REGULAR BOARD MEETING
AGENDA PACKET

APRIL 16, 2018

POSTED: APRIL 13, 2018

Regular Board Meeting – April 16, 2018, 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 Leidy
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 – March 19, 2018

ACTION CALENDAR:
5.

Resolution 04162018-1 A Resolution Amending the Directors’ Policy Manual
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 04162018-1 A Resolution
Amending the Directors’ Policy Manual.

6.

Resolution 04162018-2 A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Carmichael Water District
Approving a Debt Management, Bond Issuance and Post-Issuance Compliance Policy
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 04162018-2 A Resolution of the
Board of Directors of the Carmichael Water District Approving a Debt Management, Bond Issuance and PostIssuance Compliance Policy.

7.

Resolution 04162018-3 A Resolution Amending the Directors’ Policy Manual
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 04162018-3 A Resolution
Amending the Directors’ Policy Manual.
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STAFF REPORTS:
8.

FY 2018-2019 Draft Budget

9.

Director’s Expense Reimbursement Summary for March

GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION:
10. News Articles
11. Director’s Written and/or Oral Reports
a. Director Leidy – Sacramento Groundwater Authority
CALENDARS AND COMMITTEES:
12. Meetings Calendars:
a. 2018 Board Meeting Calendar
b. Meeting/Conference Calendar – May
c. Meeting/Conference Calendar – June
13. Board Representatives Committees Assignments
The next meeting of the Board of Directors will be a Regular Board Meeting / Public Hearing held on:
Monday, May 21, 2018 at 7:00 p.m.

AGENDA ITEM 1

General Manager’s Report
by Steve Nugent
March 2018
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, pipeline projects, etc.
Aerojet Activity: GET LA and GET LB are operating as designed and are meeting water quality
requirements.
Ongoing and Upcoming:
1. Regional Water Authority (RWA) Regional Water Reliability Plan – working
2. Carmichael Water District (CWD)/Sacramento County intertie – under discussion
3. Fair Oaks Water District (FOWD) agreement, intertie, and 2x2 – working
4. Regional Water Transfer – working
5. CWD/San Juan Water District (SJWD) joint opportunities – under discussion
6. Golden State Water Company (GSWC) additional water supply – working
7. Voluntary Settlement Agreement (Babbitt Process) – working
8. LaVista Tank Project – design costs
9. Citrus Heights Irrigation District (CHID) Joint Meter Project – working
10. El Dorado Water & Power Authority
11. Antenna Lease Opportunities
12. Carmichael Park District Sutter Avenue Project
CWD/FOWD/GSWC Water Transfer Process: This process is a groundwater substitution transfer
where CWD would get groundwater from FOWD and then deliver surface water to GSWC. This
has not been accomplished before in the State Water Resources Control Board process.
Transfers will begin in May 2018.
CWD/FOWD/Sac Suburban Water District (SSWD)/CHID/SJWD/RWA Water Transfer Outside of
the Region: This transfer opportunity is gathering momentum. There is a buyer for water
transfers up to between 10,000-12,000 acre feet (AF) for June, July and August. CWD’s portion
of this transfer is approximately 1,900 AF. The cost per AF is between $250-$350.
Voluntary Settlement Agreement (Babbitt Process): The District is participating in this process.
The goal is to reach agreement that would remove the need to go through the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan (BDCP) process. The key ask from this region is the Water Forum
Management Flow Standard. BDCP needs 50,000 AF from the American River during all year
types (normal, wet, or dry). CWD is able to pledge 3,000 AF during wet and normal years but has
zero available during dry years. The current negotiations are looking like we might be getting to
an impasse. Babbitt does not want to give this region credit for conserved water. Without that
credit there really is nothing more we can give up except possibly unused portions of our water
rights. If this process fails, we will be going through the BDCP process later this year or next year.
LaVista Tank Project: At the March 2018 Board meeting, management staff gave a brief
description for what the tank inspection revealed. The District is now seeking costs for the design
of the project. The project cost is estimated at $10,000,000 and will include tank replacement,
new booster pump station, new chemical feed system, and emergency power backup.

CHID Joint Meter Project: CHID/SJWD/Orangevale are proceeding with a joint meter study, which
will include meter performance review, meter reading technology, meter testing and potentially
bulk meter purchases. CWD was asked to join this process. Now, there are three levels of
commitment. Since CWD has already chosen a meter and meter reading technology, we will be a
level 1, which is a no cost commitment. This will allow CWD to monitor the process, be involved
in drafting an RFP, be involved in selection of consultants, and be a participant in the work group.
If CWD chooses later to increase our commitment to level 2 or 3 that would entail buying into the
program. CWD is interested in the large meter testing and cost savings through bulk meter
purchases. FOWD and SSWD have also joined the study at the level 1. The joint agreement will
be presented to the Board for approval at the May 21, 2018 Board meeting.
Carmichael Recreation and Park District’s (CRPD) Sutter Avenue Project: CWD was asked to
assist CRPD with installing a new three (3) inch pipeline at Sutter Park to more effectively irrigate
Sutter Park and Jensen Gardens. CWD staff will aid the Park District in trenching for the project.
CWD is in discussion with CPRD about donating a small section of land for a demonstration
garden for water efficient landscaping.

Associations:
Association California Water Agencies: I am deeply honored to have been selected as the 2018
Excellence in Water Leadership Award recipient. The award is presented for efforts in leadership,
cooperative spirit, and dedication to integrated water resources management surrounding the
American River Pipeline Project. The award will be presented at the May 9th ACWA spring
conference in Sacramento.
RWA: No report.
Legislative Update: Adam Robin will be leaving RWA shortly. I understand he has taken a
position with the Northern California Water Association (NCWA). RWA has a job opening for his
replacement, Adam Robin will be missed.
SB 623 Public Goods Charge – oppose
AB 1668 Long term Water Efficiency – oppose
SB 998 (Dodd D) discontinuation of residential water service – oppose
SB 966 (Wiener D) onsite treated nonpotable water systems – support
AB 3170 (Friedman D) sales and use taxes exemptions, water efficiency – support
AB 3206 (Friedman D) Water conservation, water meters, accuracy and performance standards –
oppose
SGA: No Report.

