

Guest:

Ingrid Sheipline and Bob Simons with Richardson & Company, LLC

Public:

Ten (10) members of the public

CALL TO ORDER: President Emmerson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
FY 2016-2017 Annual District Audit Presentation performed by Richardson & Company
Annual Audit was presented by Ingrid Sheipline and Bob Simons.
Discussed with Directors and staff.
ACTION ITEM #12 brought forward
12. FY 2016-2017 Annual District Audit has been performed by Richardson & Company. Richardson &
Company’s report to the Board regarding internal controls is provided for the Board’s consideration
Management staff recommends that the FY 2016-2017 District Audit be accepted by the Board of Directors.
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







Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Ayes:

5

Nays:

Yes



Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
0

Absent:

Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
0

Abstain:

0

DISTRICT REPORTS:
1.

2.

General Manager’s Written Report
Discussed with Board
Betsy Wyland commented
Seth Hodges commented
Peggy Berry commented
District Activity Written Report Presented by the Assistant General Manager
Discussed with Board
Seth Hodges commented

PUBLIC COMMENT:
3.

Public Comment
Peggy Berry commented on the impressive Boy Scout who attended the September Board meeting, the upcoming
Carmichael Creek Neighborhood Association meeting, and finalizing the General Manager evaluation and
negotiations.

REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES FOR OCTOBER 16, 2017
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PUBLIC COMMENT CONTINUED:
Betsy Wyland commented on the Save the American River Board and complimented Steve’s outreach for the
pipeline project.
Seth Hodges thanked staff for their performance on the audit report and commented on the Aerojet cleanup.
CONSENT CALENDAR:
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Minutes for the Regular Board Meeting – September 18, 2017
Paid Expenditures Report – September 2017
Investment Transaction Report – September 2017
Budget Summary – September 2017
Cash Flow Projection – September 2017
FY 2017-2018 Reserve Requirements – September 2017
Statement of Net Position – September 2017
Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Position – Quarter Ending September 30, 2017
M/S Greenwood / Leidy to approve the Consent Calendar Items 4-11.
Discussed with Board
David Hanscom commented
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye







Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Ayes:

5

Nays:

Yes



Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
0

Absent:

Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
0

Abstain:

0

ACTION CALENDAR:
13.

Employee Growth Recognition and Retention
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves:
a. the FY 2017-2018 addition of the Communications Specialist position; and
b. the adoption of the FY 2017-2018 published salary band for the list above.
M/S Wallace / Selsky to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

14.

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye







Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Ayes:

5

Nays:

Yes



Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
0

Absent:

Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
0

Abstain:

0

Selection of Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) Special District Commissioner
and Selection of Alternate Special District Commissioner
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors votes on the LAFCo Special District Commissioner
and Alternate Ballot.
Greenwood nominated Gay Jones for Commissioner and Paul Green for Alternate.
Discussed with Board
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye







Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Ayes:

5

Nays:

Yes



Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
0

Absent:

Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
0

Abstain:

0
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ACTION CALENDAR CONTINUED:
15.

Nominations for Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) Membership on the Special
District Advisory Committee (SDAC)
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors nominates a Director to serve on the SDAC.
Leidy nominated Greenwood to serve on the SDAC.
Discussed with Board
Seth Hodges commented
Roy Leidy
Ron Greenwood
Mark Emmerson
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

16.

Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye
Aye







Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay
Nay

Ayes:

5

Nays:

Yes



Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
Absent
0

Absent:

Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
0

Abstain:

0

General Session Membership Meeting at ACWA 2017 Fall Conference
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors selects a Director to serve as Carmichael Water
District’s voting delegate.
Emmerson appointed Greenwood to serve as delegate.
Discussed with Board

STAFF REPORTS/INFORMATION:
17.

Director’s Expense Reimbursement Summary for September

GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION:
18.

News Articles
Discussed with Board

19.

Director’s Written and/or Oral Reports
Director Wallace:
a. Groundwater Resources Association 2017 Annual Meeting
Director Greenwood: No Report
Director Leidy: No Report
Director Selsky: No Report
Director Emmerson:
a. California Oregon Transmission Project Management Meeting
b. Sacramento Groundwater Authority Board Meeting

CALENDARS AND COMMITTEES:
Meetings Calendars:
a. 2017 Board Meeting Calendar
b. Meeting/Conference Calendar – November
c. Meeting/Conference Calendar – December
21. Board Representatives Committees Assignments
20.

ADJOURNED OPEN SESSION TO CLOSED SESSION AT 8:49 P.M.
OPENED CLOSED SESSION AT 8:49 P.M.
CLOSED SESSION:
A. Public Employee performance evaluation involving the General Manager under Government Code section
54954.4(e) and 54957.
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CLOSED SESSION CONTINUED:
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.
ADJOURNED CLOSED SESSION TO OPEN SESSION AT 9:50 P.M.
RESUMED OPEN SESSION AT 9:50 P.M.
REPORT OUT OF CLOSED SESSION:
A. Tabled evaluation pending input from Directors.
B. Board gave direction to negotiators and there will be a meeting at District office Wednesday at 7:30 a.m. to
continue negotiation.
ADJOURNMENT: The regular meeting was adjourned at: 9:53 p.m.
The next meeting of the Board of Directors will be a Regular Board Meeting held on:
Monday, November 13, 2017 at 7:00 p.m.

Mark Emmerson, President

Steve Nugent, Secretary

AGENDA ITEM 5

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
PAID EXPENDITURES REPORT
OCTOBER 2017
Payee
ACWA/JPIA
ACWA/JPIA
Aerojet Rocketdyne, Inc.
APS Environmental, Inc.
Avalon Custodial Care
Backflow Distributors, Inc.
Bare Bones Workwear
Brower Mechanical, Inc.
BSK Associates
Bulbman
California Surveying and Draft
CalPERS
CalPERS
CalPERS
Capitol Barricade Safety & Sign
Carmichael Tire & Auto Repair
Carquest Auto Parts
City of Sacramento
Clark Pest Control
Comcast
Concrete Equipment Services, Inc.
Corix Water Products, Inc.
County of Sacramento
DataProse, LLC
David Biagi
Del Paso Manor Water District
Evoqua Water Technologies, LLC
Grainger
Groeinger & Co.
Group One Consulting, Inc.
Haase Landscapes, Inc.
Hach Company
Harrington Industrial Plastics
Harris Industrial Gases
Hefner, Stark & Marois, LLP
Home Depot Credit Services
Hunt & Sons, Inc.
Idexx Distribution, Inc.
Inland Business Systems, Inc.
Itron, Inc.
John A. Wallace
Kennedy Jenks Consultants
Law Office of Perry Israel
Marc Mathews
Mark McClintock
Occu-Med, Ltd.
Official Payments Corp.
Owen Foley
Pace Supply Corp.
Patron Trucking, Inc.
Paymentus Group
PG&E
PG&E Non-Energy Collection Unit
Pitney Bowes
ProVantage, LLC

Description
Dental, Vision, Life, and Worker's Compensation
Auto, Property, & General Liability Annual Premium
Refund of Storm Water Permit Fees
Wash Rack Maintenance
Janitorial
Backflow Supplies
Uniforms
Maintenance- HVAC & Plumbing
Water Quality Testing
Office Supplies
GIS: Software Licensing and Maintenance
Employer Pension Contribution (Three pay periods)
Deferred Compensation Expense (Three pay periods)
Medical Benefits
Safety Supplies
Repairs and Maintenance- Vehicles
Repairs and Maintenance- Vehicles
Water Quality Sanitary Survey
Pest Control
Telecommunications
Tools
Materials Inventory
Encroachment Inspections
Billing Services and Postage
Training and Certification
General Engineering Services
CMF Filtrate Tubing
Safety Supplies, Tools, Treated Water Controls, CMF Solids
Materials Inventory
Computer Monitoring and Risk Assessment Services
Landscaping
Lab Supplies
CMF Filtrate Tubing
Equipment Rental, Shop Supplies
Legal Services- Board
Supplies, Tools, Building Maintenance
Fuel & Fuel Tank Maintenance
Lab Supplies
Repairs & Maintenance- Equipment
General Computer & Software Licensing
Director's Travel & Meetings
General Engineering Services
Legal Services- Board
Training and Certification
Training and Certification
Exams & Screenings
Bank Charges: AR Payment Processing Fees
Customer Refund
Materials Inventory
Road Materials
Bank Charges: AR Payment Processing Fees
Utilities
COTP Service Costs
Equipment Rental
Computer Hardware
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Payments
16,152.57
64,380.00
631.33
725.00
750.00
81.19
3,477.72
140.00
1,625.00
172.78
300.00
37,887.18
11,414.41
62,477.93
20.57
584.43
39.97
6,200.00
238.00
582.98
2,789.60
8,440.05
393.00
3,538.35
105.00
6,750.00
1,292.16
1,159.98
18,662.30
2,574.00
1,259.00
429.02
1,382.60
681.50
1,178.00
808.49
1,891.49
1,662.57
567.05
1,314.05
50.65
1,232.56
250.00
180.00
80.00
199.00
35.25
105.39
607.17
4,442.20
4,330.50
21.60
10.00
181.57
10,673.80

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
PAID EXPENDITURES REPORT
OCTOBER 2017
Payee
Sacramento County Recorder
Sacramento County Utilities
Sacramento LAFCO
Sierra Office Supplies
SMUD
Somach Simmons & Dunn
Sophos Solutions, LLC
Specialty Answering Service
Sprint
State Board of Equalization
Steve Nugent
Telstar Instruments, Inc.
The Guardian Life Insurance Co.
The UC Regents
Thinkage LTD
Tully & Young, Inc.
U.S. Postal Service
Union Bank
Univar USA, Inc.
USA BlueBook
Waste Management of Sacramento
West America Bank
West Yost Associates
West America Bank- Petty Cash
Wienhoff Drug Testing
WorkSmart Automation Inc.
Zigg Electric

