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Average Bill Amount
As of April 15, 2019
Agency
Carmichael Water District
Citrus Heights Water District
El Dorado Irrigation District
Elk Grove Water Service
Fair Oaks Water District
Placer County Water Agency
Sacramento Suburban Water District
San Juan Water District

1" Service Connection
1st Tier
Fixed Rate or 60 Days
Cost Per CCF Tiered
$
83.21 $
1.47
$
78.18 $
1.07
$
90.32 $
1.50
18
$
122.30 $
1.92
30
$
71.61 $
0.50
$
173.74 $
1.52
9
$
132.18 $
0.94
10
$
109.80 $
0.92
-

Budget Comparison
As of March 28, 2019
Agency
Carmichael Water District
Citrus Heights Water District
El Dorado Irrigation District
Elk Grove Water Service
Fair Oaks Water District
Placer County Water Agency
Sacramento Suburban Water District
San Juan Water District

Total Revenues
$
14,077,097
$
15,510,000
$
98,669,000
$
14,821,253
$
9,451,500
$
54,808,300
$
48,078,000
$
29,575,000

Total Expenses
$
13,133,519
$
13,073,299
$
51,190,000
$
14,812,816
$
13,707,600
$
61,464,137
$
49,871,000
$
31,955,700

2nd Tier
3rd Tier
Cost Per CCF Tiered Cost Per CCF Tiered CWD Average CCF Use
49
49
$
1.81 18-45 $
2.12
45+
49
$
4.04
30+
49
49
$
1.72 10-28 $
1.84
28+
49
$
1.17
10+
49
49

Average Bill Amount
$
155.24
$
130.48
$
174.58
$
256.66
$
96.11
$
258.74
$
187.21
$
154.88
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AGENDA ITEM 17

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
PROJECT AGREEMENT
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL WATER BANK, PHASE 1

This Agreement is made and entered into as of the ____ day of ______, 2019, by and
between the Regional Water Authority (“RWA”), a joint exercise of powers authority formed
under California Government Code section 6500, and following, and the Members and Contracting
Entities of RWA listed in Exhibit 1 to this Agreement, upon their execution of this Agreement
(who are collectively referred to in this Agreement as “Participants”), to provide for carrying out
a project or program that is within the authorized purposes of RWA, and sharing in the cost and
benefits by the Participants.
RECITALS
A. RWA is a joint powers authority, formed to serve and represent regional water supply
interests and to assist its members in protecting and enhancing the reliability, availability,
affordability and quality of water resources.
B. The joint powers agreement (“RWA JPA”) pursuant to which RWA was formed and
operates, and as was amended on October 8, 2013, authorizes RWA to enter into a “Project or
Program Agreement,” which is defined in the RWA JPA as an agreement between RWA and two
or more of its Members or Contracting Entities to provide for carrying out a project or program
that is within the authorized purposes of RWA, and sharing in the cost and benefits by the parties
to the Project or Program Agreement.
C. Article 21 of the RWA JPA states: “The Regional Authority’s projects are intended to
facilitate and coordinate the development, design, construction, rehabilitation, acquisition or
financing of water-related facilities (including sharing in the cost of federal, State or local projects)
on behalf of Members and/or Contracting Entities. The Regional Authority may undertake the
development, design, construction, rehabilitation, acquisition or funding of all or any portion of
such projects on behalf of Members and/or Contracting Entities in the manner and to the extent
authorized by such Members and/or Contracting Entities as provided in this Agreement, but shall
not accomplish these functions, nor acquire or own water-related facilities in its own name.”
D. Article 22 of the RWA JPA states: “Prior to undertaking a project or program, the
Members and/or Contracting Entities who elect to participate in a project or program shall enter
into a Project or Program Agreement. Thereafter, all assets, benefits and obligations attributable
to the project shall be assets, benefits and obligations of those Members and/or Contracting Entities
that have entered into the Project or Program Agreement. Any debts, liabilities, obligations or
indebtedness incurred by the Regional Authority in regard to a particular project or program,
including startup costs advanced by the Regional Authority, shall be obligations of the
participating Members and/or Contracting Entities, and shall not be the debts, liabilities,
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obligations and indebtedness of those Members and/or Contracting Entities who have not executed
the Project or Program Agreement.”
E. RWA and the Participants desire to carry out a project and share in the costs and benefits
of the project, as a Project or Program Agreement as provided for in Articles 21 and 22 of the
RWA JPA.
In consideration of the promises, terms, conditions and covenants contained herein, the
parties to this Agreement hereby agree as follows:
1. Recitals Incorporated. The foregoing recitals are hereby incorporated by reference.
2. Defined Terms. Terms defined in the RWA JPA will have the same meaning in this
Agreement.
3. Description of the Project. The project (“Project”) that RWA and the Participants
desire to carry out is the development of the first phase of activities required to establish the
Sacramento Regional Water Bank (“Water Bank”). The Water Bank will be a sustainable
groundwater storage and recovery program intended to increase conjunctive use capacity and
operations in the region to improve the long-term reliability of water supplies. The Water Bank
will include an accounting system of storage and recovery with a monitoring program to ensure
long-term groundwater basin sustainability. Phase 1 consists of work that is primarily associated
with pre-feasibility activities. The Phase 2 scope of work and budget will be further developed
during Phase 1 activities and will be focused on final feasibility determinations, including
environmental analysis. Near the completion of Phase 1, the Participants will decide upon
commencing with Phase 2. The completion of Phase 2 is expected to result in an operational Water
Bank, with a target completion by January 2022. Phase 2 would be subject to approval of a
separate Project Agreement. A scope of work for Phase 1 is attached hereto as Exhibit 2 (“Project
Description”).
4. Project Committee. The Participants hereby form a Project Committee consisting of
one representative (and alternates) designated by each Participant. The Project Committee will
meet as necessary from time to time to administer and implement this Agreement on behalf of the
Participants. A majority of the total members of the Project Committee will constitute a quorum.
To proceed with a vote to take action, a quorum must be present at a meeting, with a majority of
the number present required for an affirmative vote. Each member of the Project Committee will
have one vote, either by its representative or an alternate. Where a vote to take action will occur,
notice of at least seven days shall be provided to all Project Committee members so that they may
have a reasonable opportunity to participate in the consideration of the action item.
5. Sharing in Project Costs and Benefits. The total estimated cost to complete the Water
Bank, Phase 1 Project is estimated at $500,000. A not-to-exceed estimate of $600,000 was
established to account for the possibility that not all proposed agencies will participate. The notto-exceed fee includes an additional 20 percent of the planned Phase 1 fee. Other than to fund the