Meetings (# meetings) with:
 Tully & Young (5)
 Babbitt Process (4)
 RWA Lobbyist (1)
 CRPD (2)
 CHID (2)
 PCWA (1)
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District Activity Report
March 2018
District Overview:
In-house staff training: Training is continuing on an ongoing basis by the department managers and through
online training. Departmental meetings are ongoing focused on training, compliance, safety, customer service
and District updates. Individual manager and exempt employee meetings are continuing on a one-on-one
basis to discuss and review budget, operations and activities.
Meetings attended (25):
 Consultant – Office Remodel (1)
 Consultant – IT (1)
 Consultant – Legal (1)
 Supervisors/HR/IT (10)
 Staff (4)
 Evaluations (2)
 Project Workgroups (3)
 Admin Staff Training (3)
Information Technology:
Infrastructure and Planning: Performed an extensive review of the District network infrastructure,
configurations and implementations. Working to align Microsoft timeworn best practices to newer and
updated Microsoft best practices. Updating IT processes and procedures to include any overlooked or
neglected findings. Updated our Backup and Disaster Recovery system, which has improved system
recovery capabilities, email notification of suspected ransomware detection, and improved server
replication/recovery.
Routine: Troubleshoot issues; normal IT duties as scheduled or as needed.
Human Resources:
Benefits/Payroll: Assisted employees with benefits related issues.
Compliance: Completed required reporting and postings; created/updated policies, processes,
documentation, etc. as needed.
Personnel: Researched and handled personnel issues, questions, and documentation.
Security/Building Maintenance: Coordinated District needs.
Training: Northern California Chapter International Public Management Association Human Resources
Conference.
Public Information Activity
Public Outreach:
Upcoming Events:
 Mulch Event – May 5, 2018, 9:00 AM - 12:00 PM
 Taste of Carmichael – May 18, 2018
Website Updates:
 Home Page, Board Documents, Video Uploads, Surface & Groundwater Information, Careers and
Certification, RFP
 The District’s website was accessed by 1622 users in March with 80.5% of them being new users and
19.5% returning users.
Social Media:
The District’s YouTube video content received 108 views in March, which was a significant increase,
compared to the previous month.
Mandatory Water Conservation Regulation: On November 25, 2017, the State Water Resources Control
Board’s (SWRCB) drought emergency regulations expired. With the expiration of the emergency regulations,
the District is no longer subject to urban water use reporting requirements. The SWRCB has noted that
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Governor Brown's Executive Orders B-37-16 and B-40-17 directs the SWRCB to permanently require urban
water suppliers to report monthly on their water usage, conservation achieved and enforcement efforts, and
current legislation (SB 606) includes specific provisions regarding water use and conservation reporting.
Although the District is no longer reporting to the SWRCB, staff will continue to calculate and inform the Board
of water use reductions.
Utilizing the SWRCB formula, staff calculated the following data for June 2015 to March 2018:
R-GPCD
Monthly
Cumulative
Reduction
Reduction
38%
27%
87
Regional R-GPCD: The total R-GPCD for Sacramento area water agencies for February 2018 was 75.
AB 401 Low-Income Water Rate Assistance: On April 5, 2018 Chris Nelson attended a Water Affordability
Symposium presented by the SWRCB, which included panels featuring researchers and national experts on
affordability practices. Much of the symposium was focused on AB 401 that directs the SWRCB to prepare a
plan, in collaboration with the State Board of Equalization, that covers funding and implementation of a LowIncome Water Rate Assistance Program. Additionally, AB 401 directs the SWRCB to report to the Legislature
by February 1, 2018 on its findings regarding the feasibility, financial stability, and desired structure of the
program, including any recommendations for legislative action. According the SWRCB, planning will include:
 A description of the method for collecting funds to support and implement the program, with a
discussion of any constitutional restrictions on public water agency rate setting.
 A description of the mechanism for providing funding assistance under the program. This could
include direct credits to program participants, reimbursements to water service providers, a method for
verifying income eligibility of low-income ratepayers, clarification of methods used in determining and
verifying customer eligibility, and recommendations regarding the structure of the program.
 A description of the method to be used to determine the amount of moneys that may need to be
collected from water ratepayers to fund the program.
 A set of recommendations and best practices that cover cost-savings measures and aim to ensure
that water utilities are keeping rates low.
With the deadline passed, no plan has been completed. Staff will continue to monitor the SWRCB’s progress
and to provide comments as needed.
Snow Pack Report: On April 2, 2018, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) conducted the final
manual snow survey for this winter. Measurements at Phillips Station revealed the snow water equivalent
(SWE) is 12.4 inches, which is 49 percent of normal for early April. The average snowpack statewide was 52
percent of normal as of April 2, according to the DWR’s California Data Exchange Center.
Outreach And Water
Efficiency Activities
Presentations
Public Outreach Events
Water Waste
Water Waste Fines
Customer Assistance
Water Efficiency Surveys

Month
0
0
6
0
1
3

FYTD
2
3
79
0
57
51

Water Treatment and Production Activity
Water Treatment Plant (WTP) Maintenance: Production Staff performed Clean-in-Place (CIP’s) on the
primary membrane units in March.
Capital Improvement Project (CIP): The three-week caustic tank replacement project started in March,
which will increase their storage capacity. As a result, this will reduce the intervals between chemical
deliveries. This was a budgeted project for the current fiscal year.
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Training: Production Staff completed training on various topics in March including Blood-borne Pathogens
and Hazardous Communications. Staff utilized TargetSolutions training through JPIA, which provides
continuing education units (CEU)’s used to maintain state certification.
Production Charts and Graphs:

CWD Monthly Water Production, Million Gallons (MG) 2011-2018
Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

399.61

383.76

323.74

270.59

140.87

129.07

113.92

117.16

115.88

2016-17

357.82

353.35

299.41

193.38

123.16

115.61

113.74

95.81

116.84

123.76

268.14

332.52

2493.99

2015-16

287.66

283.68

259.99

213.09

128.89

107.92

100.49

97.72

107.12

148.87

219.44

308.84

2263.71

2014-15

373.21

338.74

294.65

240.50

153.63

116.73

120.74

110.98

168.88

175.83

214.05

255.44

2563.38

2013-14

470.97

434.57

349.04

306.94

212.49

160.96

158.30

109.17

132.71

164.82

283.33

358.07

3141.37

2012-13

474.75

465.78

391.92

287.92

150.24

123.99

123.20

128.54

186.95

233.28

370.15

411.86

3348.58

2011-12

448.20

454.95

402.18

237.81

162.12

158.97

158.05

136.99

140.45

153.99

321.46

418.58

3193.75

Avg.

401.75

387.83

331.56

250.03

153.06

130.46

126.92

113.83

138.40

166.76

279.43

347.55

2834.13

Daily

12.96

12.51

11.05

8.07

5.10

4.21

4.09

4.07

4.46

5.56

9.01

11.59

Apr

May

Jun

Totals
1994.60

Mar-18

Feb-18

Jan-18

Dec-17

Nov-17

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

Aug-16

Jul-16

Jun-16

May-16

Apr-16

Mar-16

Feb-16

Sep-16

PERIOD 1/1/2016- 3/31/2018

700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
Jan-16

X ONE THOUSAND

FY
2017-18

PRODUTION - 100 CUBIC FEET UNITS

Production
Production from same month last year
System Monthly Production Average
Peak Day – March 31

Up/ Down
Down

Month
1%
3.7 MGD
4.9 MGD

7 Year Running
Average
16%

Up/ Down
Down

Surface Water

Mar-18

Feb-18

Jan-18

Dec-17

Nov-17

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

500
400
300
200
100
0

Jan-16

X one million

CWD Combined Surface & Ground Water Usage

Ground Water
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CWD Total Production Allocation
Surface Water
Groundwater

89%
11%

CWD Combined Surface & Groundwater Monthly Water Totals for FY 2017/2018 (in million gallons)
[ *Total production water from the Bajamont Water Treatment Plant (BWTP)]

Active Wells
Location

Jul-17

Aug-17

Sep-17

Oct-17

Nov-17

Dec-17

Jan-18

Feb-18

Mar-18

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.00

55.415

50.598

43.257

3.063

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

152.33

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.00

Garfield

54.151

54.264

51.566

52.477

0.000

0.000

.623

.250

1.821

216.15

La Vista

35.761

31.252

29.130

29.615

18.720

11.816

2.656

7.549

11.315

177.81

Groundwater

145.33

136.11

123.95

85.16

18.72

11.82

3.28

7.80

13.14

545.30

Surface Water *

393.83

387.07

335.74

324.78

257.20

256.81

250.04

235.20

241.87

2682.54

GSWC Delivery

139.55

139.42

135.95

139.35

135.05

139.56

139.40

125.84

139.13

1233.25

CWD Surface

254.28

247.65

199.79

185.43

122.16

117.25

110.64

109.36

102.74

1449.29

CWD Monthly Total

399.61

383.76

323.74

270.59

140.87

129.07

113.92

117.16

115.88

1994.59

Barrett School
Willow Park
Winding Way

Apr-18

May-18

Jun-18

Totals

Well Sites, Reservoirs & Distribution System: The WTP provided 89% of the water supply for CWD in
March. La Vista Well was operating as needed for additional supply and Garfield ran for one day. All other
groundwater wells are not operating due to lower seasonal demand.
Golden State Water Company (GSWC) Delivery: CWD delivered 139.13 MG to GSWC in March with no
interruptions in water deliveries.