Description

Check Register Total
Payroll

Payments

Lien Redemption Fees
Utilities
Annual Fee
Office Supplies
Power
Legal Services- Board
Contract Services - Software
Telecommunications
Telecommunications
Q3 Sales & Use Tax Payment
Travel & Meetings
Dewey VFD Replacement
Employee Benefits- LTD
Training and Certification
SCADA Repairs & Maintenance
Legal Services- Board
Billing Services and Postage
2010 COP Bond Principal & Interest Payment
Chemicals- Caustic Soda & Sodium Hydroxide
Lab Repairs & Sample Station Maintenance
Utilities
Bank Charges
CIP- Hydraulic Model Update, On-Call Engineering
Office Supplies, PR Outreach, Directors' Travel & Meetings
Exams & Screenings
Contract Services- SCADA
Electrical Repairs
$

Employee Wages, Director Pay, Payroll Taxes

Total Paid Expenditures

159,267.42

$
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19.00
547.97
1,599.00
963.99
129,983.36
1,642.80
640.00
371.95
14.99
509.00
904.19
12,397.26
527.67
20.00
600.00
2,817.50
198.00
1,721,713.80
16,731.92
1,226.21
360.68
14.13
9,374.65
722.15
65.00
2,030.00
1,603.34
2,194,757.52

2,354,024.94

CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
Investment Transaction Report
For the period October 1 to October 31, 2017

Investment Description

DESIGNATED FUNDS
Membrane Replacement Fund

Income/
Beginning Balance FV Adjustment
10/1/2017

739,012.96

-

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)

1,824,352.15

RESTRICTED FUNDS
2010 COP Installment Payment Fund

32.49

-

18,533.28

2010 COP Reserve Fund- Cash
2010 COP Reserve Fund- Investments

2,204,220.90

4,937.72

Deposits/
Transfers In

2,904.04
-

Withdrawals/
Transfers Out

(156,637.33)

Fair value (FV)/
Ending Balance
10/31/2017

585,279.67

Investment Type

Issuer

Maturity
Dates

Interest
Rate/Yield

Cash

West America Bank

N/A

0.35%

-

1,829,289.87

Investment Pool

LAIF

N/A

0.68%

1,721,713.80

-

1,721,746.29

Money Market

Union Bank

N/A

0.10%

-

915.63

-

19,448.91

Money Market

Union Bank

N/A

0.10%

(8.02)

-

(915.63)

Certificates of Deposit

Various

1-4 yrs

0.85-2.0%

2,203,297.25

Facility Fees

189,998.25

11.82

-

-

190,010.07

Cash

West America Bank

N/A

0.07%

CERBT: OPEB trust fund

919,053.95

25,896.25

-

-

944,950.20

Investment Pool

CalPERS

Various

Various

5,895,203.98

30,837.77

TOTAL

1,725,533.47

(157,552.96)

7,494,022.26

Note: A debt service payment of $1,729,850 (principal & interest) processed on 11/1/17. This disbursement came out of the 2010 COP Payment Fund and will be reflected on November's document.
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Carmichael Water District
FY 2017-2018 Budget Summary
October 31, 2017
October
Actual

YTD
Actual

AGENDA ITEM 7

Fiscal Yr
Budget

$
Difference

%
Budget

Water Sales
Water sales
Water service fees

Total Water Sales

$1,128,396
12,142

$2,821,794
33,809

$10,634,700
15,500

($7,812,906)
18,309

26.53%
218.12%

1,140,538

2,855,603

10,650,200

(7,794,597)

26.81%

432
450
4,970
0
0
3,000

4,803
450
5,442
0
0
12,840

5,200
2,500
6,700
20,000
14,000
32,160

(397)
(2,050)
(1,258)
(20,000)
(14,000)
(19,320)

92.37%
18.00%
81.22%
0.00%
0.00%
39.93%

8,852

23,535

80,560

(57,025)

29.21%

103,523
0

316,118
0

838,837
1,400,000

(522,719)
(1,400,000)

37.69%
0.00%

103,523

316,118

2,238,837

(1,922,719)

14.12%

1,252,912

3,195,257

12,969,597

(9,774,340)

24.64%

76,654
4,963
47,445
7,146
2,262
190
68,511
8,775
7,580
0
3,585
12,342
383
964

295,225
22,797
238,694
18,644
13,425
890
100,669
29,273
30,302
59,036
13,287
21,555
22,038
5,189

1,048,300
86,277
665,397
210,000
60,151
34,500
200,837
127,900
147,239
88,162
154,720
173,278
80,850
71,890

(753,075)
(63,480)
(426,703)
(191,356)
(46,726)
(33,610)
(100,168)
(98,627)
(116,937)
(29,126)
(141,433)
(151,723)
(58,812)
(66,701)

28.16%
26.42%
35.87%
8.88%
22.32%
2.58%
50.12%
22.89%
20.58%
66.96%
8.59%
12.44%
27.26%
7.22%

240,801

871,025

3,149,501

(2,278,476)

27.66%

46,563
3,586
25,641
8,466
393
1,931
4,442
59,445

162,096
12,465
115,343
18,648
5,379
7,648
15,765
216,595

466,655
36,904
252,443
88,000
21,050
99,500
300,000
469,000

(304,559)
(24,439)
(137,100)
(69,352)
(15,671)
(91,852)
(284,235)
(252,405)

34.74%
33.78%
45.69%
21.19%
25.55%
7.69%
5.26%
46.18%

150,468

553,939

1,733,552

(1,179,613)

31.95%

40,148
3,088
17,697
128,448
7,825
2,775
5,744
1,054
20,746
2,111

161,123
12,692
88,126
365,906
10,310
6,847
44,868
2,271
40,059
8,073

555,780
45,122
232,299
1,416,550
27,200
24,400
53,900
20,200
148,200
85,200

(394,657)
(32,430)
(144,173)
(1,050,644)
(16,890)
(17,553)
(9,032)
(17,929)
(108,141)
(77,127)

28.99%
28.13%
37.94%
25.83%
37.90%
28.06%
83.24%
11.24%
27.03%
9.47%

229,637

740,274

2,608,851

(1,868,577)

28.38%

620,905

2,165,238

7,491,904

(5,326,666)

28.90%

Miscellaneous Revenue
Miscellaneous revenue
Aerojet testing reimbursement
Interest income
COTP revenue
Facility fees
Backflow testing program fees

Total Miscellaneous Revenue
Aerojet/GSWC Revenue
Water treatment and delivery charges
Firm capacity right installment income

Total Aerojet/GSWC Revenue
TOTAL REVENUE

Administrative Services Expenses
Personnel
Payroll taxes
Benefits
Board
General
Accounting
Insurance
Billing
Information technology
Dues and memberships
Facility maintenance
Fee/Permits/Services
Outreach
Human resources

Total Administrative Services Expenses
Distribution Expenses
Personnel
Payroll taxes
Benefits
General
Fees/Permits/Services
Vehicle maintenance
Road restoration
Infrastructure repairs

Total Distribution Expenses
Production Expenses
Personnel
Payroll taxes
Benefits
Power
Water quality
Facilities maintenance
WTP maintenance
Well site/res maintenance
General
Fees/Permits/Services

Total Production Expenses
TOTAL DISTRICT O&M EXPENSES
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Carmichael Water District
FY 2017-2018 Budget Summary
October 31, 2017
October
Actual

YTD
Actual

Fiscal Yr
Budget

$
Difference

%
Budget

Capital Assets
Pumping plant
Information technology
Transportation/mobile equipment
Meters
Mainlines
Mainline valves
Service lines
Fire hydrants
Field Equipment
Wells/reservoirs

0
11,060
0
21,579
0
0
9,078
0
0
10,490

0
12,490
0
153,946
169,544
76,545
113,012
14,053
0
10,490

50,000
30,100
25,000
115,834
0
54,653
292,800
68,328
60,000
20,000

(50,000)
(17,610)
(25,000)
38,112
169,544
21,892
(179,788)
(54,275)
(60,000)
(9,510)

0.00%
41.50%
0.00%
132.90%
100.00%
140.06%
38.60%
20.57%
0.00%
52.45%

52,207

550,080

716,715

(166,635)

76.75%

0
0
8,080
0

0
15,267
72,263
0

1,529,845
200,000
0
100,000

(1,529,845)
(184,733)
72,263
(100,000)

0.00%
7.63%
100.00%
0.00%

8,080

87,530

1,829,845

(1,742,315)

4.78%

0

0

2,184,325

(2,184,325)

0.00%

0

0

2,184,325

(2,184,325)

0.00%

60,287

637,610

4,730,885

(4,093,275)

13.48%

1,252,912

3,195,257

12,969,597

Total District expenses, funding

681,193

2,802,848

12,222,789

Net Operating Gain (Loss)

571,720

392,408

746,808

Membrane replacement
OPEB funding

0
0

200,000
440,000

200,000
440,000

0
0

100.00%
100.00%

Total Interfund Transfers

0

640,000

640,000

0

100.00%

Total Capital Assets
Capital Improvement Projects (CIP)
Mainline replacements
WTP Caustic Tank Replacement
Hydraulic Model Update
County Impact Projects

Total Capital Improvement Projects
Debt Service
COP

Total Debt Service
TOTAL ASSETS, CIP, DEBT SERVICE
Budget Summary
Total District revenue

Interfund Transfers

October
Actual

YTD
Actual

Membrane Replacement Funding
Membrane expenses
Membrane inventory to be expensed
Total Membrane Purchases

0
0
0

Membrane funding, beginning balance
Transfers to General Fund for membrane purchases
Budgetary transfer from General fund
Transfer from GSWC Membrane Share

MEMBRANE REPLACEMENT BALANCE

159,303
0
159,303

541,679
(159,303)
200,000
2,904

$

585,280

This is a Budget Summary document only. This document does not incorporate all activities of the Financial Statements.
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CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
FY 2017-2018 CASH FLOW PROJECTION
OCTOBER 2017
REVENUE PROJECTIONS