shortage of the planned Phase 1 fee, the not-to-exceed fee shall not be assessed or used for any
other purpose, including as a contingency for unanticipated expenses, without prior approval of
the Project Committee. The assessments and not-to exceed budgets for each Participant are further
described and attached hereto as Exhibit 3 (“Financing Plan”). Each of the Participants will make
one or more payments to RWA for completion of the Project. Participants shall have full access
to the work products of the Project.
At the conclusion of the Project, the Project Committee will take action on the dispensation of any
remaining funds, which may include designating funds to the Regional Water Bank, Phase 2 effort.
If the Project Committee elects to return the surplus funds to the Participants, RWA will pay back
such funds to the Participants on a pro rata basis reflecting the amount of the payments made by
each of the Participants. In accordance with the provisions of Articles 21 and 22 of the RWA JPA,
any debts, liabilities, obligations or indebtedness incurred by RWA in regard to the Project will be
the obligations of the Participants, and will not be the debts, liabilities, obligations and
indebtedness of those Members and/or Contracting Entities who have not executed this
Agreement.
6. Role of RWA. The RWA will (a) ensure that the interests of Members and Contracting
Entities of RWA who do not participate in this Project are not adversely affected in performing
this Agreement, (b) provide information to the Participants on the status of implementation of the
Project, (c) assist the Project Committee in carrying out its activities under this Agreement, d)
secure consultant support services through a competitive selection process as identified in RWA
Policy 300.2, where applicable; and e) manage consultant support services in completion of the
Project.
7. Authorization to Proceed with the Project. The Project is authorized to proceed
upon the commitment of $250,000 from Project Participants to fund initial Project costs. Upon
execution of this Agreement, the Participants agree to fund their portion of the Project costs in an
amount and manner as described in Exhibit 3 (“Financing Plan”) to this Agreement.
8. Term. This Agreement will remain in effect for so long as any obligations under this
Agreement and/or obligations from other sources of funding secured for completing the Project
remain outstanding.
9. Withdrawal. A Participant may withdraw from this Agreement without requiring
termination of this Agreement, effective upon ninety days’ notice to RWA and the other
Participants, provided that, the withdrawing Participant will remain responsible for any
indebtedness incurred by the Participant under this Agreement prior to the effective date of
withdrawal. If any surplus funds remain after the withdrawing Participant has met all of its
financial obligations under this Agreement, then such funds will be returned to the withdrawing
Participant in proportion to the total contribution made by each Participant.
10. Amendments. This Agreement may be amended from time to time with the approval
of all of the Participants and RWA.
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11. Privileges and Immunities. All of the privileges and immunities from liability;
exemptions from laws, ordinances and rules; and all pension, relief, disability, worker's
compensation and other benefits that apply to the activity of officers, agents or employees of RWA
or the Participants when performing their respective functions for those agencies will, to the extent
permitted by law, apply to them to the same degree and extent while engaged in the performance
of any of the functions and other duties under this Agreement. It is further understood and agreed
by RWA and the Participants that, notwithstanding anything contained herein, the employees of
RWA and of each Participant shall continue to be entirely and exclusively under the direction,
supervision and control of the employing party.
12. No Third Party Beneficiary. RWA and the Participants understand and agree that
this Agreement creates rights and obligations solely between RWA and the Participants and is not
intended to benefit any other party. No provision of this Agreement shall in any way inure to the
benefit of any third person so as to constitute any such third person as a third-party beneficiary of
this Agreement or any of its items of conditions, or otherwise give rise to any cause of action in
any person not a party hereto.
13. Liabilities. With respect to this Agreement, RWA and the Participants expressly agree
that the debts, liabilities and obligations of RWA and of each Participant shall remain the debts,
liabilities and obligations of that party alone and shall not be the debts, liabilities and obligations
of any other party to this Agreement, except as may be otherwise set forth herein or in an
amendment to this Agreement.
14. Audits and Accounting. All funds provided under this Agreement shall be separately
accounted for and maintained, with books and records of such funding open to inspection by the
Participants. Funding under this Agreement shall be subject to and consistent with the audit and
accounting procedures set forth in Articles 27 and 28 of the RWA JPA.
15. General Provisions. Any notice to be given under this Agreement shall be made by:
(a) depositing in any United States Post Office, postage prepaid, and shall be deemed received at
the expiration of 72 hours after its deposit; (b) transmission by facsimile copy; (c) transmission by
electronic mail; or (d) personal delivery. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the
State of California. The contact information for each Participant with respect to this section of the
Agreement is set forth in Exhibit 4 (“Notice Information”). This Agreement may be executed by
the parties in counterpart, each of which when executed and delivered shall be an original and all
of which together will constitute one and the same document.
16. Signatories’ Authority. The signatories to this Agreement represent that they have
authority to execute this Agreement and to bind the Participant on whose behalf they execute it.