2017-18 CWD Remediated Groundwater Usage in Acre/Feet (AF)
Month
July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March

GET LA & LB
Discharge

GET LA Irrigation

144.79
143.25
122.86
124.86
167.18
167.95
168.14
138.69
153.45

Water Quality Activity
Backflow Assemblies Tested
Failed Tests
Water Quality
Taste and Odor
Color
Turbidity/Air
High Pressure
Low Pressure

41.86
36.70
30.26
11.45
6.66
1.57
Month
50
2

FYTD
481
27

2
0
0
0
0

13
3
4
0
2

Total

Cumulative Total

186.65
179.95
153.12
136.31
167.18
167.95
168.14
145.35
155.02

186.65
366.60
519.72
656.03
823.21
991.16
1,159.30
1,304.65
1,459.67

The areas where the complaints occurred were investigated and thoroughly flushed.
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Billing Department Activity
Billing: Currently tracking at approximately 8% 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
31,374
14,995
32,612
15,663
32,566

$ 230,032

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

480,643
506,053
479,885
506,395
479,680
506,176
491,764
531,626
503,773

$ 4,485,993

FY 16-17
Totals
$ 9,331,558
567,379 $ 531,935
623,582
624,096
519,343
386,192
214,405
208,174
175,077
201,218

Total Usage
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$3,519,465

$ 9,863,493

FY 17-18
Totals
$ 549,667
$1,145,555
$1,141,882
1,041,160
897,245
735,575
732,550
722,366
737,557
$7,703,556

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* 1 Unit = 100 CCF (Centum Cubic Feet) = 748 Gallons:
Billing
Usage
Month
Period
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

Usage By
Unit *
426,600
468,859
469,245
390,483
290,370
161,206
152,609
125,055
143,727

2,628,155

Collections: Processed & Outstanding Activity
Date
Jul-2017
Aug-2017
Sep-2017
Oct-2017
Nov-2017
Dec-2017
Jan-2018
Feb-2018
Mar-2018
Apr-2018
May-2018
Jun-2018

Past Due
Notices
1041
1505
915
952
870
1250
898
782
669

48 Hours
Notices
96
148
148
192
159
203
126
86
90

Shut Offs
26
7
26
24
20
31
20
9
14

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

A/R $
216,374
129,568
159,094
147,385
141,127
112,070
64,146
33,799
80,156

Liens $
$ 6,294
$ 5,410
$ 5,111
$ 5,405
$ 6,054
$ 6,039
$ 4,594
$ 4,861
$ 5,350

Liens #
13
11
10
11
13
13
12
13
14
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Distribution Department Activity
Gary, Susan, McClaren, Arden Way Mainline Project: This project has been separated into two (2) individual
phases due to budget constraints. Phase One is the Arden Way portion of the project. Phase Two will
include Gary Way, McClaren Dr. and Susan Way.
Phase One is located along Arden Way between House Works Drive and McClaren Drive and includes the
installation of approximately 2,100 feet of 8 inch ductile iron pipe water main, two connections (1 at House
Works Drive and 1 at Carmelo Drive), three fire hydrants, and four 1 inch water services.
The mandatory pre-bid meeting was on Tuesday, February 27, 2018, at 10:00 AM with three contractors
present. The official bid opening was on Thursday, March 15, 2018, at 10:00 AM. Rawles Engineering was
low bid on this project. They have already installed over a 1,000 feet of pipeline and Phase One should be
complete by the end of April (weather permitting).
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 Boulevard 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, we were able to lessen the overall
impact to the District by 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 is
deferred until spring of 2018. The required “Letter of Liability” was submitted to the County.
Department staff has relocated three (3) service connections for this project. The remaining
relocations will take place during the construction of the project.
**April 2018 Projected Start Time**
 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 is expected to go to the Sacramento
County Board of Supervisors in June 2018 and out to bid shortly after that. It may get pushed back a
month depending on what happens with the real estate acquisitions. **Pending**
Training and Personnel: Employees are receiving on-going training as part of the distribution department
training program.
Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance: All department vehicles and equipment are being serviced and
maintained to prolong their useful life.
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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

52
0
0
22
0
0

1132
1
5
61
2
2

109
1
2
1
3
46
11
0
10

973
46
33
9
41
530
141
25
117
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AGENDA ITEM 4

Regular Board Meeting – March 19, 2018, 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 19th day of March at 7:00
p.m. at the District Office located at 7837 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Carmichael.
ATTENDANCE:
Directors: Roy Leidy, Ron Greenwood, Mark Emmerson, Paul Selsky, John Wallace
Staff:

Steve Nugent, Lynette Moreno, Chris Nelson, Shelby Kalisiak

Guest:

Dianna Sutton – Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) Joint Powers Insurance
Authority

Public:

One (1) member of the public

CALL TO ORDER: President Leidy called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Presentation by Dianna Sutton, Finance Manager – ACWA Joint Powers Insurance Authority
DISTRICT REPORTS:
1.
2.

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

PUBLIC COMMENT:
3.

Public Comment
No Public Comment

CONSENT CALENDAR:
4.
Minutes for the Regular Board Meeting – February 26, 2018
5.
Paid Expenditures Report – February 2018
6.
Investment Transaction Report – February 2018
7.
Budget Summary – February 2018
8.
Cash Flow Projection – February 2018
9.
FY 2017-2018 Reserve Requirements – February 2018
M/S Emmerson / Wallace to approve the Consent Calendar Items 4-9.
Discussed with Board
Mark Emmerson
Ron Greenwood
Roy Leidy
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:
10.

Resolution 03192018-1 A Resolution Amending the District’s Policy Manual
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 03192018-1 A Resolution
Amending the District’s Policy Manual.
 Policy 3000 – Conflict of Interest Code
 Appendix A (Amended for addition of position only)
 Appendix B
M/S Leidy / Emmerson to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Mark Emmerson
Ron Greenwood
Roy Leidy
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

11.

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

Resolution 03192018-2 A Resolution Calling a General District Election
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Resolution 03192018-2 A Resolution
Calling a General District Election; Notice of District Election and Publication of Election Notice.
M/S Leidy / Greenwood to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Mark Emmerson
Ron Greenwood
Roy Leidy
John Wallace
Paul Selsky
Board Totals:
Passed Unanimously:

12.

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

Appointments to Sacramento Groundwater Authority Board of Directors
Management staff recommends that the Board of Directors approves Director Leidy as the representative and
Director Emmerson as the alternate.
M/S Greenwood / Wallace to approve as recommended.
Discussed with Board
Mark Emmerson
Ron Greenwood
Roy Leidy
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

STAFF REPORTS/INFORMATION:
13.

Director’s Expense Reimbursement Summary for February

Absent:

Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
Abstain
0

Abstain:

0

REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES FOR MARCH 19, 2018
GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION:
14.

Regional Water Authority Summary of Requested Amendments and Proposed Amendments to AB
1668/SB 606
Discussed with Board

15.

Budget Trailer Bill Based on SB 623
Discussed with Board

16.

Monthly Runoff Allocation Report – March 2018
Discussed with Board

17.

News Articles
Discussed with Board

18.

Director’s Written and/or Oral Reports
Director Emmerson:
a. Association of California Water Agencies
Director Greenwood:
a. Water Education Foundation Central Valley Tour
Director Leidy: No Report
Director Wallace:
a. Regional Water Authority Symposium
Director Selsky: No Report

CALENDARS AND COMMITTEES:
Meetings Calendars:
a. 2018 Board Meeting Calendar
b. Meeting/Conference Calendar – April
c. Meeting/Conference Calendar – May
20. Board Representatives Committees Assignments
19.

ADJOURNMENT: The regular meeting was adjourned at: 8:51 p.m.
The next meeting of the Board of Directors will be a Regular Board Meeting held on:
Monday, April 16, 2018 at 7:00 p.m.

Roy Leidy, President

Steve Nugent, Secretary
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Vote on Southern California's investment
in delta tunnel project could be a nailbiter
By BETTINA BOXALL
APR 09, 2018 | 6:25 PM
Vote on Southern California's investment in delta tunnel project could be a nail-biter
The Middle River in the Sacramento-San Joaquin delta. (Katie Falkenberg / Los Angeles Times)
With the city of Los Angeles and Orange County on opposite sides, Southern California's role in
financing a massive water delivery project is likely to hinge on a few smaller agencies.
In what will be a crucial decision, the board of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is
expected to vote Tuesday whether to approve nearly $11 billion in financing to help build two giant
water tunnels in the center of the state's waterworks or $5.2 billion to construct a single tunnel.
Lobbying on the long-planned project continued Monday as Gov. Jerry Brown asked MWD directors to
move ahead with both tunnels.
"Tomorrow you have a historic decision to make about the future of California and the basic security of
our water supply," wrote Brown, who has made the project a priority of his administration. "I urge the
board to support the full project — without delay."
Hours earlier the five MWD board members from Los Angeles signaled they might vote against both
options because too many uncertainties hung over the much-debated proposal to revamp the way
water supplies are routed through the Sacramento-San Joaquin delta.
Los Angeles has the biggest vote under MWD's system, which weighs the votes of member agencies
according to assessed property values in their service areas.
Second to L.A. is the San Diego County Water Authority, which is also expected to oppose the project,
along with Santa Monica.
But the agency with the third-largest vote, the Municipal Water District of Orange County, is
aggressively pushing the $11-billion buy-in, which would finance about two-thirds of the full project.
"I think it's very close," said MWD director Brett Barbre, who is president of the Orange County agency.
"They just need to get 11% more and they can kill us."
Both sides Monday restated familiar arguments about the project, known as California WaterFix.
The full $17-billion project calls for construction of a new diversion point on the Sacramento River in the
delta's northern reach that would feed two 35-mile tunnels. They would carry supplies to the big