July 1, 2017

July

Aug

Sept

957,123
8,005
69,903
1,035,031

1,063,470
8,005
69,903
1,141,378

1,063,470
8,005
69,903
1,141,378

July

Aug

Sept

809,770
1,549
37,719
849,038

1,178,942
4,748
70,865
1,254,556

1,050,540
13,188
70,865
1,134,593

1,238,620
4,189
70,865
1,313,675

957,123
9,048
73,565
1,039,736

219,548
6,294
98,340
324,182

1,276,854
5,410
305,936
1,588,199

245,259
5,111
235,400
485,770

147,474
5,505
330,041
483,019

(777,991)
(37,547)
(191,073)
(1,006,611)

(434,939)
(34,865)
(232,978)
(702,781)

(474,105)
(27,584)
(159,312)
(661,001)

Debt Service Payments:
2010 COPs
Total Debt Service Payments (Cash)

0
0

0
0

GF Transfers
To LAIF (Reserve funding)
(To)/From Facilities Fees
(To) Membrane replacement reserves
From Membrane replacement reserves
(To)/From OPEB Trust
Total Transfers

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
(200,000)
2,666
(440,000)
(637,334)

Water Sales Receipts
Miscellaneous and Other Revenue
GSWC Capacity Right/Treat and Delivery
Total Projected Revenue

Oct

General Fund Cash Balance

May

744,429
8,005
69,903
822,337

744,429
8,005
69,903
822,337

Jan

Feb

957,123
9,048
73,565
1,039,736

744,429
9,048
73,565
827,042

744,429
9,048
73,565
827,042

744,429
9,048
73,565
827,042

744,429
9,048
73,565
827,042

744,429
9,048
73,565
827,042

850,776
9,048
1,473,566
2,333,390

10,765,039
96,060
2,238,837
13,099,937

10,634,700
96,060
2,238,837
12,969,597

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

147,474
5,505
45,144
198,123

(464,963)
(8,080)
(159,267)
(632,311)

(387,609)
(33,000)
(187,051)
(607,660)

(387,609)
(33,000)
(187,051)
(607,660)

(387,609)
(33,000)
(187,051)
(607,660)

(387,609)
(467,897)
(187,051)
(1,042,557)

(387,609)
(467,897)
(187,051)
(1,042,557)

(387,609)
(467,897)
(187,051)
(1,042,557)

(387,609)
(467,897)
(187,051)
(1,042,557)

(387,609)
(467,897)
(187,051)
(1,042,557)

0
0

(1,721,714)
(1,721,714)

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

(453,725)
(453,725)

0
0

0
0

(2,175,439)
(2,175,439)

(2,184,325)
(2,184,325)

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
(2,904)
156,637
0
153,733

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

(1,400,000)
0
0
0
0
(1,400,000)

(1,400,000)
0
(202,904)
159,303
(440,000)
(1,883,601)

0
0
(200,000)
0
(440,000)
(640,000)

614,092
6,327
100,120
720,539

Expenditures:
Disbursements, net of reimbursements
PSM and Mainline Projects
Payroll
Total Expenditures (Cash)

GF Balance (Reconciled)

4,137,701 4,569,778 5,001,855

5,221,238

5,005,724

4,790,209

4,120,970

3,905,456

3,796,289

3,796,289

Dec

March

April

May

850,776
8,005
1,469,903
2,328,684

June

Total

4,793,857

Actual Revenue:
Water Sales Receipts, retail
Miscellaneous and Other Revenue
GSWC Capacity Right/Treat and Delivery
Total Revenue (Cash)
Outstanding Receivables:
EOM Outstanding A/R, net
EOM Outstanding Liens
Other Receivables
Total Outstanding Receivables

Budget

Apr

744,429
8,005
69,903
822,337

Projection
Nov

June

10,634,700
96,060
2,238,837
12,969,597

Mar

744,429
8,005
69,903
822,337

October

Dec
957,123
8,005
69,903
1,035,031

Total

Feb

ACTUAL REVENUE AND EXPENSES (CASH)

Nov
957,123
8,005
69,903
1,035,031

10,634,700
96,060
2,238,837
12,969,597

Jan
744,429
8,005
69,903
822,337

1,063,470
8,005
69,903
1,141,378

4,793,857

4,636,285 4,550,726 5,024,318

(5,252,866) (5,252,866)
(2,546,560) (2,546,560)
(2,239,038) (2,239,038)
(10,038,464) (10,038,464)

3,796,289
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CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
FY 2017-2018 RESERVE REQUIREMENTS
OCTOBER 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 long-term
financial stability of the District:

CASH RESERVE REQUIREMENTS
Target Amount
as of 10-31-17

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)

585,280
190,010

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 (10-31-17)

3,193,156

509,512
3,944,492
944,950

$ 9,367,400

CASH BALANCE
Amount
as of 10-31-17
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)

$

4,137,701
1,319,778
509,512
585,280
190,010
3,944,492 (A)
944,950

TOTAL CASH BALANCE (10-31-17)

$ 11,631,723

CASH SURPLUS (SHORTFALL)

$ 2,264,323

(A) A debt service payment of $1,729,850 (principal & interest) processed on 11/1/17. This
disbursement will be reflected on November's document.
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2018 Regular Board Meeting Schedule
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

22
26
19
16
21 (Public Hearing)
18
16
20
17
15
19
17

Meetings will be held at 7:00 p.m. at the District’s meeting room located at:
7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Carmichael.
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2018 HOLIDAY SCHEDULE
HOLIDAY

HOLIDAY DATE

DATE OBSERVED

New Year’s Day

Monday, January 1

Monday, January 1

Civil Rights Leaders Day

Monday, January 15

Monday, January 15

President’s Day

Monday, February 19

Monday, February 19

Memorial Day

Monday, May 28

Monday, May 28

Independence Day

Wednesday, July 4

Wednesday, July 4

Labor Day

Monday, September 3

Monday, September 3

Veterans Day

Sunday, November 11

Monday, November 12

Thanksgiving Day

Thursday, November 22

Thursday, November 22

Day after Thanksgiving Day

Friday, November 23

Friday, November 23

Christmas Eve

Monday, December 24

Monday, December 24

Christmas Day

Tuesday, December 25

Tuesday, December 25

1 Floating Holiday

1 Day

1 day pre-approved
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT SUMMARY
OCTOBER 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
9/6

2x2 CWD/FOWD COMMITTEE

1

9/12

CWD - ADHOC PERFORMANCE REVIEW MEETING

1

CWD - EMPLOYEE RELATIONS COMMITTEE
CWD - FINANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PLANNED SYSTEM MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
9/18

CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING

1

1

1

1

1

CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
8/9

CWD - WATER SALES COMMITTEE

1

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
9/14

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY BOARD MEETING

1

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
SACRAMENTO GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

TOTAL COMPENSATION
TOTAL EXPENSES

1

1

1

2

4

$144.70

$144.70

$144.70

$289.40

$578.80

$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

1

*

1

CWD - ADHOC PERFORMANCE REVIEW MEETING

1

CWD - EMPLOYEE RELATIONS COMMITTEE
CWD - FINANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PLANNED SYSTEM MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PUBLIC HEARING/REGULAR BOARD MEETING

1

CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING

3

3

3

1

1

3

2

CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
CWD - WATER SALES COMMITTEE

1

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
RWA BOARD MEETING

2

RWA EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

2

SGA BOARD MEETING

1
TOTAL MEETINGS ATTENDED
TOTAL COMPENSATION
TOTAL EXPENSES

*DECLINED PAYMENT FOR ONE (1) MEETING

4

4

4

8

6

$578.80

$434.10

$578.80

$1,157.60

$868.20
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What Do We Know About
Mountain Snowpack, Runoff?
Far Too Little
A new wireless sensor network in one Sierra Nevada watershed aims to fill yawning data
gaps about snowpack, rainfall and runoff potential. The result could be safer flood
forecasts and better water supply projections, says University of California professor
Roger Bales.
WRITT EN BY

Matt Weiser
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A precipitation sensor located atop Mt. Lincoln, a nearly 8,400-foot peak near Donner Summit in California. It’s part of a new
wireless sensor network in the American River watershed that aims to fill data gaps at high elevation and forested sites to provide
better information about precipitation and runoff.Photo Courtesy Steven Glaser, UC Berkeley

not realize it, but we really don’t know with a lot of
accuracy how much snow there is sitting in the mountains during winter.
We also don’t always have a precise picture of where the snow level is
when a storm moves in, or how much will run off when the snow melts.
MOST AMERICANS MAY

One reason for this is that, in most areas, the weather sensor network in
the mountains simply isn’t very dense. Gauges that measure rain and
snow are often placed for convenient access. The highest elevations and
forested areas often have no sensors, leaving huge data gaps in
many watersheds.
This creates a host of problems, from estimating flood risk accurately to
figuring out how much water is available for summer farm irrigation.

A team from the University of California and the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) recently completed a project to fill the
data gaps. With funding from the National Science Foundation,
they developed a new wireless network consisting of 140 sensor pods
installed across 830 square miles of the American River Basin. Previously,
the area had only 27 sensors.
This critical California watershed drains through Sacramento, one of the
most flood-prone metropolitan areas in the nation. And it now has the
most data-rich precipitation monitoring network anywhere. This could
vastly improve forecasting, especially as climate change disrupts previous
expectations about storm behavior.
To learn more about the project, Water Deeply talked to Roger Bales, a
distinguished professor of engineering at the University of California,
Merced, director of the Sierra Nevada Research Institute, and project
leader of the new sensor network.

Water Deeply: Why did you undertake this project?
What was the need that drove it?
Roger Bales: We don’t do that good of a job of measuring the basic water
balance in the mountains. Think of the water balance as being like this
formula: precipitation = evapotranspiration + runoff. Water is coming in
as precipitation, and it’s leaving either because the vegetation is putting it
back into the atmosphere, or because it’s draining away as runoff. Some of
that’s subsurface, but some of it comes out in runoff.
In the mountains, we don’t really measure precipitation very well. On any
given day, in any given storm, you actually only know how much rainfall is
occurring. There may be only a few rain gauges, and they are not at the
highest elevations. You have snow pillows at the higher elevations, which
are telemetered, and they give you the amount of snow falling in a few
generally flat, open areas (think of a meadow). But that’s not
representative of the landscape. Rain gauges also tend to be put in
convenient locations to get to.
There are a lot of decisions that depend on knowing how much
precipitation is occurring, and how much water is in storage. The two
main storage reservoirs in the mountains, besides the dams at the base of
the mountains, are the snowpack and the soil water storage. The seasonal
snowpack changes every time there’s a storm or every time there’s
snowmelt. It changes daily.