The foregoing Sacramento Regional Water Bank, Phase 1 Project Agreement is hereby agreed to
by RWA and the Participants.

Dated: ______ __, 2019

_______ __, 2019

Signature

Signature

__________________________________
Name

______________________________
Name

Regional Water Authority
Agency

List of Agreement Exhibits
Exhibit 1 – Project Participants
Exhibit 2 – Project Description
Exhibit 3 – Financing Plan
Exhibit 4 – Notice Information
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EXHIBIT 1
PROJECT PARTICIPANTS
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL WATER BANK, PHASE 1 PROJECT
Agency (Proposed)
California American Water
Carmichael Water District
Citrus Heights Water District
City of Folsom
City of Lincoln
City of Roseville
City of Sacramento
Del Paso Manor Water District
El Dorado County Water Agency
El Dorado Irrigation District
Elk Grove Water District
Fair Oaks Water District
Golden State Water Company
Orange Vale Water Company
Placer County
Placer County Water Agency
Rio Linda/Elverta Community Water District
Sacramento County Water Agency
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
Sacramento Suburban Water District
San Juan Water District

EXHIBIT 2
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL WATER BANK, PHASE 1 PROJECT
The Sacramento Regional Water Bank Project is being implemented in two distinct phases.
Phase 1 consists of work that is still primarily associated with pre-feasibility activities. The
Phase 2 scope of work and budget will be further developed during Phase 1 activities and will be
focused on final feasibility determinations including environmental analysis. The Phase 1 scope
of work is described below in four primary tasks.
SCOPE OF WORK
The following tasks describe the overall work activities expected for the Sacramento Regional
Water Bank (“Water Bank”) Project, Phase 1. More detailed scopes of work and deliverables
would be specified upon the issuance of task orders to authorize the work.
Task 1: Support Water Bank Project Committee Meetings
Support up to nine Water Bank Project Committee meetings during Phase 1 implementation. All
meetings are assumed to be in-person. Up to the currently budgeted amount, this task will
include the following:


Develop supporting meeting materials (as appropriate)



Conduct meetings



Develop meeting summaries



Development of template staff reports

Up to three template staff reports on the Water Bank will be prepared for Project Committee
participants to utilize with their respective organizations. Staff reports are anticipated to be
needed at the onset of Phase 1, during Phase 1 as an update on progress, and at the end of Phase
1 as a recap of accomplishments and preview of next steps. Staff reports will be prepared at the
direction of RWA.
Deliverables:


Meeting materials (as appropriate) – electronic and hard copies



Template staff reports – up to three; three pages in length; draft, final (both in MSWord)
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Task 2: Facilitate Water Bank Communications Working Group
Support and facilitate up to six Water Bank Communications Working Group (“Comms WG”)
meetings during Phase 1 implementation. The meetings will be a combination of in-person and
through online meeting services (via services such as GoToMeeting). Up to the currently
budgeted amount, this task will include the following:


Develop supporting meeting materials (as appropriate)



Facilitate meetings



Develop meeting summaries

Deliverables:


Meeting materials (as appropriate) – electronic and hard copies

Task 3: Develop Water Bank Outreach Materials
Support development of branding and outreach materials as part of Phase 1 implementation of
the Water Bank Communications Strategy. Up to the currently budgeted amount, this task will
include the following:
 Water Bank key messages – Support the Comms WG with development of Water Bank
key messages. These messages are the main points that audiences should know about the
Water Bank and will be used throughout all communications platforms and activities to
maintain consistent messaging.