government pumping operations that send water south to San Joaquin Valley farms and Southern
California cities.
The project's underlying concept is that by partially supplying the export operations with tunnel water,
the huge pumps would draw less water from the delta's southern portion, alleviating the pumping's
harmful effects on the delta ecosystem.
When the San Joaquin Valley agricultural districts that were supposed to help pay for the tunnels voted
not to participate, the Brown administration said it would initially pursue a smaller, one-tunnel project,
to be financed by MWD and the other largely urban districts that get delta supplies from the State
Water Project. Under that approach, the state said a second tunnel could be built later.
It didn't take long for WaterFix backers on the MWD board to suggest the agency step up and help fill
the funding void to build both tunnels. They argued that agricultural districts would eventually buy some
of the tunnel capacity and MWD would recoup its extra investment.
But Westlands Water District and other agricultural districts that depend on delta deliveries have so far
declined to sign options or purchase agreements to buy future tunnel supplies.
That has raised the possibility that MWD — and Southern California ratepayers — could be stuck paying
for a second tunnel that, according to MWD's analysis, would not send any more water to the Southland
than one tunnel.
"Making Southern Californians foot the bill for this project is irresponsible, and unfair to our ratepayers.
I would support a one-tunnel solution that protects ratepayers, our local investments and our
environment," Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti said Monday in a statement. "MWD's current plan does
none of those things, and I cannot support it."
Garcetti appoints L.A.'s five MWD board members, who Monday sent a three-page letter to MWD's
general manager, asking him to delay Tuesday's vote — something that is unlikely to happen.
The letter raised a host of concerns about pushing ahead with twin tunnels, arguing that MWD ran the
risk of winding up with a largely unused second tunnel that could turn into a stranded asset. The
delegation also questioned the wisdom of a $5.2-billion investment in a single tunnel, which would add
roughly a billion dollars to the tunnel funding approved by the MWD board last year.
Asked if that meant the Los Angeles contingent might vote against both options, L.A. director John
Murray replied, "It's not impossible."
Twin tunnel backers say the second tunnel would give managers more flexibility in operating the delta
pumps, and do more to reduce the harmful effects of pumping operations on native fish.
MWD board Chairman Randy Record said Monday that he supports the $11-billion buy-in for the full
project and thinks it would be worth it even if agriculture never contributes to the project.
In considering his vote, "I have to look at it as though … we're going to be building the whole thing and
we're going to hold that infrastructure for our own use," he said. "I still believe that's the right thing to
do."

When it comes to California water,
nothing is easy
BY TESS TOWNSEND POSTED 04.09.2018
Camrosa Water District, a public services provider in Ventura County, gets its water from a combination
of groundwater, recycled wastewater, and the State Water Project, which transports water south
through the state.
Twenty miles away, another mid-size public water agency also founded around 1960 has a very different
portfolio: Las Virgenes Municipal Water District gets virtually all its water from the State Water Project,
which is managed by California’s Department of Water Resources. Groundwater in the vicinity of the Los
Angeles-area provider is too salty and high in iron and manganese to be fit for human consumption,
according to Las Virgenes general manager David Pedersen.
“Water is intensely local. It requires buried infrastructure, and water itself is very heavy. It necessitates a
kind of very local control and management.” — Ian Prichard
In many respects, Camrosa and Las Virgenes are very different. But there are a few important similarities
between the agencies.
This combination of the local water agencies’ autonomy and their distinct differences reflects the
difficulty of imposing a change across California’s water systems.
And it’s creating a significant hurdle for the proposed Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund, an issue
that is fueling increased debate in California’s water community and in the Capitol.
Camrosa and Las Virgenes are able to dependably serve their customers clean water because they have
access to reliable, high-quality sources and the means to treat water as needed. Like other water
agencies in the state, they operate independently, relying mostly on revenue from customer fees to
cover the costs of delivery, ongoing maintenance and debt servicing. When they get state money, it’s
usually in the form of a loan for capital improvements, which the district typically has to pay back in full,
or in some cases a grant.
“Water is intensely local,” said Camrosa Water Resources Manager Ian Prichard. “It requires buried
infrastructure, and water itself is very heavy. It necessitates a kind of very local control and
management.”
First put forward as Senate Bill 623, then later slipped into the governor’s 2018-19 budget as a trailer
bill, the fund’s purpose is to cover an estimated $140 million each year in improvements and ongoing
maintenance in water systems that are out of compliance with water quality standards, a number based
on calculations by environmental consulting firm Blue Sky. Funds could go not just to construction of
improvements like new water treatment plants, but also operation and maintenance, which loans and
grants are not intended to cover.

Adding $1 to water bills sounds simple, but when it comes to California’s web of water agencies, no
change is simple.
Under the legislation, the State Water Resources Control Board — which enforces California’s drought
rules — would require roughly 1,100, largely public, water agencies serving residential areas, to collect a
monthly charge amounting to $0.95 for most households and more for larger customers including some
businesses. The charge would be reflected on roughly 9.4 million water bills, the board said, and only
publicly- and privately-run systems billing more than 200 customers would collect it. This revenue would
comprise most of the proposed fund, with the remainder of the fund slated to come from charges on
agriculture. The bill requires a two-thirds vote in both houses of the Legislature, a threshold required of
proposed taxes.
Adding $1 to water bills sounds simple, but when it comes to California’s web of water agencies, no
change is simple.
The Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA), which advocates for its member public water
providers, is the main opposition to adding the charge.
“To us it’s just crazy to turn … local agencies into tax collectors when this is a state problem and the
state already has a tax collection system,” said ACWA deputy executive director Cindy Tuck, who
oversees government relations for the association.
Camrosa and Las Virgenes are among 142 ACWA member water agencies that have joined the
association’s coalition opposing the tax. In total, 440 public water agencies are members of ACWA.
ACWA member agencies supply 90 percent of water used by households, businesses, agriculture and
industry, according to the association. Some members, such as irrigation districts, don’t provide drinking
water.
Some environmental groups oppose the bill, but on different grounds. Supporting the charge is a
coalition of environmental, agriculture and social justice groups, as well as residents of communities
that lack access to clean water. To understand why certain agencies think the charge is worth fighting
against, it’s helpful to understand how water agencies work.
ACWA and opposing member agencies furthermore think putting the charge into effect will make it
easier to place even larger state fees and taxes on water bills in the future.
Most California residents get their water from publicly-run water agencies that are led by elected boards
of directors, the way public school districts are. Also similar to school districts, said ACWA
communications director Heather Engel, these systems deal with unique challenges and needs, based on
their particular makeup of water sources and types of customers they serve. Privately-run water
agencies, which are fewer in California than those that are publicly-run, do not necessarily have elected
boards.
Unlike school districts, board-led public water agencies operate mostly off revenue from customer fees.
Those fees go toward systems’ operations, improvements and repairs. This model means that the larger
a water system is, and the wealthier its customers, the more resources an agency has to meet user
needs. It also means agencies that have boards are structured to be especially attuned to the
preferences of their customers, who double as their boards’ constituents.