So the amount of precipitation and snow that falls is statistically related to
runoff, but not in a mass balance sense. That is, you can’t take the sum of
all the rain gauges or snow pillow data and say that’s how much rain fell
or how much snow fell, because the rain gauges are too sparse and not
representative. The operational network tends to be located at mid- and
low-elevation clearings, not so much at the high elevations and not so
much in forests.
We designed a network that is more representative of the landscape and
has a denser set of sensors. We scaled this up from a small headwater
catchment that we did in the Kings River Basin, going from about 400
acres to the whole snow-covered part of the American River Basin. We
basically replicated what we did in the southern Sierra 14 times, and in
that way we’ve covered the whole basin – at least the topography and land
cover of the whole basin.

Water Deeply: What technical problems were involved
in developing these sensors?
Bales: I would say our main innovation is the wireless network.
When we started doing this, the technology wasn’t mature enough to use.
So my colleague at U.C. Berkeley, Steve Glaser, developed the electronics
needed to do this. We purchased the sensors for measuring temperature,
relative humidity, snow depth and, at some locations, we also measure
solar radiation and soil moisture. Then he developed the data logger and
multiplexer radio combination. So on one little board or chip, we have the
electronics that will take the electronic signal from the sensors and, at 15minute intervals, store them and then radio-telemeter those out to the
mother station, which you then send out via cellphone to get those out to a
computer where you can actually use them.
So, in the American River Basin, we have 14 clusters of sensors. Think of a
cluster as being typically 10–12 sensor nodes and each node has several
sensors and is solar powered. There’s a solar panel, a radio antenna
sticking above the mast, then on a long arm is the snow sensor.
Then think of the radio signal from each of those, and call one of them the
mother pod or the base station. So each of those 10 signals comes to a
base station and that’s where you have your cellphone transmitter, and
you’re sending that out to the cloud. To get the radio signal between them,
you have some hoppers (signal repeaters) because it’s hilly and forested.
So to get 10 measurements we may have 25 poles in the ground with

radios on them to get the signal to the mother station. Then replicate that
14 times around the American River Basin.

Water Deeply: How much does it cost to install a
network like this?
Bales: We have a new project going up in the Feather River right now, and
we’re going to a different snow sensor there. We’re actually doing four
clusters in the North Fork Feather River Basin. I believe the cost of this
research network is about $40,000 per cluster. If you’re going to harden it
for a robust operational network, you might want to spend more
than that.
The paybacks are, I think, a no-brainer here. Just consider forest health.
Knowing how much snow is out there can give you some predictability.
During a drought year, if there’s not much snow, we should have been
able to predict the tree mortality had we known the precipitation
accurately. We know the amount of water trees use every year is about the
same. If the precipitation falls below that number, you’re either going to
have to suck it out of the ground from deeper storage or the trees are
going to die.

Water Deeply: What results have you seen so far?
Bales: We’re researchers. We don’t do water operations or make forecasts.
But we’ve demonstrated you can use it in real time. You can tell where the
rain-snow transition is. That is, the elevation where it’s raining versus
snowing. That was difficult to tell in the past because there aren’t enough
sensors out there. This would help inform flood forecasting so you’d
know: “Hey, it’s raining pretty high up.” You would know much more
precisely how much rain is falling, which is obviously a concern for flood
forecasting, whereas if it’s snow, you know it’s not going to melt
right away.
The second thing we can get a better estimate of is how much snow is out
there in storage, because that’s cumulative from storm to storm. We’re
actually measuring how much snow is on the ground, and we’re doing it
continuously. It’s been done at the existing snow pillow sites, but
remember they’re only in clearings at mid-elevation. We’re extending it to
more representative measurements.

Water Deeply: What are some real-world applications
where your data network could have helped?
Bales: In the 2017 case of Oroville Dam (the spillway disaster), there was
some uncertainty as to how much of the precipitation was rain versus
snow in the basin above the reservoir. With a network like this, you will
more accurately know how much rain versus snow is falling, and where.
So you get a better estimate of how much water is going to be coming in
today versus after the snow melts. That’s related to flood control.
Secondly is water allocations. Downstream users of water want to know
how much they’re going to get as early as possible in the year. With a
better quantitative estimate, we can provide decision makers with good
data earlier in the year. So if you get that information two weeks earlier or
a month earlier, I think that’s probably real money to somebody.

Water managers prepare for new rainfall season
Issue Date: November 8, 2017
By Christine Souza
The state finds itself in an improved water-supply position going into the 2017-18 winter, thanks to the
precipitation and snowpack the previous winter that filled reservoirs, topped rivers, replenished aquifers and
flooded land.
"We're much better than we were last year, and extraordinarily better than we were two years ago at this time,
and that is definitely good news for the urban and agricultural regions of the state," said Doug Carlson, a
spokesman for the California Department of Water Resources. "We have 25.9 million acre-feet in the 154
reservoirs that we track. The historical average for those reservoirs is 21.7 million acre-feet, so we were 120
percent of the historical average."
Andrea Bair, National Weather Service climate services program manager, said forecasters are keeping an eye
on Pacific Ocean temperatures for a potential indication of the winter to come. Right now, forecasters expect a
cooling of ocean temperatures, known as La Niña, to develop.
The La Niña "looks to be on the weak side," Bair said.
What it all means for the California winter, she said, is hard to gauge.
"Yes, there's a tendency towards warmer or cooler, wetter or drier, but there's variability where other things can
happen" to skew the forecast, Bair said.
As early-November rain rolled in, many farmers were working to finish harvest of summer crops, including
cotton, pomegranates, walnuts and pistachios.
Mark Bagby of Calcot Ltd., a cotton marketing cooperative owned by growers in California and other states,
estimated the state's cotton harvest was 80 percent complete.
"It's been a rough production year," Bagby said. "We got off to a late and far-from-ideal start due to rain and
cool temperatures. I think everyone would like a normal water year, if there is such a thing—rain starting in
December and ending in March—but overall, the state is in much better shape than years past."
Weather watchers and water officials expressed concern about wildfire-scorched areas and the potential for
increased erosion and water runoff. DWR said it is responding to burn areas to evaluate mud and debris flow,
identify on-site and downstream threats to public health and safety, and provide technical support and
materials.
"This is the first time that any of those burn scars have had precipitation," Bair said. "When you have a burn
scar, your soil doesn't tend to absorb precipitation like it does when it is not scarred, so (water) tends to run off
quite quickly. We are just being very vigilant."
Heavy rains last February caused concern for the safety of Oroville Dam on the Feather River, where the main
spillway failed. DWR announced last week that phase-one construction on the spillway has been completed.
DWR said the spillway, which allows flood control water releases from the reservoir, has been rebuilt and
strengthened to handle flows of 100,000 cubic feet per second. Construction for the second phase will continue
as weather permits, the department said.

"The lake elevation is 695 feet, which provides nearly 2.25 million acre-feet of flood storage. This is a lot of
available space to accommodate winter storms and spring runoff," said Joel Ledesma, DWR deputy director.
Last month, DWR released a plan that calls for keeping Lake Oroville at a maximum elevation of 800 feet in
November through March, and 830 feet in April and May, to provide space for inflows and manage releases
from the reconstructed main spillway. In previous years, maximum elevation had been set at 848.5 feet from
November through April and 870.1 feet in May.
Curtis Creel, general manager of the Kern County Water Agency, the second-largest contractor in the State
Water Project, affirmed that a lower maximum elevation at Lake Oroville this winter could result in less
available water next summer.
"If this water year that we're in is dry, we could have an effect here locally of probably something like 250,000
acre-feet, so a reduction of our supplies. That's probably enough water to irrigate 60,000 acres of high-value,
permanent crops for a year," Creel said.
Creel said the agency's water districts "are trying to put as much water as they can into any place that they can
put it—so groundwater storage, or if there is a place to store it on the surface. We have been maintaining a
large reserve at San Luis Reservoir so that we can bring it into the county later this year."
That means, he said, that if weather does turn dry, Kern County water districts "will have water supplies that
they can then call on. This is just part of the water management culture here."
In Yuba County, Brad Foster, who farms along the Feather River north of Marysville, said he is still tending to
his walnut orchard that was damaged after the main spillway failed last winter.
"They had the spillway problem and then they realized that they couldn't let the river water out slowly, that they
had to do it all at once. When they made that decision, they collapsed the riverbanks for 30 miles north of Yuba
City," said Foster, who finished walnut harvest last week. "When the river dropped overnight, it just pulled the
banks in on both sides, because it was so saturated with water; it was like applesauce."
From a walnut orchard that was under water—an orchard that usually brings Foster the highest grade and
quality, he said—the crop "was the worst on the ranch."
He said he expects to lose several acres of trees due to standing water on his river-bottom land, and that
collection of silt on the ranch was also a problem.
"There was 8 inches of silt in the orchard, and it's like flour. You shake the walnut tree and the walnut drops an
inch into this flour and you have to recover it," Foster said. "We spent all year making our orchards flat again so
we could harvest. All summer was spent cleaning up from the high water instead of doing our normal
maintenance."
Now, as the state enters into the 2017-18 water year, Foster said he must retrieve an irrigation pumping station
that got pulled into the river and was covered in 10 feet of sand, which he said could cost $100,000. He said he
has filed a grievance with the state for the damage caused.
(Christine Souza is an assistant editor of Ag Alert. She may be contacted at csouza@cfbf.com.)
Permission for use is granted, however, credit must be made to the California Farm Bureau Federation when
reprinting this item.