Water Bank one-page fact sheets/inserts – Support the Comms WG with development and
production of an initial set of stand-alone one-page (back and front) fact sheets/inserts
related to the Water Bank. These fact sheets/inserts are intended to address key issues,
benefits, and technical topics associated with the Water Bank and are intended to be for
public distribution. Prior to development of fact sheets/inserts, support the Comms WG
with determination of the initial list of topics to be covered and sequencing during Phase
1.

Deliverables:


Water Bank key messages – draft, revised draft, final (all in MSWord)



Water Bank one-page fact sheets/inserts – up to eight fact sheets/inserts; draft, revised
draft, final of each insert (draft in MSWord, revised draft and final in InDesign); production
of 100 copies of each insert

Task 4: Integrated Water Flow Model Development


Develop a comprehensive model, using the California Department of Water Resources
(“DWR”) Integrated Water Flow Model (“IWFM-2015”) Code for the South American








Subbasin of Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. Note that the North American
Subbasin is already funded through another source.
Develop a new finite element grid network and populate the model with existing time
series and spatial input data files including data from the Sacramento Area Integrated
Water Resources Model (“SacIWRM”), California Central Valley Groundwater-Surface
Water Simulation Model – fine finite element grid (“C2VSim-FG”), and Sacramento
Valley Groundwater-Surface Water Simulation Model (“SVSim”) applications.
Calibrate the model using manual methods and refine using automated calibration with
PEST (model-independent parameter estimator) software. Perform sensitivity analysis
and refine model parameters, as needed.
Develop baseline models for existing and future conditions within the model area.
Run up to four model scenarios to determine the storage, storage losses, and local and
regional groundwater elevation changes associated with water bank operations in both the
North American and South American subbasins. Scenarios will include simulations of
water bank operations in the urban distribution systems as well as proposed operations
associated with the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District’s (“Regional San’s”)
South County Ag Program.

Deliverables:
 Complete populated and calibrated model files on IWFM-2015 platform
 Model files for baseline conditions, current conditions, future conditions, and scenarios.
 Report documenting model development, calibration, model scenarios and results, and
changes made based on stakeholder input.
Estimated Budget by Task
Task 1. Project Committee Support
Task 2. Communications Work Group Support
Task 3. Outreach Materials Development
Task 4. Integrated Water Flow Model Development
Not-to-Exceed Total
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$41,000
$17,000
$75,000
$367,000
$500,000

EXHIBIT 3
FINANCING PLAN
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL WATER BANK, PHASE 1 PROJECT
In developing the proposed fees for each agency, factors such as agency size and the likelihood
and level of participation in a future bank were considered. One of the most significant
considerations is whether the agency is also located within the South American Subbasin. This is
because agencies in the North American Subbasin are funding much of the cost for the update of
that portion of the model through a separate effort. A not-to-exceed fee was established to account
for the possibility that not all proposed agencies will participate and to allow for a contingency in
the event of unanticipated expenses. The not-to-exceed fee includes an additional 20 percent of
the planned Phase 1 fee for each agency.
Proposed Fee Table
Planned Phase 1 Not-to-Exceed Fee
Fee (1)
California American Water (2)
$
50,000 $
60,000
Carmichael Water District
$
10,000 $
12,000
Citrus Heights Water District
$
20,000 $
24,000
City of Folsom (2)
$
30,000 $
36,000
City of Lincoln
$
15,000 $
18,000
City of Roseville
$
30,000 $
36,000
City of Sacramento (2)
$
60,000 $
72,000
Del Paso Manor Water District
$
3,000 $
3,600
El Dorado County Water Agency
$
10,000 $
12,000
El Dorado Irrigation District
$
10,000 $
12,000
Elk Grove Water District (2)
$
15,000 $
18,000
Fair Oaks Water District
$
20,000 $
24,000
Golden State Water Company (2)
$
20,000 $
24,000
Orange Vale Water Company
$
3,000 $
3,600
Placer County
$
3,000 $
3,600
Placer County Water Agency
$
30,000 $
36,000
Rio Linda/Elverta Community Water District
$
4,000 $
4,800
Sacramento County Water Agency (2)
$
60,000 $
72,000
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (2) $
50,000 $
60,000
Sacramento Suburban Water District
$
35,000 $
42,000
San Juan Water District
$
25,000 $
30,000
Agency

Notes to Proposed Fee Table
(1) If every proposed agency participates in the Project, the fees collected would be $503,000. Any
surplus funds at the end of the Project will be dispensed in the manner described in Section 17 of
this Project Agreement.
(2) Agency in South American Subbasin.