Customers are not happy when their rates go up, and retaliation against rate increases disrupts district
management.
For example, customers voted three of Camrosa’s five board members out of office in the early 1990s
over a new tiered billing system that increased rates. The general manager resigned after the election,
facing criticism from upset customers and new members of the board. At the time of the board recall,
some customers reported their bills tripled, according to the Los Angeles Times.
The new proposed charge of about $1 on most households is of less magnitude, but is still significant in
comparison to normal rate increases. A $1.30 hike in monthly cost is around what customers can
reasonably expect each year, said Camrosa’s water resources manager Prichard, so another dollar is
close to doubling that increase.
Water agencies say the charge would be difficult to administer, too. Adding a new charge to bills can be
onerous, said Eastern Municipal Water District Deputy General Manager Debby Cherney.
ACWA and opposing member agencies furthermore think putting the charge into effect will make it
easier to place even larger state fees and taxes on water bills in the future.
Charlie Caspary, who has been on the board of Las Virgenes for 16 years, said limiting price increases is a
duty his district has to its ratepayers. Advocating against something like the proposed charge is central
to the Las Virgenes board’s mission. The board’s Legislative Policy Principles, which essentially comprise
its platform, states the board will oppose collecting a state or federal tax or fee from ratepayers, and
would oppose “proposals for a ‘one-size-fits-all’ statewide approach that would disproportionately
affect the District’s ratepayers.”
“We have an elected board, and our districts’ rates are among the lowest of all adjoining water agencies
in our area, and our staff works extremely hard to be efficient and to spend the customers’ money
wisely,” Caspary said. “Our customers, if they’re not happy, do not have a choice. They cannot get
another water service provider. We have to bend over backwards to serve them and provide for their
needs.”
Water agencies say the charge would be difficult to administer, too. Adding a new charge to bills can be
onerous, said Eastern Municipal Water District Deputy General Manager Debby Cherney. She estimates
the charge would cost her district at least $150,000, and says that the bill’s proposed funding wouldn’t
fully cover the costs to the district of putting the program into effect.
The 67-year-old district is one of the state’s largest, serving 555 square miles and 816,000 people in
Riverside County, and according to Cherney has an annual budget of at least $350 million. Her estimate
of implementation costs accounts for adding a new line item to bills, programming customer income
data into billing software, implementing measures to protect the new data and determining what to do
about fees owed by customers who don’t pay their whole bills.
“It seems to me that you’re just providing a subsidy in perpetuity to a system that is not capable of
running its system.” — Ian Prichard
Cherney’s estimate also includes the expense of determining which customers are exempt from the
charge. The proposed legislation stipulates households making less than 200 percent of the federal

poverty level would not have to pay the extra money. Water agencies don’t typically collect income
information.
“That immediately brings up to me the potential for fraud within the system,” said Cherney, who is a
CPA. She concludes that the level of difficulty in implementing the charge will vary by district, in part
based on how old their billing systems are, how large their IT departments are and whether tech
support is on site or outsourced. Her district’s billing system is 25 years old, she said. An agency with a
newer or more standardized system will have an easier time making changes to billing.
The charge creates additional work for water agencies, and may upset customers. On top of this,
opposing agencies feel it goes against a core principle of independence in water management.
When water agencies find themselves needing more water or water of better quality, they determine on
their own how to do that and find the money to do so. Some that have had success with this level of
autonomy see managerial failure as the reason other systems struggle, and see the tax as a proposal to
throw money at a problem without forcing reform.
“It seems to me that you’re just providing a subsidy in perpetuity to a system that is not capable of
running its system,” said Prichard, at Camrosa Water District.
ACWA has proposed that instead of adding a new charge, general fund dollars should be apportioned to
improvements and maintenance in systems out of compliance with water quality standards.
The state water board identified 331 community water systems in California out of compliance with
water quality standards as of November, serving about 500,000 state residents. A new state regulation
restricting the permissible level of carcinogen 1,2,3-trichloropropane (TCP), which became effective in
January, means the number of systems out of compliance and impacted state residents is actually
higher. The November calculation also does not account for contamination of private wells and small
systems regulated by counties. Ultimately, there isn’t sufficient data to come up with an exact total of
systems or users affected by contamination, the Legislative Analyst’s Office states in comments on the
trailer bill in the governor’s budget.
The circumstances of contaminated water systems are challenging. Many water systems suffering from
quality problems are located in rural areas, serving low-income customers who are commonly
immigrant farmworkers. Repairs can time-consuming, frequently needed, and too expensive for these
small systems to build or even maintain, Water Deeply Managing Editor Tara Lohan has reported
extensively. An example of repairs gone wrong is the Fresno County town Lanare, which Water Deeply
reports couldn’t afford to maintain a $1.16 million arsenic treatment plant paid for with a federal grant.
So even in cases where solutions are in sight, lack of reliable funding can stand in the way.
ACWA has proposed that instead of adding a new charge, general fund dollars should be apportioned to
improvements and maintenance in systems out of compliance with water quality standards. This would
simplify administration of the fund, said ACWA government relations lead Tuck.
“If the state implements this, it would just be one agency that’s responsible and they already know
everybody’s income because of state income tax,” she said.
The problem with this proposal is that general fund money isn’t secure the way a dedicated fee or tax is,
say advocates of the charge.

“Just because you have safe drinking water today doesn’t mean you have safe drinking water
tomorrow.” — Jonathan Nelson
During financial crises, general fund programs are the first to face cuts by the Legislature. Plus, programs
supported by the fund must go back to the Legislature year after year to make the case that they need
funding, so even in flush years funding isn’t necessarily certain. That’s problematic for a program that
pays for improvements to drinking water systems, efforts that will need years of stable funding before
the legislature can see results, said Jennifer Clary, a water policy and legislative analyst for
environmental advocacy group Clean Water Action.
The idea of adding a state fee or tax to water bills isn’t a new one, and has been floated in academic
settings, sometimes as a “public goods fee” or charge. Some compare it to the California Alternate Rates
for Energy (CARE) program that subsidizes the bills of the program’s participating low-income energy
customers with revenue from a surcharge on the bills of other customers. Placing a state charge like this
on water bills would be a first, said state water board chair Felicia Marcus, and she thinks it’s a workable
solution at solving a gap in access to safe and clean water.
Laurel Firestone, co-executive director of grassroots advocacy organization Community Water Center,
described the reaction of ACWA and opposing water agencies to the bill as “knee jerk.”
“It’s sort of like how people have a kind of set of principles that they just sort of cloak themselves in, and
I think for the water sector, they have clocked themselves in ‘We will oppose state fees,’” she said. “And
I think that’s rather than constructively looking at it as, ‘Let’s solve state problems.’ It’s become more of
a knee jerk reaction.”
CWC Policy Director Jonathan Nelson similarly framed clean water access as an issue that impacts
customers of all water systems. People traveling through California or relocating from one part of the
state to another should be able to drink water wherever they find themselves without worrying about
contamination, he said. Plus, the gap in access that his organization believes the charge will solve is
positioned to worsen as climate change exacerbates California’s volatile water situation. And systems
currently out of compliance with water standards won’t be the only ones facing challenges.
“Just because you have safe drinking water today doesn’t mean you have safe drinking water
tomorrow,” he said.

Southern California Might Pay For Two
Delta Tunnels After All
BY DALE KASLER AND RYAN SABALOW
April 06, 2018 03:05 PM
Updated April 06, 2018 04:32 PM
A powerful Southern California water agency has breathed life back into the twin-tunnels Delta water
project, a plan that appeared dead just a few days ago.
In a dramatic 11th-hour pivot, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is considering
again whether to finance the lion's share of the entire Delta tunnels project instead of supporting the
scaled-back, single-tunnel approach.
The district, in a memo Friday to its board, said board members will vote next week on supporting one
of two options for the controversial project: Spend about $5 billion to help pay for a single tunnel or
spend nearly $11 billion to fund the majority share of two tunnels.
Until Friday, Metropolitan was backing the more modest effort to build one tunnel but is reviving the
possibility of paying for both tunnels at the prodding of board members from Orange County.
The tunnels project, known officially as California WaterFix, is supposed to be paid for by south-of-Delta
water agencies. But San Joaquin Valley farmers, wary of the cost, largely have been unwilling to pay into
it, leaving a $6 billion hole in the $16.7 billion plan.
In response, Gov. Jerry Brown's administration earlier this year backed a less-expensive plan: Build one
tunnel for about $10.7 billion and build a second tunnel later if the dollars become available.
Metropolitan previously had agreed to contribute more than $4 billion to the project. But the district,
one WaterFix's biggest supporters, wanted to do more. Metropolitan had been considering an ambitious
plan to finance the valley farmers' share, which would allow both tunnels to get built together.
Metropolitan would then sell space in the tunnels to the farmers to compensate the Southern California
agency for contributing the extra billions.
Four days ago, Metropolitan's executives reluctantly scrapped that idea because they hadn't been able
to make any deals with the valley farmers. District officials said their board would vote Tuesday to
support the governor's scaled-back model and spend $5 billion on Metropolitan's share of a single
tunnel.
Now both options are back on the table. A contingent of board members, led by representatives from
Orange County, wants to move ahead with the twin tunnels, even if there aren't any deals currently in
place with valley farmers to reimburse Metropolitan later. Proponents say building the two tunnels in
tandem ensures water-supply reliability and is more cost-effective than building the project in phases.