Two Ways Congress Can Create
More Incentives for Water
Savings
Western legislators can be leaders on two critical issues: water-saving tax reforms and
funding the EPA’s WaterSense conservation program, says Kerry Stackpole of Plumbing
Manufacturers International.
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Mike Lay, builder sales manager of Ferguson, shows the difference between flushing using a 3.5-gallon tank, left, and
a 1.6- and 0.8-gallon dual-flush tank. The EPA’s WaterSense label now appears on bathroom fixtures and other
products to show consumers which products have met EPA’s water saving standards. Legislation in Congress would
help to ensure more secure funding for the program.Hyoung Chang/The Denver Post via Getty Images

marvelous opportunity as members negotiate the various
elements of tax reform and the federal budget. Our senators and
representatives have the chance to revise tax rules to reward consumers
who save water and to authorize the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)’s WaterSense program, which has
saved 2.1 trillion gallons of water over a little more than a decade.
Authorization, or codification, would provide the WaterSense program
with greater permanence by giving it a direct annual congressional
appropriation rather than leaving its annual budget up to
the EPA’s discretion.
CONGRESS HAS A

Members of Congress from California and other Western states can lead
this advocacy, which can benefit the whole country. Federal tax reform
related to water efficiency rebates and WaterSense authorization can
create more incentives for water savings across the entire nation, saving
the necessity for a state-by-state approach to this challenge.
Making rebates received for water conservation improvements exempt
from federal income tax is “win-win” thinking. Right now, if you receive a
$100 rebate for installing a water-efficient toilet you must pay federal
taxes on it. That should change.
The bipartisan Water Conservation Rebate Tax Parity Act (H.R. 448/S.
1464) amends federal tax law to exclude homeowners from paying income
tax on rebates from water utilities for water conservation improvements,
including the purchase of manufactured products certified by the EPA’s
WaterSense program. This legislation is sponsored by Jared Huffman (DCalifornia) and Dana Rohrabacher (R-California) in the House and
Dianne Feinstein (D-California) and Dean Heller (R-Nevada) in
the Senate.
WaterSense is a voluntary public-private sponsorship program that
encourages the use of water-efficient toilets, showerheads, faucets and
other plumbing products – most of which are manufactured
by U.S.companies. More than 21,000 product models bear the WaterSense
label. While saving 2.1 trillion gallons of water since 2006, WaterSense has
enabled consumers to keep more than $46.3 billion in water and energy
bill savings in their pockets. As a result, the program enjoys bipartisan
support in Congress, as well as from plumbing manufacturers, retailers,
water utilities, state and local governments and
nongovernmental organizations.
The savings achieved by WaterSense, while impressive, would be even
greater if more American homeowners and businesses installed waterefficient plumbing products. A 2017 research study released by Plumbing
Manufacturers International (PMI) and the Alliance for Water Efficiency
showed that water-efficient toilets could save up to 170 billion potable
gallons of water per year across just five states – Arizona, California,
Colorado, Georgia and Texas – all facing water scarcity due to drought,
regional population growth and other factors.
Unfortunately, many homes in these states and elsewhere still do not have
plumbing products that meet federal water-efficiency standards. And even
more do not have WaterSense products, which are certified by an
independent third-party laboratory to save 20 percent more water than

those meeting federal standards. A 2015 PMI-commissioned
study conducted by GMP Research found that only 7 percent of
toilets, 25.4 percent of faucets and 28.7 percent of showerheads installed
nationwide were WaterSense models.
The plumbing manufacturing industry and its allies have been fighting
hard recently, not only to create awareness of the underutilization of
water-efficient plumbing in efforts to save water, but also to spare the
WaterSense program from threatened budget cuts and gain much-needed
authorization for the program.
The U.S. EPA Office of Inspector General agrees with us about the
program’s value, having recently deemed WaterSense “a sound model for
voluntary programs” in an August 1 report that evaluated EPAcontrols
assessing the accuracy of the program’s annual accomplishments and the
program’s claims of water and energy savings.
Three bills have been introduced that include language providing
WaterSense authorization: the Water Efficiency Improvement Act of 2017
(S. 1700), the Clean, Safe, Reliable Water Infrastructure Act (S. 1137) and
the Water Advanced Technologies for Efficient Resource Use Act of 2017
(H.R. 3248).
WaterSense is a federal program that has achieved quantifiable water and
energy savings, a rave review from the EPA inspector general and
bipartisan support. Let’s reward this strong track record with
authorization and consumer relief on rebate taxes – and set an example of
how to encourage all Americans to save water.
The views expressed in this article belong to the author and do not
necessarily reflect the editorial policy of Water Deeply.

California approves rescue plan for shrinking Salton Sea
By ELLIOT SPAGAT
11/8/2017
SAN DIEGO (AP) — California regulators on Tuesday approved a plan to spend nearly
$400 million over 10 years to slow the shrinking of the state’s largest lake, a vital
migratory stop for birds and a buffer against swirling dust in farming towns.
Funding for the Salton Sea is unclear but the plan enjoyed support of major water
agencies and environmental advocacy groups and preserves a fragile peace among urban
and rural areas in California on distributing the state’s share of Colorado River water.
Authorities in Imperial Valley, home to the 350-square-mile (560-square-kilometer)
lake, had threatened to derail a landmark water-sharing agreement unless California did
more to honor its commitment to a long-term fix.
Kevin Kelley, general manager of the Imperial Irrigation District, told the State Water
Resources Control Board that the plan would create a smaller but more sustainable lake.
He acknowledged public opinion was divided in the desert farming region of about
175,000 people, which provides the U.S. with much of its winter vegetables.
“You can’t let the perfect stand in the way of the good,” he told board members meeting
in Los Angeles. “Foremost in our mind is that there needs to be a pathway forward and
we need to all extricate ourselves from this cave that the Salton Sea has become.”
The plan comes at a crucial time for the salty lake about 150 miles southeast of Los
Angeles because San Diego’s regional water agency will stop sending water to the lake
Dec. 31, accelerating evaporation. San Diego agreed to help preserve the lake for 15 years
under a 2003 agreement that allowed it buy large amounts of Colorado River water from
the Imperial Valley.
The Salton Sea — called “The Accidental Sea” because it was created in 1905 when the
Colorado River breached a dike and two years of flooding filled a sizzling basin — has
long been a flashpoint in water negotiations. Demands from San Diego and coastal cities
clash with desires to protect a critical habitat for more than 400 species of birds and
shield farming communities from dust that may contribute to respiratory ailments.

The plan involves building ponds on the northern and southern ends of the lake, which
has no outlet and has suffered a string of environmental setbacks since the late 1970s.
During its heyday of international speed boat races, it drew more visitors than Yosemite
National Park and celebrities including Frank Sinatra, Bing Crosby and the Beach Boys.
Projects outlined in the plan released would cover 29,800 acres of the 48,300 acres
expected to dry up by 2028 if nothing were done.
The $383-million plan — considered inadequate by critics — faces significant questions
over who will pay for it and there are no clear consequences if it fails.
The state has set aside $80 million, leaving a shortfall of $300 million. A multibilliondollar ballot measure for parks and water infrastructure would deliver another $200
million if voters approve it in June.
It takes effect as California, Arizona and Nevada negotiate how to share the burden of
possible cuts from the overtaxed Colorado River, which supplies seven western U.S.
states and northwest Mexico. A rift among California water agencies may have
prevented the state from a united front in those talks.
“California’s participation (in Colorado River talks) is hinged on getting the Salton Sea
issue resolved,” said Michael Cohen, senior research associate at the Pacific Institute,
which backed the plan along with other environmental groups including the Sierra Club,
Audubon Society and Defenders of Wildlife.

New Policy Sets Rules for
Marijuana Growers to
Protect California Water
California’s State Water Board recently passed new policies that will regulate water
impacts from marijuana growing operations. Erin Ragazzi and Scott Couch of the Water
Board discuss the challenges.
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As the legalization of recreational marijuana in California looms, so do concerns over how the new industry will use
the state’s limited water.LARS HAGBERG/AFP/Getty Images

On October 17, the California State Water Resources Control Board
adopted new environmental policies to regulate how marijuana growing
operations will impact California’s already limited water resources. The
new regulations are in response to voters’ approval of Proposition 64 in
2016 to legalize recreational marijuana.
Cannabis cultivation can impact local water by reducing flows in streams
and creeks or polluting waterways with pesticides and other agricultural
chemicals. Even the construction of roads and buildings for cannabis
farming causes sediment runoff and erosion that damages nearby streams
and rivers. Until recently, this was difficult to address because many
growing operations were illegal.

The new rules will be implemented through five regulatory programs,
which will require certain permits depending on the size of the operation.
Among other things, the new policies limit how much water needs to be
flowing through a channel before water can be diverted for marijuana
growth, how many acres of land an operation can disturb, how growers
should dispose of their waste and how the new permits will be enforced
through cooperation with local, state and federal law enforcement.
Water Deeply Recently spoke with Erin Ragazzi, an assistant deputy
director for the State Water Board’s Division of Water Rights and Water
Quality Certification and Scott Couch, section chief of groundwater
protection at the State Water Board, about developing the new policy.

Water Deeply: What damage can cannabis farming do to
water quality? And what kind of damage are you hoping
to reduce with this regulation?
Erin Ragazzi: There’s a variety of different types of damage that can occur,
depending on where the cannabis cultivation activities are taking place,
and the measures that are put in place to protect the environment. Our
focus here is mainly on surface water and groundwater protection, and the
beneficial uses associated with them.
Scott Couch: I just wanted to also add that we’re seeing the types of things
on the cultivation side, like waste – just trash, human waste, waste from
fertilizer, pesticide containers, things like that. We don’t want that stuff in
the water.

Water Deeply: Even just building roads to these sites can
be damaging. Is that something that you are paying
attention to as well?
Ragazzi: That’s definitely something that the policy in general order
addresses. We have specific conditions related to sediment controls,
targeted specifically at land, then the roads. So, in the policy, we really
direct people to make sure that they’re meeting the requirements in the
road [building], and then having appropriate best management practices
in place to control sediment runoff.
That wouldn’t be a problem in many cases, except that we’ve got cannabis
cultivation in areas of the state that aren’t highway-developed, and these

rural areas, in order to gain access there is a lot of road building that
wouldn’t occur with traditional agriculture.
Couch: Yeah, we’re seeing a lot of damage in the North Coast, in
particular, for road-building activities that are contributing to sediment
and damaging streams and habitat.