At the outset of the study, the intent is to collect funding for $500,000 of work described in Exhibit
2. In the event an agency is unable to participate, the remaining agencies will cover the unfunded
amount to reach the $500,000 funding level on a prorated basis of their original fee up to their notto-exceed amount. Other than to fund any shortage of the $500,000 planned Phase 1 fees, the notto-exceed fee shall not be assessed or used for any other purpose, including as a contingency for
unanticipated expenses, without prior approval of the Project Committee.
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EXHIBIT 4 [CONTACT INFO TO BE ADDED BELOW UPON CONFIRMATION OF
PARTICIPANTS]
NOTICE INFORMATION
REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL WATER BANK, PHASE 1 PROJECT

California American Water

City of Roseville

Carmichael Water District

City of Sacramento

Citrus Heights Water District

Del Paso Manor Water District

City of Folsom

El Dorado County Water Agency

City of Lincoln

El Dorado Irrigation District

Elk Grove Water District

Rio Linda/Elverta Community Water
District

Fair Oaks Water District

Sacramento County Water Agency

Golden State Water Company

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
District

Orange Vale Water Company

Sacramento Suburban Water District

Placer County

San Juan Water District
Attn: Greg Zlotnick
P.O. Box 2157
Granite Bay, CA 95746
Phone: (916) 791-6933
Fax: (916) 791-6983
Email: gzlotnick@sjwd.org

Placer County Water Agency
Attn: Brian Rickards
144 Ferguson Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Phone: (530) 823-4845
Email: brickards@pcwa.net
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Regional Water Authority
Attn: Rob Swartz
5620 Birdcage Street, Suite 180
Citrus Heights, CA 95610
Phone: (916-967-7692
Fax: (916) 967-7322
Email: rswartz@rwah2o.org
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT SUMMARY
MARCH 2019
DIRECTORS
DATE

DESCRIPTION

LEIDY

EMMERSON

GREENWOOD

SELSKY

NELSON

ACWA FALL CONFERENCE
ACWA SPRING CONFERENCE
ACWA/JPIA
AWWA CA/NV FALL CONFERENCE
CALIFORNIA-OREGON TRANSMISSION PROJECT
CAP TO CAP MEETING/CONFERENCE
2x2 CWD/FOWD COMMITTEE
CWD - ADHOC NEGOTIATIONS COMMITTEE
CWD - EMPLOYEE RELATIONS COMMITTEE
CWD - FINANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - PLANNED SYSTEM MAINTENANCE COMMITTEE
CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
2/25, 3/18 CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING

1

A

2

^

2

2

2

CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
CWD - WATER SALES COMMITTEE
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
2/21

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY BOARD MEETING

1

2/27

REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

1

SACRAMENTO GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY
WATER EDUCATION FOUNDATION
TOTAL MEETINGS ATTENDED
TOTAL COMPENSATION
TOTAL EXPENSES

1

2

4

2

2

$152.00

$152.00

$608.00

$304.00

$304.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

DECLINED PAYMENT FOR ONE (1) MEETING
ABSENT

^

ATTENDED, CWD DID NOT RECEIVE COMPENSATION FORM FOR ONE (1) MEETING
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*
A

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT SUMMARY
FY 2018 / 2019
YEAR TO DATE
DIRECTORS
DESCRIPTION

LEIDY

EMMERSON

ACWA FALL CONFERENCE

WALLACE

GREENWOOD

4

SELSKY

NELSON

4

ACWA SPRING CONFERENCE
ACWA REGION 4 EVENT

1

ACWA REGULATORY SUMMIT

1

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

1

CWD - REGULAR BOARD MEETING

7

1
A

1

8

A

4

A

1

1

9

7

AA

4

CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
CWD - SPECIAL BOARD MEETING/PUBLIC HEARING
CWD - WATER SALES COMMITTEE
CWD - LA VISTA TANK SELECTION COMMITTEE

2

CWD - MEETING RYAN OJAKIAN

1

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
RWA BOARD MEETING

3

RWA EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

9

SGA BOARD MEETING

1

1

TRAINING

2

WATER EDUCATION FOUNDATION
TOTAL MEETINGS ATTENDED
TOTAL COMPENSATION
*
A

8

13

8

30

10

$1,216.00

$1,824.00

$1,216.00

$4,560.00

$1,520.00

TOTAL EXPENSES
$644.77
$1,163.50
DECLINED PAYMENT FOR ONE (1) MEETING
ABSENT
NOTE: FOR FY 2018/2019, WALLACE SERVED AS DIRECTOR UNTIL DECEMBER 6, 2018. NELSON TOOK OFFICE ON DECEMBER 7, 2018.