The Municipal Water District of Orange County, which is part of Metropolitan, voted Wednesday to
support the two-tunnel project.
Orange County's proposal could set up a razor-thin vote Tuesday. San Diego's representatives have been
staunch opponents of the tunnels in any form, and the Los Angeles City Council has voted to oppose
WaterFix if L.A. residents have to pay more than their "fair share."
"My guess is it's going to be really close," said Metropolitan general manager Jeff Kightlinger in an
interview Friday. He said the staff is recommending the one-tunnel version of WaterFix because it's less
risky.
Brett Barbre, who serves on both the Orange County and Metropolitan boards, said he is trying to
overcome the opposition from Los Angeles and San Diego because he believes the twin-tunnels project
makes the most financial sense. The tunnels are supposed to improve reliability of water deliveries to
the southern half of the state but are deeply opposed by most Delta landowners and Northern California
elected officials, who say it will worsen the estuary's troubled ecosystem.
"Any time L.A. and San Diego join as partners to support or oppose anything, that's a pretty powerful
bunch to overcome," Barbre said in an interview Friday. "Tuesday will be very historic. It's David vs.
Goliath right now."
Orange County district spokesman Damon Micalizzi said financing the majority share of both tunnels
would inflate ratepayers' costs by less than $5 a month, even if valley farmers don't wind up paying their
share.

Pruitt Takes Clean Water Act Decisions
Away from Regional EPA Offices
The changes outlined in a leaked memo reduce the regional offices’ leverage over projects like pipelines
and mining that could damage streams and wetlands.
BY PHIL MCKENNA
APR 4, 2018
Scott Pruitt's latest move to consolidate power raises concerns about his next steps on clean water
regulations. Credit: Zach Gibson/AFP/Getty Images
Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Scott Pruitt, who has been methodically weakening air
pollution rules over the past year, is now taking control of key decision-making on the protection of
streams and wetlands from the agency's regional administrators, an internal memo shows.
At issue is something known as "geographic jurisdiction," agency speak for which bodies of water do, or
do not, fall under the Clean Water Act. Historically all waters, including major waterways, tributaries and
wetlands were regulated under the Act. This broad jurisdiction was reaffirmed by the Waters of the U.S.
rule in 2015.
In the memo, Pruitt notified EPA staff that he would now be in charge of such decision-making.
"Authority previously delegated to regional administrators to make final determinations of geographic
jurisdiction shall be retained by the Administrator," Pruitt wrote to EPA employees on March 30. The
memo was made public on Wednesday by Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility (PEER), a
non-profit organization of government employees.
Pruitt, who suspended the Waters of the U.S. rule (WOTUS) in January, has been clear about his plans to
significantly reduce the scope of the Clean Water Act. The recent memo may be a first step toward that
goal.
"If Scott Pruitt's record over last year is any indication, the reason he is pulling this decision making away
from the local EPA staff is so he can hand over a lot of our natural resources to polluting interests, which
has been his M.O. since day one," said Dalal Aboulhosn, deputy legislative director for the Sierra Club.
Regional EPA Offices Would Lose Leverage
Pruitt, who has also drawn scrutiny and calls for his resignation in recent weeks over alleged ethics
violations, wrote in the memo that the change was part of an ongoing effort to "restore regulatory
certainty and promote the rule of law."
"This memo explains that jurisdictional determinations that raise significant issues or technical
difficulties should be handled in a consistent and uniform manner, particularly during the WOTUS
rulemaking," EPA spokeswoman Liz Bowman said. "Regions will absolutely be involved in the process

and work closely with the administrator's office when doing the work to assess jurisdiction for very
select, and often rare, cases."
However, PEER warned that the new directive would reduce the influence of locally based EPA scientists
and specialists in reviewing projects and making determinations on wetlands and other water-related
issues.
Under the changes outlined in the memo, regional offices of the EPA would lose their ability to "veto"
activities by the Army Corps of Engineers, which oversees permitting of oil pipelines and mine—projects
that could adversely impact drinking water supplies, fisheries, wildlife habitat or recreation areas, PEER
said.
"It takes away the one bullet that EPA had in its gun to stop a project," Kyla Bennett, PEER's New
England director and a former EPA employee, said. "Any case, including coal, oil, power plants, nuclear,
whatever it may be, anything that involves significant impact to wetlands and waters, this could have
been used, and now it's been relocated to someone who will never use it."
Such veto power by EPA officials has been used 13 times since it was first allowed under the Clean
Water Act in 1970, according to the EPA. The most recent case was in 2010, when the agency revoked
an Army Corps permit for one of the nation's largest mountaintop removal projects, a coal mine in West
Virginia that agency officials said would jeopardize the health of surrounding communities and the
water on which they depend.
Though rarely used, the veto was a powerful stick that EPA officials used to coax the Army Corps to deny
or revise permits, Bennett said.
Another Worry: Future of the Clean Water Act
Because the veto was so rarely exercised, the transfer of its power to Pruitt may not be that significant,
Pat Parenteau an environmental law professor at Vermont Law School, said.
When viewed against the backdrop of a larger, ongoing effort to significantly reduce the power of the
Clean Water Act, the consolidation of decision-making power outlined in the memo is, however, cause
for concern, he said.
"What Pruitt is ultimately trying to do is significantly reduce the scope of the Clean Water Act," he said.
"It all has to do with the geographic reach. We don't know how far back Pruitt wants to cut that."

Coming Storm Could Force First Test Of
Oroville Dam's Partly Rebuilt Spillway
BY DALE KASLER AND RYAN SABALOW
April 03, 2018 02:40 PM
Updated April 04, 2018 10:09 AM
With a powerful storm barreling toward California's coast, state officials warned they may have to use
the largely rebuilt flood control spillway at troubled Oroville Dam as early as next week.
The California Department of Water Resources announced Tuesday that water levels at Lake Oroville
could quickly rise to the "trigger elevation" of 830 feet, the point at which DWR plans to open the
spillway gates and release water down the 3,000-foot-long concrete chute.
DWR said it has begun ramping up water releases from other outlets, including the dam's hydroelectric
plant, in an effort to keep water below that 830-foot threshold.
The state's announcement generated ripples of anxiety in the Oroville community, where memories
remain fresh of the near-disaster on the spillway that prompted the emergency evacuation of 188,000
downstream residents in February 2017.
"I think it runs a gamut from fully trusting them to not trusting them at all," said Butte County Supervisor
Bill Connelly. "I think the majority of the people are in the latter (category). … They're going to be very
nervous."
The notice that the spillway could be used was made out of an "abundance of caution," said DWR
spokeswoman Erin Mellon. She said it's entirely possible the storm might not fill the lake to the trigger
point.
"Forecasts change and are dynamic, and we need to be prepared for the extreme," Mellon said. "If we
learned anything from last year, it's that forecasts can change."
The main spillway fractured in half in February 2017, crippling the structure and triggering a mass
evacuation of the region several days later. The spillway mostly has been rebuilt, as work crews spent
last summer and fall filling the giant crater that developed after water cascaded down the battered
chute. The amount of concrete used to fill and overlay the spillway would be enough to build a sidewalk
that ran from Sacramento to Los Angeles.
State officials say they're confident of the structure's integrity, but more reconstruction work lies ahead
this summer to make it safer.
The reconstruction will cost a total of $500 million, although that figure includes work on the adjacent
emergency spillway, which also suffered damage in last year's emergency.