Water Deeply: A lot of these impacts have been in
remote parts of the North Coast, but there is also a lot of
new industry growth happening in Southern California
in an entirely different landscape. When it comes to
things like building roads, or other policies, how have
you tried to shape the new policies to adapt them to
Southern California?
Ragazzi: What we did was develop a statewide policy that looked at the
various impacts associated with cannabis cultivation. It’s not that it’s
targeted at Southern California or Northern California, but when we’re
looking at cultivation activities, what requirements are necessary to
protect water quality and the associated water habitat, you’re going to
have the potential for less impact if you have an indoor grow in general
than you will with an outdoor grow that is right adjacent to a
stream system.
But we do take that into account, and all commercial cannabis grows that
are going to the California Department of Food and Agriculture will need
to register with the State Water Board to determine what coverage they
need under the Waste Discharge Requirements that the board
recently adopted.

Water Deeply: Is it difficult to balance growing in
Southern California, an industry that’ll be mostly
indoors I imagine, versus say the North Coast, which is
mostly outdoors and therefore might have more of an
environmental impact?
Couch: Well, we tried to cover both of those areas, and we have
requirements for both indoor and outdoor cultivation.

The thing about the indoor – we’ve heard of warehouses being converted
in Southern California, or old IKEA stores and things like that – that they
may want to grow inside, and you think, “Well, there won’t be a
discharge,” but even there … If they have to discharge their wastewater,
and if it goes into a community sewer system, it won’t be covered by this
permit that we have. So, they have to have a permit from the sewer system
to be able to discharge their waste down the sewer.

Water Deeply: Up until this point, cannabis growing has
mostly been on the black market in California. In some
of our previous coverage, Scott Greacen, at the Friends
of the Eel River, mentioned that many growers – who are
already using the black market – might just continue to
do so to avoid regulations. Do you think there is a risk
that these further regulations are going to push more
growers to take that route, or discourage people who are
already using the black market to start growing legally?
Ragazzi: Well, I think that we are cognizant of the need to develop
requirements that we think are protective of water quality, but also create
an environment in which people want to come in to the regulated
community, because they have been in the black market for so long. What
will be your carrots and sticks?
One key component of that is doing the education outreach to make the
folks aware of what we’re requiring, why we’re requiring it, but then also
having the enforcement arm necessary to facilitate folks knowing that they
can’t hide in the black market, but that we are going to be taking
enforcement actions against folks that are not registered and enrolled in
our program.
I think there are incentives already as part of the legislation that
incentivize people to come into the process earlier rather than later.
There’s the potential to have a limited number of plant identifiers and
licenses issued by the various entities, and so those folks that come
forward earlier are going to be in a better position than folks that may
stand on the sidelines and wait for a while.

There are those carrots in terms of the early adopters, and the board has
an enforcement policy that is very focused on education as one of its first
pillars, before you move directly to further enforcement.
We don’t directly inform the other agencies for purposes of eradication.
Typically, to my knowledge, what occurs is the State Water Board staff will
go out with California Department of Fish and Wildlife staff and their
warden, and as part of those joint inspections there may be an eradication
process that takes place, depending upon the unique circumstances of that
specific site.

Water Deeply: Thank you for taking the time to speak
with us. Is there anything else that you would like to say?
Ragazzi: Well, I think one of the things that’s important to point out is
that the policy creates a comprehensive mechanism to regulate cannabis
cultivation, and it includes both those water supply, water rights side and
water quality components. Specifically, I think it’s important to note we
have a lot of important requirements to address individual and cumulative
impacts that can occur in watersheds, and that’s been a big concern for a
lot of folks, in terms of not just the site-specific impacts but the broader
cumulative impacts in a watershed.
To that end, that policy includes requirements establishing maximum
diversion rate, a forbearance period when no diversions can occur and
instream flow requirements so that even when you’re in the season of
diversion, you can always divert when flows are above that instream flow
requirement. So there’s a pretty comprehensive look at ensuring that
we’re not seeing the impacts associated with diversion and use of water,
while at the same time allowing folks a pathway to get a storage water
right, which often would take a very long period of time.
Cannabis cultivators now will have access to a small irrigation use
registration that will give them the ability to store water during the wet
season for use during the dry season, and it’s really a step forward to be
able to offer that streamlined process within a short period of time.

If Jerry Brown can’t sell California on
two Delta tunnels, would just one fly?
BY DALE KASLER
dkasler@sacbee.com
NOVEMBER 06, 2017 3:58 AM

It sounds like a nice, elegant compromise for a California water project swamped
in uncertainty: If there isn’t enough money to build two Delta tunnels, why not
build just one?
Drastically downsizing Gov. Jerry Brown’s tunnels wouldn’t merely save money.
It would also reduce the project’s footprint and make it more palatable to some of
its critics. A coalition of environmental groups has endorsed a lone-tunnel
approach.
Nothing is ever simple in California water, however, and scaling back the $17.1
billion twin tunnels plan is no exception. Reducing the size and scope of
California WaterFix, as the project is officially known, would create complications
of its own – and might not win over most of the opposition.
Advocates of the twin tunnels say a smaller project would translate into less
protection for the endangered fish that live in the Delta and supposedly would be
helped by the twin-tunnel setup. Proponents also say a single tunnel, while less
expensive as a whole, would likely cost more on a per-gallon basis than a twintunnel plan.
Most Delta residents, environmentalists and other foes aren’t sold on a smaller
project, either. They say WaterFix in any form would harm the estuary’s
diminishing fish population and degrade the quality of the water used to irrigate
the Delta’s vineyards and orchards. In their view, one tunnel is probably just as
bad as two.
“I don’t think it’s clear sailing for either path,” said Dante Nomellini, a Stockton
lawyer who represents Delta farmers who are fighting the project in court.
The one-tunnel alternative has been floated for years but didn’t start to become a
serious option until Westlands Water District, which serves farmers in a major
swath of the San Joaquin Valley, rejected Brown’s project in September. That
erased at least $3 billion in funding for WaterFix, which is supposed to be paid
for by south state water agencies that pull water out of the Delta. Many other
agricultural agencies have refused to back the project as well, leaving a funding
gap of $6 billion or more.

With the project struggling, influential elected officials such as U.S. Sen. Dianne
Feinstein began pushing the idea of one tunnel. Then in mid-October the concept
gained considerably more momentum. That’s when Santa Clara Valley Water
District rejected the twin tunnels and voted instead to offer “conditional support”
for a less expensive single tunnel.
State officials promptly agreed to consider a “smaller, more affordable project,”
as Department of Water Resources Director Grant Davis put it.
The Brown administration and its allies say they haven’t abandoned the twintunnels plan, which is designed to keep Delta fish from getting killed in the
powerful pumps that ship water south while improving the reliability of those
shipments.
“The current project was chosen as the preferred alternative because it most
effectively met the need and addressed the conflict between (water delivery)
operations and species,” said Lisa Lien-Mager, a spokeswoman for the state
Natural Resources Agency.
Project backers still hope “there’s a way to crack that nut on the financing and
stick with the original project,” said Jeff Kightlinger, general manager of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, a leading advocate for the
twin tunnels.
But if the $6 billion funding gap can’t be bridged, “then I think you pivot and look
at, OK, something smaller,” Kightlinger said. “We are starting the technical work
to look at what a smaller project would look like.” Metropolitan, which serves 19
million urban residents, has pledged $4 billion toward the tunnels, more than
any other agency.
As envisioned by Brown’s administration, WaterFix would remedy two giant,
interconnected problems facing the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, the estuary
that serves as the hub of California’s elaborate water-delivery system.
Decades of pumping by the State Water Project and its federal counterpart, the
Central Valley Project, have wrecked the Delta’s ecosystem and left some fish
species in danger of extinction, including the smelt and winter-run Chinook
salmon.
Perhaps the biggest issue is that the state and federal pumping stations, located
at the south end of the Delta, are so powerful that they can reverse the flow of
some crucial river channels inside the estuary, drawing fish toward predators and
the pumps themselves. To comply with the Endangered Species Act, the pumps
sometimes have to be shut off or throttled back, which allows water to bypass the
pumps and flow to the ocean.

The problem figures to get worse as the federal and state agencies that oversee
the estuary’s ecosystem contemplate stricter regulations. That will mean less
water reaching the pumps in the coming years, to the growing dismay of the
south-of-Delta water agencies.
WaterFix would reroute how water reaches the pumps in order to make them less
hazardous to fish. By easing the fish problem, WaterFix would enable the pumps
to operate more reliably, improving water deliveries to the southern half of the
state.
Brown’s current plan is to divert a portion of the Sacramento River – no more
than 9,000 cubic feet per second – at a spot near Courtland. That water would be
piped through a pair of underground tunnels, 40 feet in diameter, approximately
40 miles south to the pumping stations outside of Tracy. By having this water
delivered directly to their doorstep, the pumps wouldn’t have to work as hard,
according to Brown’s administration. The “reverse flow” or “cross-Delta” problem
would be improved dramatically, and the pumps could operate more reliably
without harming fish.
So how would one tunnel work? Four years ago a coalition of environmental
groups proposed building a single underground tunnel, with one-third the
carrying capacity. It would cost half as much as the twin tunnels.
The Natural Resources Defense Council, one of the leaders of the coalition, says
the proposal represents a sensible compromise: One tunnel would help shore up
deliveries to the south state water districts, especially in wet winters when there’s
plenty of water sloshing through the Delta. At the same time, by restricting the
amount of water being moved through the tunnels, the project would force the
south-of-Delta districts to make do with less water from the estuary than they’d
get with two tunnels, said Doug Obegi, a lawyer in the NRDC’s San Francisco
office.
The smaller plan would free up billions of dollars that the south state agencies
could spend on recycling, conservation and other programs to improve their
water supplies, Obegi said.
By diverting less water from the Sacramento River, the one-tunnel approach
could make WaterFix seem less frightening to Delta landowners who’ve come to
rely on the relatively pristine waters of the Sacramento.
“You have a physical constraint on how much you can take out of the
Sacramento,” said Jeffrey Mount of the Public Policy Institute of California,
which has advocated for one tunnel. “It achieves multiple political objectives. It is
less expensive.”