4
$

608.00

FACES OF WATER

1
2

3

Q&A
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LORI KALISIAK

Human Resources Coordinator
Carmichael Water District

Describe your job.
As a Human Resources (HR) department of
one with exceptional management support, I
have the pleasure of being responsible for all
areas of HR, including recruitment and staffing,
compensation and benefits, employee relations,
compliance, policies, payroll, procedures,
budget, etc., as well as assisting staff and
management with all things HR related.

What do you like best about your job?
The thing I love most about my job is helping
others. Some of the most satisfying times are
when I’m able to help an employee resolve an
issue related to their benefits, help a supervisor
through a difficult process, and see a benefit
change come to fruition, to name just a few.
I also appreciate being given the freedom to
utilize my Information Technology (IT) roots
to help others by developing solutions to
simplify or automate their processes as well as
automating many HR processes. And though it
may sound boring to some, I love developing
process documentation and assisting others
with creating their documentation.

How did you get into the water
industry?
After spending almost 20 years in Information
Technology, I chose to stay home with our
children until our youngest was in high school.
I went back to work part time with a small water
district and really enjoyed it. I wanted to find a
full-time position where I would be challenged
and where I could help others. When an HR
position opened up at Carmichael Water District,
it seemed like it would be the perfect fit, and it
most definitely has been.

Want to participate in a profile?

Please contact us at acwanews@acwa.com.

4

What is something unique about
yourself?
I have found my technical experience in IT to
be unique in the HR field and very useful as HR
becomes more about compliance and keeping
up with the quickly changing legal landscape.
It has also allowed me to bring more
automation to the HR processes as well as to
other departments.

5

What is your favorite sports team?
The Sacramento Rivercats. I have so many fun
memories of going to the games with family
and friends starting with their first season. I was
lucky enough to take my Brownie troop when
the Girl Scouts were invited to be the very
first group to spend the night on Raley field
after watching the Rivercats play. Tents weren’t
allowed, so the Delta breeze made for a pretty
chilly night.
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Hatchery will free thousands of tiny salmon
in survival experiment
Mike Chapman, Redding Record Searchlight Published 5:15 p.m. PT April 10, 2019 | Updated 8:40 a.m.
PT April 11, 2019
Will hatchery-raised salmon have a better chance of surviving their journey to the Pacific Ocean and
back if they get a 75-mile head start?
That's the question a three-year study hopes to answer for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and four
partner organizations.
The plan Saturday is to release 180,000 salmon fry into the Sacramento River 75 miles downriver from
the Coleman National Fish Hatchery. A tanker truck will take the young salmon from the hatchery
outside Anderson to Scotty's Landing in Chico for the fish's intended journey to the ocean under the
Golden Gate Bridge.
"If we can boost survival of the fish by even 20% to 40%, it's a great step forward to add fish to the
fishery," said John McManus, president of the Golden Gate Salmon Association.
Millions of salmon fry are released from hatcheries to rivers and creeks each spring. The adult fish
generally return three and a half years later to the places where they originated.
Millions of salmon fry are released from hatcheries to rivers and creeks each spring. The adult fish
generally return three and a half years later to the places where they originated. (Photo: U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service)
McManus said his group proposed the experiment to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the agency
agreed to give it a try.
The fish will be funneled into a portable, floating pen in the river — guided by jet boats — so they can
get used to the water and get their bearings before they're set free.
The study will try to determine if the fish's chance of survival will significantly improve without more of
the salmon straying, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife says.
A control group of another 180,000 salmon fry is planned for release Thursday for a comparison of
results, McManus said.
The study also will be a test for the fish's homing instincts to see if they return up the Sacramento River
or go elsewhere, such as another tributary. The fry each have a coded-wire tag the size of a grain of rice
inserted into their snouts and when they return to spawn in several years, their carcasses can be
retrieved by wildlife officials and the tag checked under a microscope.
Wildlife biologists won't have to wait a full three years to find out if the experiment is working. Batteryoperated acoustic tags have been surgically implanted into the gut of 600 of the fry — half in the control
group and half in the trucked salmon — so transceivers in the river can monitor the fish's progress.

Under current practices, a good number of the salmon reared and released from the Coleman hatchery
are lost in their first 75 miles of swimming from Battle Creek and down the Sacramento River. There's
also a high mortality rate for the fish in years when there's low water in the Sacramento River due to
predators.
The salmon sent into the river this week should have a higher survival rate anyway because the river is
murkier from the higher flows out of Shasta Dam, giving the fry better camouflage from their hungry
predators, McManus said.
"Everybody likes to eat baby salmon. They're on everybody's menu," McManus said.
Others partnering in the study are the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the University of California at Davis
and the Nor-Cal Guides and Sportsmen's Association.
A different experiment was tried in March 2016 to see if releasing salmon fry earlier — when they're 2and-a-half inches long — would increase survival rates. Typically the hatchery releases fall-run chinook
salmon in early April when they're 3 inches long.
This year is when hatchery officials expect to get solid data on that operation, McManus said.