The National Weather Service said a "pineapple express" storm should begin rolling into the Sacramento
Valley late Thursday, bringing at least 3 inches of rain. Because temperatures will be warm, the water
levels at Lake Oroville could rise quickly from snow melting in the vast Feather River watershed above
the lake.
"The inflows are high … because it's a warm and very wet type of system," said Alan Haynes of the
federal government's California Nevada River Forecast Center.
Lake Oroville's water level is at 794 feet, having risen nearly 70 feet in the past month. The reservoir is at
about 60 percent of the reservoir's capacity. At 830 feet of elevation, the lake would hold 2.5 million
acre-feet of water and would be 72 percent full.
DWR has been deliberately running Lake Oroville lower than usual in an effort to avoid using the
spillway. The department hasn't used the spillway since last May, when it was closed off to begin phase
one of the reconstruction.
DWR officials say the spillway should be able to handle water releases of as much as 100,000 cubic feet
per second — more than enough to handle most storms. When the final reconstruction is completed at
the end of this summer, the spillway should be able to release as much as 270,000 cubic feet per
second.
The spillway was releasing water at about 50,000 cubic feet per second when it fractured. An
independent team of forensic investigators blamed "long-term systemic failure" at DWR and federal
regulatory agencies for the crisis, saying the spillway was poorly designed and built in the 1960s and
improperly maintained since the dam opened in 1968.

The Sierra Snowpack Has Gotten Bigger,
But That Was No 'March Miracle'
BY RYAN SABALOW AND DALE KASLER
April 02, 2018 12:13 PM
Updated April 03, 2018 08:04 AM
March's powerful storms may have saved California from having one of the worst wet seasons on
record, but the state's Sierra snowpack still remains well below average.
Early April is considered the tail end of California's rain and snow season. On Monday, the Sierra Nevada
snowpack was 52 percent of average, according to readings from automated snow sensors the state
Department of Water Resources has placed around the massive mountain range that spans California's
eastern border.
"A good March, but certainly not a great March, and by no means even close to the 'March miracle,'"
Frank Gehrke, director of snow surveys for the DWR, told reporters Monday after conducting a
snowpack reading near Echo Summit. His measurement showed snow-water content at just below half
of its long-term average at that location.
The Sierra snowpack often is called the state's largest reservoir. As it melts during the hot, dry months,
water flows into the massive network of reservoirs that ring California's Central Valley. They store the
water and release it to cities and farms throughout the year.
But a lower-than-average snowpack doesn't necessarily mean California's water supply is in dire shape
as the state heads into summer.
Thanks to water collected last winter, most of the state's reservoirs are in decent shape. As of Monday
morning, several of the state's largest reservoirs were at or above average, according to state
Department of Water Resources data.
Much of that water came from the deluges of 2017, which filled the lakes to the brim and prompted
Gov. Jerry Brown to declare that California's record-breaking five-year drought was over.
Shasta and Folsom reservoirs are above average for this time of year. Shasta, the state's largest
reservoir, is 105 percent of average. Folsom Lake is 129 percent. The only large reservoir in California
that's significantly below average is Oroville. It's being kept at 60 percent full, less than it normally
would be this time of year.
State water managers intentionally have kept Oroville lower this winter in hopes they could avoid using
the lake's spillway, which is under construction. The spillway failed dramatically in February 2017,
prompting a frantic two-day evacuation of 188,000 people below the dam.
Last month's rainfall gave Sacramento a major boost in local precipitation. March brought 5.37 inches of
rain to the city.

An average March in Sacramento is 3.02 inches. Still, March's soaking wasn't enough to erase the city's
dry winter. Sacramento stands at 77 percent of average.
It's much worse in Southern California, where Los Angeles has received a mere third of its average
rainfall. However, that lack of rain can be mitigated by water deliveries. Southern California receives
much of its water from the Colorado River and Northern California.
For example, Diamond Valley Lake, a key Southern California drinking water reservoir almost as large as
Folsom, was filled last winter by water pumped from the north state. On Monday, it was 89 percent full.
Rain is expected to return to the north state this week. The National Weather Service said there's a 20
percent chance of rain on Thursday in Sacramento. Rain is likely Friday, and could continue on Saturday
and Sunday. However, Californians shouldn't expect much snow from the storm. So far, the forecast is
for a warm storm with snow only at high elevations.
Karla Nemeth, director of Department of Water Resources, attended the Echo Summit snow survey on
Monday. She said that while last winter's heavy storms brought the state out of a long drought, this
winter showed that Californians need to be prepared for the next one.

Feeling Drought Fatigue? How To Get
Back To Saving Water And Money
BY DEBBIE ARRINGTON
March 31, 2018 12:00 AM
Updated March 31, 2018 12:00 AM
When it comes to saving water, people prefer efficiency to conservation.
“We need to be efficient no matter the weather,” said Amy Talbot, program manager for the Regional
Water Authority. “As we’ve seen, weather is variable, but we still need to be efficient and save water.
We’re hoping that message really gets across.”
How do you get people excited – again – about saving water? That’s the challenge California water
providers face in an almost-normal year.
“A lot of agencies are continuing the rebates they had during the drought,” Talbot said.
Sacramento, for example, replenished its river-friendly landscape conversion fund with more “cash for
grass” as well as rebates for smart irrigation controllers up to $400.
As part of its effort to encourage water savings, the City of Sacramento recently revised its dry season
water rules, which are in effect March 1 through Oct. 31.
“We want Sacramento to be beautiful,” said Jim Peifer, principal engineer for Sacramento’s Department
of Utilities. “We’d also like to make sure (landscapes) are watered efficiently and that plants and trees
are taken care of with the water they need. We want to encourage residents to water plants deeply so
they get to the point where they can better withstand drought.”
While sprinkler use is restricted to twice a week, other forms of irrigation can be used any day as
needed. That includes hand watering, drip irrigation, soaker hoses and verified smart controller systems.
Edible plants such as fruit trees and vegetable gardens as well as potted plants may be watered any day.
(See all the rules and tips at SacWaterWise.com.) Just don't over water.
“The goal is to get people to think about watering wisely,” said Ellen Martin of Sacramento’s
Department of Utilities. “Don’t change what you’re doing just because it’s a drought year or not a
drought year, but water wisely all the time. That way, your plants develop deep roots and are more
resilient – in dry years or wet years.”
March’s rain brought this season’s total to about 70 percent of average; not low enough to prompt
drought declarations, but not great. That followed a soggy 2017, ending five years of bone-dry drought.
“In California, droughts will be part of our lives,” Talbot said. “One year will be extra dry; the next, extra
wet. That variability makes us need to be efficient all the time. We can cope better with that change
from year to year.”

Getting that idea across to consumers can be tricky. Many residents are burned out on drought
messaging.
The Regional Water Authority, the umbrella organization that coordinates 21 Sacramento area water
agencies, did extensive research on homeowners’ attitudes toward water saving.
“During the drought, people changed their landscapes, they changed their plants (to low-water
alternatives) and we got some good results,” Talbot said. “But what we found in our focus groups,
people really love their lawns. A significant portion of our population is not going to change their
landscape.
“So, the alternative is to find ways to be more efficient with what you have.”
Efficiency is a mindset, she noted, and a more acceptable approach to prompting people to save.
“The word ‘efficiency’ gets a much more positive response in our research,” Talbot said. “ ‘Conservation’
sounds punitive; you’re making someone do without. But ‘efficiency’ is doing something. It’s proactive;
you’re saving.”
Under California’s drought mandates, Sacramento water users responded impressively, cutting overall
water use by 30 percent in 2015 compared to 2013. In 2017, water use inched back up 5 percent,
compared to 2016.
“We saw a very strong reduction of demand (during the drought),” Talbot said. “Trying to prolong that
big a drop is unrealistic. Rebounding (in usage) is the normal cycle after a drought, but we don’t think it
will get back to pre-drought levels.”
With large landscapes in many neighborhoods, the average Sacramento household uses 165 gallons of
water per person per day, according to city estimates. About two-thirds of that water use is outdoors.
“People still don’t realize that,” Talbot said. “In our surveys, customers still thought they used more
water indoors because they see it. They turn on a faucet, take a shower, do laundry. Outdoors, they
don’t notice how much water they really use.”
With ads at River Cats’ games and on Facebook, the Regional Water Authority intends to stress a simple
message: “Check the Soil and Save.”
“That’s our new motto,” Talbot said. “So far, it’s gotten a really enthusiastic response. We want to
encourage customers to be observant. Touch the soil for a second before you water.”
This spring, water customers will be able to get a free moisture meter via the RWA’s BeWaterSmart.info
website.
“Even without a meter, you can do the screwdriver test,” Talbot said. “You should do that every time
before you turn on the sprinklers.”
Insert a long screwdriver into the soil, right through the lawn or other area to be irrigated. If the tool can
be pushed easily 6 inches into the ground, wait another day or two. If the soil is hard, turn on the water.
“It becomes a habit, like recycling,” Talbot noted. “It’s a super simple message; check the soil. We’ll see
how it works.”