Others believe the one-tunnel idea has serious flaws, however. The less water that
flows through the tunnels, the harder the pumping stations would have to work
to bring water to the south state. That could undermine the efforts to ease the
“reverse flow” problem that’s had such harmful effects on fish populations.
“The idea of a single tunnel … doesn’t really resolve the issue of cross-Delta
flows,” said Peter Moyle, a biologist at UC Davis’ Center for Watershed Sciences.
“From a fish perspective, it doesn’t help them much.”
Kightlinger, the Metropolitan official, said the cost savings from scaling back to
one tunnel might not be as generous as some advocates believe. And the southof-Delta agencies paying for the project might wind up spending more for each
gallon of water than they would with twin tunnels.
“Your cost of purchasing tunnel bore machines, getting into the ground – those
things are the same regardless of what size you build it,” Kightlinger said.
“Procurement, permitting, land issues – the per-unit cost is likely going to be a
little more.”
Hardcore WaterFix opponents remain unconvinced of the virtues of a smaller
project.
They argue that diverting a portion of the Sacramento River’s flows – even a
comparatively tiny amount – would deprive fish of desperately needed water at
crucial points in the Delta and leave much of the estuary mired in saltier, lowerquality water from the San Joaquin River.
“The Delta water quality … is going to turn into a toxic pool,” said Nomellini, the
lawyer for Delta landowners. “The Delta survival depends to a great extent on
Sacramento River water going through it.”

Stanford Study Probes
Psychological Resistance to
Recycled Water
While most Californians are in favor of using recycled water for nonpotable purposes,
research has found that only 11 percent would drink it. A Stanford study examines the
reasons why and the policy implications.
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The West Basin Municipal Water District water recycling facility in El Segundo, California, September 14, 2015. West
Basin employs a three-part water purification system involving microfiltration, reverse osmosis and ultraviolet light
treatment to transform waste water into potable water.ROBYN BECK/AFP/Getty Images

found that Californians’ views on recycled
water depend heavily on how that water is eventually used.
STANFORD RESEARCHERS HAVE

The study, which appeared in the August 2017 issue of Water and
Environment Journal, revealed that psychological resistance to using
treated effluent can be reduced, to some extent, by explaining the
treatment process to people and informing them of an existing program in
Orange County.
“In short, adding positive claims boosts support for using recycled water
to some degree,” according to the study, “but the public remains resistant
to using water that involves ingestion or personal contact.”

The paper, based on a 2015 internet survey of 1,500 Californians, was
authored by political scientists Iris Hui and Bruce Cain, who are affiliated
with Stanford’s Bill Lane Center for the American West.
The graphic below, which I created based on the study’s data, shows that
nearly nine in 10 Californians are willing to use recycled water for
watering lawns and flushing toilets. It’s a different story when it comes to
skin contact or consumption. Only about one in five Californians approve
of bathing in recycled water or cooking with it. Just 11 percent say they’re
willing to drink recycled water.

Hui and Cain, 2017

Demographic Differences
Analyzing social and demographic factors, Hui and Cain concluded that
males are generally more willing to use recycled water than women. Selfidentified Democrats are less resistant to using recycled water than
Republicans or Independents. Republicans appear less willing to embrace
the technology because GOP voters are three times less likely to see climate
change as a serious threat, and they’re more skeptical of government
attempts to regulate the water supply. “Given the psychological stigma
that recycled water has for many people,” Hui and Cain write, “the
willingness to overcome that inherent aversion should increase if a person
believes that using recycled would serve some larger purpose such as
climate change and drought adaptation.”

Looking across the state, the researchers found that support for recycled
water was especially high in the Central Valley, a farming region hit hard
by drought and groundwater depletion, though residents in the Central
Valley also balked at drinking and cooking with recycled water.
Contrary to some previous research, Hui and Cain’s paper discovered that
respondents’ educational level didn’t affect their views of recycled water.
The researchers conjecture that one reason for the lack of an educational
effect was the salience of California’s epic drought, which heightened
awareness of the need to find new water sources. “We did the poll during
the drought, so it was on the news every day,” Hui said in an interview.
“Everyone was totally getting the message and understood the urgency of
the problem.”

Experiment Tests Impact of Messaging
As part of the study, the researchers conducted a randomized experiment
in which some people were educated about Orange County’s Groundwater
Replenishment System, which the utility describes as “the world’s largest
water purification system for indirect potable reuse.” The process involves
taking treated wastewater that would otherwise be discharged into the
Pacific Ocean and purifying it further with a three-step process before
injecting the water into local groundwater aquifers.

Orange County’s Groundwater Replenishment System. (Orange County Water District)

“When we give people more information about the recycled water system
and how it gets purified and injected into local groundwater before being
taken out for use, those details make people feel more comfortable using it
in certain applications,” Hui said. “The public information on this
particular topic is very shallow. When you frame it differently, people
react differently.”
Although positive messages and explanations of the process made
Californians more comfortable with using recycled water, there was still
significant resistance to using treated wastewater for drinking and
cooking. For example, willingness to drink recycled water increased from
11 percent to 17 percent after people were informed that Orange County
has a “toilet to tap wastewater recycling program for outdoor and indoor
water use, including drinking and bathing,” and that this system provides
70 percent of the county’s water. When the “toilet to tap” moniker was
dropped and additional positive information was provided about the
treatment process, support for using recycled water increased further, but
the share of Californians willing to drink it was still only 21 percent.
The graphic below from the paper summarizes the impact of the
educational messages. “T1” is the group that learned about Orange
County’s “toilet to tap” system and “T2” is the group that received
messages that dropped the “toilet to tap” phrase and included more
information about the treatment technology.

Hui and Cain, 2017

Implications for Water Policy
The researchers argue that their findings have important implications for
water policy, not only in California but also in other areas that are
struggling to find new water sources:






The existence of successful recycling programs appears to reassure people
about the technology. “As more communities adopt recycled water
without harmful effects, the resistance to recycled water in other
communities may break down over time,” Hui and Cain write.
The near-universal, instinctive aversion to recycled water “has the
redeeming feature that lessons learned in one setting have a good chance
of applying to other settings as well,” according to the study.
While public outreach campaigns are essential for increasing public
acceptance of recycled water in a variety of uses, the aversion to drinking
recycled water remains strong even after people are educated about an
existing program such as Orange County’s. “Our findings suggest that in
arid communities that want to enhance their water supply with recycled
water might have to deploy separate piping systems for potable and
nonpotable uses,” Hui and Cain write.
This story first appeared on WaterPolls.org.
The views expressed in this article belong to the author and do not
necessarily reflect the editorial policy of Water Deeply.

Drop by data-driven drop, conservation
is the new front in California’s water wars
BY JOE MATHEWS
Zócalo Public Square
NOVEMBER 02, 2017 12:00 PM

If you thought California’s water wars were bitter, just wait until you see our
water data wars.
Digital tools have expanded the ability of governments, companies and
nonprofits to measure the uses of California water in detail, and thus build more
water-efficient products, boost water conservation, and replace expensive and
inefficient infrastructure.
But the abundance of water data effectively makes every piece of land and every
drop of water in California the subject of measurement – and conflict. The data
also exposes the fragmentation and deficiencies of California’s system of water
management.
The state’s new conservation requirements add to the stakes of arguments over
data. As Californians struggled to save every drop during the recent five-year
drought, the state for the first time imposed mandatory restrictions on water
use – requiring that 400 local water agencies figure out how to reduce usage by
25 percent in 2015.
That shift, following 2009 legislation setting a goal of reducing urban per capita
water use by 20 percent by 2020, is changing the way Californians fight over
water – away from historic battles over dams, and toward new contests over
maximizing the water we already have.
Among the questions to which new data is being applied: What incentives will
convince most people to remove their grass lawns and, if they do, how much
water do those removals save? How much water do efficient toilets and
appliances really conserve? Exactly how much water are we losing to leaks – and
where can we make the most efficient investments to stop them?
Then there’s a bigger-picture quandary: Can data help integrate our water use
with our electricity and gas use – making ourselves so efficient that we effectively
mitigate the effects of climate change?
That promising thought is mixed with real questions about the accuracy of the
data we do have. How precisely are we measuring evapotranspiration – the

process by which water is transferred from the land to the atmosphere by
evaporation from soil and by transpiration from plants? And how accurately are
we measuring our land use to determine how much landscaping could be
replaced by more water-efficient plantings?
This is not easy work. When a state pilot project tried to measure landscape, it
found that among 20 water agencies, there was no consensus on defining
landscape areas or how to calculate them.
These issues are not petty – they are questions of justice. How much water
savings, for example, can we demand from farmworker housing that draws on
groundwater in the fields?
In this context, the highly publicized controversy over the California Water Fix –
Gov. Jerry’s Brown proposal to build tunnels under the Delta to convey water to
the San Joaquin Valley and Southern California – feels like an anachronistic
repeat of decades-old dramas about dams and canals. The more important fight
today is over who controls the data and what it justifies.
This newer fight has lately involved legislation – SB 606 and AB 1668 – that
seeks to establish a management regime to realize the governor’s framework for
“making water conservation a California way of life.”
The trouble – say younger, tech-savvy water warriors – is that data undergirding
California water use is old or faulty.
In an open letter to Brown this summer, Patrick Atwater of the L.A.-based
nonprofit ARGO wrote that state water agencies don’t even have accurate land
use information or accurate service area boundaries for local water retailers.
“There is an urgent need to modernize how California’s water agencies manage
data,” he wrote. “Achieving the broader urban water efficiencies will require
creativity and finesse, not simply command and control regulation.” ARGO called
for a one-year task force to focus on developing better-quality data and designing
a 21st-century system of water governance.
Such a transformation would be welcome. But it may be a long way off. For now,
more data means a wider water war.