Sacramento County gets FEMA money to
raise homes in flood zones
FEMA covers 75 percent of cost, homeowners have to cover other 25 percent
SACRAMENTO, Calif. (KCRA) —
Sacramento County homeowners living in flood-prone areas may be eligible for a grant to elevate their
houses above identified flood levels.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency announced it will fund a $2.6 million flood mitigation
grant, which could help dozens of homeowners in the county.
Funding from the grant will help homeowners raise their homes at least 18 inches above flood level,
which should reduce their flood risk.
"We have about 49 different homes that we’re considering candidates for this project," said Matt
Robinson, a public information officer with Sacramento County.
Among the Sacramento County areas that could benefit from the grant is Point Pleasant, which saw
significant flooding two years ago and in 1997 and 1986.
"In the south area, the water hits a bottleneck and it starts to back up into the Point Pleasant area,"
Robinson said, describing what happens when heavy rain and runoff hit the Mokelumne and Cosumnes
rivers.
FEMA, however, doesn't cover all of the cost.
Homeowners will have to come up with 25 percent of the cost to lift the home from its old foundation,
build a new foundation, build a new entryway and reconnect the utilities. They also have to find the
contractors to make it happen and get FEMA's stamp of approval.
Moreover, residents will be forced out of their homes for months while the work is being done.
"It might be too many hoops for them to jump through," said Robinson. "We encourage them to take
part in this, but it will be up to the homeowner as to whether or not they actually want to do this."
For now, Rick Huffman is among those who do.
He moved to his Point Pleasant home toward the end of 1986, months after flooding there.
"In '86, it came into the garage, but the house was spared pretty much," he said.
Huffman said periods of heavy rain and runoff mean constantly watching the water table, and although
it can be stressful, it's not enough for him to pack up and move.
"We just love it out here," he said about his property, which is lined with the eucalyptus trees he
planted.

Huffman said his home needs to be raised 7 feet, which would mean building a landing and steps to get
to the front door.
With a trailer to live in while the work is being done, it's something he can afford, though nothing is set
in stone yet.
Others, however, are finding trouble seeing a future in Point Pleasant, especially with the cost of having
to raise their home.
Mary Hodge said she and her husband are considering moving to Auburn.
"It's still a lot of money, and money is a consideration," she said.
For years, Hodge has watched the water slowly move toward her house, and while it's never made it
beyond the garage, it's a stressful experience.
"You get up in the morning and the water -- brown water instead of green grass in the field -- and you
just see it creeping and creeping. It's terrible," she said.
Robinson said the county is working to secure two other grants, which is part of a process that began
years before the 2017 flooding.
Follow this story to get instant e-mail alerts from KCRA on the latest developments and related topics.

In Bid for Cleaner Water, California Seeks
Arranged Utility Marriages
April 10, 2019/in Water News, Water Policy & Politics /by Brett Walton
Uniting small, failing utilities with larger neighbors can fix water problems.
By Brett Walton, Circle of Blue
BAKERSFIELD, Ca. — Michael Salazar, in his mid-fifties and on government disability, is the reluctant
president of South Kern Mutual Water Company. The tiny nonprofit enterprise supplies drinking water
from a single well tainted by toxic substances to 15 homes in an unincorporated community just outside
this city’s southern boundary, where almond orchards unfurl toward the horizon.
The outgoing president, Sherry Settlemoir, who lives across the street, stepped down at the beginning of
2018 because the duties of the troubled water company were overwhelming. She had to file regulatory
paperwork and administrative reports, collect bills, do basic maintenance, and pay contractors. Besides,
she has an ill father in Oklahoma to take care of. “My dad’s more important than this water system,”
Settlemoir, frustration swelling in her voice, told Circle of Blue.
Salazar did not want the unpaid job. No he did not. But he felt as if he had no choice. No one else in the
community volunteered for the position, which included dealing with polluted water. Neither South
Kern’s system nor neighboring Old River’s water system, which together serve 30 homes, could shoulder
the cost of a new treatment unit.
In 2015, California lawmakers passed a measure intended to resolve just this kind of impasse. Under
Senate Bill 88, the State Water Board was given the power to force a larger, better run utility to absorb a
smaller neighbor that consistently fails to deliver clean water. Salazar and Settlemoir are in favor. They
would like South Kern to connect to Bakersfield’s system, which serves high-quality water to 144,000
people.
The State Water Board, which regulates drinking water systems, wants the merger. It’s the easiest,
cheapest way to improve water service to the two communities, state officials say. Bakersfield objects,
though, arguing that the engineering logistics are more complex than laying a mile of pipe.
The three sides have been in negotiations for two and a half years, a struggle between one of the largest
cities in California’s Central Valley, state officials, and two tiny water suppliers that is the first significant
test of the four-year-old statute.
“We’re trying to take the lead in California on consolidation,” said Darrin Polhemus, director of
California’s Division of Drinking Water.
Amid rising costs, stricter regulations, deteriorating water quality, and a lack of technical expertise,
many small water systems in California and across the country are looking to join forces with larger
systems, either through sharing operations staff, forming regional partnerships, or full integration of the
physical infrastructure, governance, and billing systems.