Californians are embracing recycled
drinking water, so why isn't Sacramento?
BY RYAN SABALOW
March 30, 2018 12:01 AM
Updated April 02, 2018 01:13 PM
New state rules adopted in March allow purified water to be sent right from sewage treatment plants to
drinking water reservoirs, but Sacramento area residents shouldn't expect to be swimming in or drinking
water that recently swirled through local sewers any time soon.
Though the Sacramento area traditionally has among the highest per capita water use in California,
there has been little interest among local water districts in using recycled water to augment local
drinking water supplies.
Local waterways such as the Sacramento and American rivers and Folsom Lake provide abundant and
comparatively cheap water supplies. The sorts of major infrastructure investments that would make
recycled drinking water a reality would cost more than the water to which local providers have access.
Officials say they can afford to hold off for now.
That's not to say recycled water won't ever run from Sacramento-area residents' taps, but local water
officials say that prospect is still decades away.
"At some point the consequences of climate change -- the changing patterns of precipitation, the
increasing volatility of water supplies through California – might drive us towards those types of
investments," said Paul Helliker, the general manager of the San Juan Water District in Granite Bay.
Added John Woodling, executive director of the Sacramento Regional Water Authority: "We’ll certainly
have more time to think about how that happens with recycled water going forward.”
Southern California doesn't have the luxury of waiting. Districts in San Diego County are quickly moving
forward with reservoir augmentation plans under the rules passed in March by the State Water
Resources Control Board.
Millions of Southern Californians also already are drinking and showering with water recycled from
sewage treatment plants and rerouted through local groundwater basins.
The recycled water, which is treated first through a process known as reverse osmosis to render it safe
to drink, is either pumped directly into an aquifer or allowed to flow into ponds sitting on sandy soil.
From there, the water seeps into the groundwater supply.
As is the case under the new reservoir augmentation rules, the water has to be treated again before it’s
sent into municipal drinking water lines.

Officials at the Water Replenishment District of Southern California use recycled water to augment the
two vast groundwater basins that provide drinking water for 4 million people in 43 cities in Southern Los
Angeles County.
Each year, the agency sends about 100,000 acre feet of recycled water into recharge ponds that fill the
district's two intensively managed groundwater basins. An acre foot is 326,000 gallons.
The agency decided about 12 years ago that it needed to wean itself off water pumped in from Northern
California and the Colorado River because the supplies were becoming so unreliable and expensive.
Thanks to local stormwater capture and the recent addition of recycled water, the agency is a year away
from being entirely independent from imported water, said Robb Whitaker, the district’s general
manager.
An added perk: the locally sourced water costs two thirds as much as buying imported surface water.
"Quite frankly, it's a waste to not use water as many times as we can," Whitaker said.
Recycled water's appeal has been growing in drought-prone California because it provides a reliable
local source to replace water pumped or piped in from faraway rivers and streams. Those imported
supplies are becoming less reliable and more expensive amid droughts and climate change, said David
Sedlak, a professor of environmental engineering at UC Berkeley who has studied recycled water.
"The thing about potable water recycling is it's more or less a drought-proof supply," Sedlak said.
"People are going to use about the same amount of water in their homes for showering, and washing
dishes and flushing, and so that water is going to be there even in the dry years."
Sedlak said Californians also are becoming much more accepting of recycled water, when just a couple
of decades ago the notion of “toilet to tap” might have had them turning up their noses.
Helping speed things along: The five-year drought that ended last year that had Californians letting their
lawns turn brown and placing buckets in their showers. California lawmakers also passed legislation in
2010 and in 2013 that seeks to make recycled water a reality. Recycled water also is a key component of
Gov. Jerry Brown's Water Action Plan first signed in 2014 during the worst of the drought.
The Sacramento area hasn't completely rejected the idea of recycled water, it just hasn't yet used it for
drinking.
A few sewer treatment plants supply recycled wastewater to local costumers, but the water can only be
used for irrigation or industrial use. The recycled water flows through purple pipes that are on closed
systems, separate from the drinking-water lines.
El Dorado Irrigation District has a purple pipe program, so does the Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District's water reclamation facility, which sends up to five million gallons per day of recycled
water through its purple pipes to customers in the south county.
The sanitation district also is working on a recycled water program that could deliver up to 16 billion
gallons of treated water each year to irrigate more than 16,000 acres of farmland and wildlife habitat
near the Cosumnes River and Stone Lakes Wildlife Refuge near Elk Grove. The recycled water would be
used in-lieu of pumping groundwater.

Meanwhile, Soda Springs Mountain Resort, a small Tahoe area ski resort, started using treated
wastewater to make snow in 2015.
As for directly drinking recycled water, why do state officials mandate that it has to sit first in a reservoir
or groundwater basin before it's sent to customers? Why not just cut out the middleman, so to speak,
and send the treated waste water directly into a city’s drinking water supply?
That what's known as "direct potable reuse," and while there's a lot of interest for that among California
water districts, that's still a few years away, said Randy Barnard, chief of the water board’s recycled
water unit. He said his agency is working on setting standards for direct potable reuse by 2023.
For now, the rules mandate that the treated recycled water has to be stored for a period of time in a
secondary “environmental barrier,” such as a lake or underground to prevent accidental contamination
from reaching consumers, Barnard said.
“What happens if there's a treatment failure or … there’s a contaminate that gets through?" Barnard
said. “We need to have to time to be able to detect it and be able to determine what to do … and the
corrective action before the public drinks it.”
There's also another reason, says Ellen Hanak, a water expert at the Public Policy Institute of California.
"It provides some psychological treatment ... some additional time from when it gets treated and when
people get it and people drink it."
Hanak and other experts say Californians shouldn't be squeamish. Millions are already consuming
treated recycled water, though they might not know it.
Many cities, such as Sacramento, treat wastewater before dumping it into their closest creek or river,
and those water ways are a key source of drinking water for much of the state.
For instance, more than 25 million people in the Bay Area and Southern California receive drinking water
pumped from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, so named for the rivers in which cities such as
Stockton and Sacramento release hundreds of millions of gallons of treated waste water each week.
Of course, the river water is treated again before it ever reaches anyone's taps.
Whitaker, the Southern California water district manager, said recycled water is already so prevalent
that Californians shouldn't be grossed out, even by the notion of direct potable reuse.
"If it's good enough for the astronauts, it should be good enough for us," he said. "They don't take a
bunch of water up to the space station with them. They've got to reuse it."
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2018 Regular Board Meeting Schedule
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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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BOARD REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
Effective: January 2018
CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
STANDING COMMITTEES:
Employee Relations Committee
Roy Leidy (Term 2016-2018); Paul Selsky (Term 2017-2019)
Finance Committee
Mark Emmerson (Term 2016-2018); Roy Leidy (Term 2017-2019)
Water Sales Committee
Paul Selsky (Term 2014-2018); Mark Emmerson (Term 2016-2019)
ADHOC COMMITTEES:
FOWD/CWD 2x2 Committee
Mark Emmerson; Paul Selsky
OTHER MEMBERSHIP COMMITTEES (meetings/year)
ASSOCIATION CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCIES:
Joint Powers Insurance Authority (2)
Mark Emmerson (Representative)
Region 4 Vice Chair (18)
Mark Emmerson (Representative, Term 2018-2019)
Region 4 Energy Committee (4)
Ron Greenwood (Representative, Term 2018-2019)
Region 4 Local Government Committee (2)
Ron Greenwood (Representative, Term 2018-2019)
Region 4 Water Management Committee (3)
Paul Selsky (Representative, Term 2018-2019)
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT (4)
Mark Emmerson (Representative)
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
John Wallace (Representative); Steve Nugent (Alternate)
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY:
Board of Directors (12)
Ron Greenwood (Representative); Steve Nugent (Representative); Paul Selsky (Alternate)
Executive Committee (12)
Ron Greenwood (Representative, Term 2018)
SACRAMENTO GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY (6)
John Wallace (Representative, Term 2014-2018); Mark Emmerson (Alternate)
WATER FORUMS SUCCESSOR EFFORT (4)
Roy Leidy (Representative); Steve Nugent (Representative); Ron Greenwood (Alternate)