California’s water problem? Demand
keeps rising and supply stays the same
BY DAVID CEHRS
Special to The Bee
NOVEMBER 01, 2017 2:00 PM

Last week I attended a town hall meeting in Fresno where the topic was new
dams and, more importantly, water in general. The five-member panel included
two California assemblymen and one state senator, all from the San Joaquin
Valley. The politicians were all on their game with answers and non-answers
depending upon the questions.
What struck me, most of all, was the disconnect between politics, political reality
and science. One politician stated that California’s water supply has increased 1
percent since 1950, yet the population has tripled. He then mentioned how
California needs more water; his fellow politicians reiterated this comment and
expanded upon it referencing the need for more water for growth.
YES, WE CAN MOVE WATER AROUND THE STATE, SLOW ITS FLOW DOWN,
PARK IT FOR USE LATER, STORE IT UNDERGROUND, BUT ALL OF THESE
“FIXES” ARE JUST REARRANGING DECK CHAIRS ON THE TITANIC.
As a water scientist I know that water is a finite resource, renewable annually but
variable through time and space. More critically, we as a society have pushed our
use of water to the limit.
On all non-flood years, California uses all available surface water, and to meet
excess water demand, we mine groundwater. This unsustainability is not a new
phenomenon: In the San Joaquin Valley we have been unsustainably overdrafting
groundwater since 1947. The valley is not alone. San Francisco has been
unsustainable since Hetch Hetchy was accessed; Los Angeles has been
unsustainable since the Owens Valley aqueduct.
California’s water problem, at the most basic level, is one of water demand
exceeding water supply. Nature supplies us with the water and nature has not
increased our supply while population and water demand have multiplied
immensely.
The only way our water travails will be “fixed” is to lower our collective demand
for water to match the natural supply of water. Yes, we can move water around
the state, slow its flow down, park it for use later, store it underground, but all of
these “fixes” are just rearranging deck chairs on the Titanic.

Lowering water demand to match water supply is needed to achieve
sustainability. Why do we need sustainability? We don’t; we can be greedy and
use up all available surface and groundwater for our current lifestyles and
economies for the short term, but there will be dire consequences.
Biologists have a term: carrying capacity. For a given ecosystem there is a given
amount of life the ecosystem will support. If the amount of life exceeds the
carrying capacity the ecosystem collapses, and life dies off until it is below the
carrying capacity.
To be sustainable, and that means over long periods of time, you can not exceed
the system’s carrying capacity. So why be sustainable? It is not for us. It is for our
children and grandchildren, for future generations, so that they have water for
their lives. We trade our greed now for their future well-being.
This is a hard sell to both the populace and the politicians they elect. For
politicians to be re-elected it is far better to tell their constituents that they need
more “new” water than to tell them they are going to have to use less water and
that it will cost them more for that water.
It takes political courage and leadership to sell this message but it needs to be
done. California is currently unsustainable with respect to water. Until
sustainability is achieved we will always have water problems and need evermore
water fixes.

Oroville Dam ready to
withstand winter rains as
first phase of repairs is
finished, officials say
BY DALE KASLER
dkasler@sacbee.com
NOVEMBER 01, 2017 12:34 PM

The Oroville Dam flood control spillway has been fixed.
Eight and a half months after the gravest emergency in the dam’s history forced
188,000 residents to flee, state officials said Wednesday that Oroville’s structures
have been largely rebuilt and can withstand a rainy Northern California winter. A
second phase of work will be completed next year.
“Lake Oroville’s main spillway is indeed ready to safely handle winter flows if
needed,” said Grant Davis, director of the Department of Water Resources, in a
conference call with reporters.
Noting that a heavy storm could hit the watershed as early as Thursday, the DWR
director spoke directly to the downstream residents who had to evacuate in
February and remain mistrustful of the state’s operation of Oroville: “You indeed
had a terrifying experience and we are working hard to ensure it never happens
again.”
Davis outlined further steps to strengthen Oroville and other dams around the
state. California officials will undertake a broad “needs assessment” of Oroville,
the tallest dam in America, with an eye toward possibly building a second gated
spillway to increase redundancy, along with other potential improvements.
In addition, Davis said “repairs and updates” are already being made at some of
the 93 other dams around California where the state ordered intensive
inspections in the wake of the Oroville crisis. He had no details on the repairs.
As a practical matter, state officials won’t be able to test the work done at Oroville
until lake levels rise and the spillway has to release water. For the time being the
reservoir is being kept at a lower level than usual as a safety precaution.

Nonetheless, DWR officials said they’re certain the spillway can handle a release
of 100,000 cubic feet of water per second – nearly twice as much as what was
being released when the spillway cracked in February. The spillway has never
released more than 160,000 CFS.
“We’ve done hydraulic modeling and physical modeling,” said Joel Ledesma,
deputy director of the State Water Project. “Those have shown it’s capable of
those flows and a little bit higher.”
Jeff Petersen, project manager for general contractor Kiewit Corp., said some
construction will continue through the winter but the 700-person workforce is
starting to dial back its hours. Reconstruction work will resume in earnest
sometime next spring.
Kiewit won a $275 million contract to rebuild the main spillway and the adjacent
emergency spillway, but DWR officials revealed two weeks ago that Kiewit’s costs
are likely to rise to $500 million. On Wednesday, DWR spokeswoman Erin
Mellon said the $500 million estimate is “a ballpark figure” and the final tally is
likely to rise. Adding to the final cost will be the expense of moving some power
transmission lines, dredging the river channel below the dam and other
functions.
The costs have risen in large part because the bedrock beneath the main spillway
wasn’t nearly as strong at critical points as originally believed. That required
Kiewit to excavate deeper into the bedrock and lay hundreds of thousands of
additional cubic yards of concrete. A similar problem sprang up at the adjacent
emergency spillway.
While reconstruction costs have soared, state officials note that the cost of
responding to the original emergency at Oroville came in about $100 million
below expectations. The state expects the Federal Emergency Management
Agency to reimburse up to 75 percent of its costs; the water agencies that store
water behind the dam will pick up the balance.
Oroville Dam’s crisis began when a giant crack appeared in the main spillway
Feb. 7, as water was being released during a week of heavy rains. Dam operators
curtailed water releases in an effort to limit the damage to the spillway. That
allowed Lake Oroville to fill to its highest level ever, and water began pouring
over the emergency spillway – a concrete lip crowning an unlined hillside – for
the first time since the dam opened in 1968. A day later, when the hillside began
eroding dangerously close to the lip, authorities ordered the immediate
evacuation of 188,000 downstream residents amid fears that the spillway would
crumble and unleash a “wall of water.”

Dam operators then ramped up water releases from the main spillway
dramatically. The lake level dropped, water stopped flowing over the emergency
spillway, and the erosion on the hillside was arrested. But weeks of high-volume
water releases left the main spillway almost a complete wreck, with two
enormous “scour holes” along its 3,000-foot-long concrete chute.
The first phase of work, which was declared completed Wednesday, consisted of
rebuilding two lengthy stretches of the main spillway with erosion-resistant
concrete slabs anchored to the underlying bedrock. A third stretch was filled in
with less-durable “roller compacted concrete” while a fourth section, at the top of
the spillway, was patched.
Phase 2, to begin next spring, will involve rebuilding the top of the spillway from
scratch and installing a layer of finished slabs over the section that so far has
been filled in with the roller concrete. Next year Kiewit will also complete a
fortification of the emergency spillway, which includes lining the top 700 feet of
the hillside with concrete and building an underground vertical wall into the
bedrock. The wall is designed to halt erosion.
The cause of the original crack in the main spillway is still being investigated, but
a forensic team commissioned by DWR has said it believes the problem was the
result of long-standing but undetected cracks in the concrete, uneven thickness in
the slabs and a faulty drainage system beneath the chute. The drainage flaws
allowed water to collect beneath the spillway and gradually weaken the structure.
When water was released down the spillway Feb. 7, the heavy flow apparently
exploited weaknesses in the concrete and caused one section to lift up, opening
up a crater. The forensic team said it isn’t sure why the spillway failed in
February after withstanding much heavier flows of water during its history.
Although the forensic investigation won’t be completed until mid-November,
Kiewit officials have said they’ve incorporated suggestions made by the
investigators into the reconstruction work. A better drainage system has been
installed, and the concrete is stronger, Kiewit said.
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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.

December 2017

December 2017
Su
3
10
17
24
31

Mo
4
11
18
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Tu
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5
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26

6
13
20
27

January 2018
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Fr
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7
14
21
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1
8
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22
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2
9
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9
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3
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24
31

4
11
18
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5
12
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6
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SUNDAY

MONDAY

TUESDAY

WEDNESDAY

THURSDAY

FRIDAY

SATURDAY

Nov 26

27

28

29

30

Dec 1

2

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

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

9:00am SGA Board
Meeting (@
RWA/SGA office)

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

26

27

28

29

30

7:00pm Board Meeting
(Board Room)

24

25

Christmas Day (Holiday)

Shelby Kalisiak

8:30am RWA-Exec
Comm Mtg @ RWA

1

11/8/2017 8:42 AM

January 2018

January 2018

February 2018

Su
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7
14
21
28

1
8
15
22
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3
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4
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6
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1
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2
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3
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SUNDAY

MONDAY

TUESDAY

WEDNESDAY

THURSDAY

FRIDAY

SATURDAY

Dec 31

Jan 1, 18

2

3

4

5

6

9
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11

12

13

New Year's Day
(Holiday)

7

8

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

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

23

24

25

26

27

Feb 1

2

3

Civil Rights Leaders Day
(Holiday)

21

22
5:30 pm Calendar
Contest Award
Ceremony (Board
7:00pm Board Meeting
(Board Room)

28

Shelby Kalisiak

29

8:30am RWA-Exec
Comm Mtg @ RWA

30

31

1

11/8/2017 8:37 AM
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BOARD REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
Effective: January 2017
Revised: October 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
Negotiations 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)