So called “consolidations” won’t solve all of America’s drinking water problems, said Jeff Hughes,
director of the University of North Carolina’s Environmental Finance Center, who has studied utility
financial struggles across the United States.
But they are a tool, and one that is in demand. “We’ve worked in many areas where people are saying,
‘Please take over our system,’” Hughes told Circle of Blue. “The change is the cost of running these
systems, particularly in places with population losses. They don’t see a way of it getting better.”
Less enthused is the rural water lobby, which thinks consolidations are an option worth investigating,
but only if smaller entities are not coerced into a marriage that they do not want or higher bills that they
cannot pay.
“A better method is to look at what the community wants and what the risks are,” said Mike Keegan,
policy analyst with the National Rural Water Association.
Michael Salazar is the reluctant president of South Kern Mutual Water Company. He volunteered for the
unpaid position only because no one else in his community wanted to do it.
Michael Salazar considers the risk worth it. With no training or experience, Salazar reluctantly offered to
fill the president role for South Kern because he didn’t want to pay an outside contractor to do all the
administrative tasks. Outsourcing the work would result in a higher monthly bill, he said.
That was just a start. Simply paying the bills on time has been problematic. McMor, the contractor that
checks disinfectant levels in the system’s well and collects samples for lab analysis, did not receive
payment from South Kern for three months last summer and had no contact with Salazar. Since then,
the bills were repaid.
On top of management lapses like that, South Kern serves bad water. The company’s well for several
years has exceeded the federal standard for uranium, which is naturally present below ground. Its water
also violates the new state standard for 1,2,3-TCP, a grease remover that is used in manufacturing
pesticides and is found in groundwater throughout California’s Central Valley. The State Water Board
issued a compliance order to South Kern for uranium in 2016 and 1,2,3-TCP last year.
Paying out of pocket for a treatment unit would be a burden for residents of South Kern, where the
median household income of $31,669 is less than half the state figure.
Administrative struggles, financial difficulties, and polluted water were just too much for Settlemoir.
Same for Salazar. Both would love for South Kern, along with Old River Mutual Water Company, a
system about the same size and just down the road, to connect to the city of Bakersfield, whose
distribution network ends about a mile away.
“It would be a big help,” Salazar told Circle of Blue.
Mergers and Acquisitions
Survival for small utilities is tough. The United States has more than 50,000 community water systems,
defined as those that serve at least 15 connections. It’s an enormous number, and a relic of past
development patterns. The largest systems, like the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power,
distribute water to millions of people. But large water utilities are the minority.

If electric providers are the top predators of the utility ecosystem — large in size and few in number —
then water systems are the insects, startling in their number and diversity. California counts 75 electric
utilities in the state and 900 wastewater districts — but 7,439 public water systems.
There are thousands of entities like South Kern that deliver water to only hundreds or dozens of people.
Small systems are also some of the most frequent violators of state and federal drinking water
standards.
The well that serves about 80 homes in the unincorporated community of Tooleville, on the east side of
Exeter, in California’s San Joaquin Valley. Tooleville residents would like to join Exeter’s water system.
In many cases the water they serve is tainted. Sixty years ago a community in California could drill a well
and generally find sweet water. Today, groundwater throughout the Central Valley is laced with the
residues of the state’s industrial past and present: nitrates from fertilizers and solvents from
manufacturing, as well as naturally occurring arsenic and uranium.
Polhemus and others at the Water Board worked for years to build up the capacity of operators to
manage and maintain small systems. But in reviewing the results, they discovered that water quality
trends are persistently stubborn. The people they trained might have moved or found new jobs and
taken their state-funded knowledge with them.
The trend, decades in the making, is solving the challenges of size and staffing with consolidation. The
number of community water systems in the country has declined by almost 1,000 in the last five years
and nearly 4,000 since the year 2000. The number of utilities, Hughes points out, is even lower since
investor-owned water companies may operate hundreds of individual systems.
Polhemus now has a new strategic direction: to reduce the number of systems in California. The
authority in Senate Bill 88 has helped, largely because he has two additional staff members to assist
communities that want to explore voluntary consolidation, which state officials prefer over mandatory
enforcement. In the last two years, roughly 100 voluntary consolidations have been completed. “The
number is trending in the right direction, but not fast enough,” he told Circle of Blue.
Size has consequences. The smallest systems, those serving fewer than 500 connections, account for
more than 90 percent of the drinking water violations in the state, Polhemus said.
Supporting the California’s consolidation power is an odd coalition: policy wonks, who look at the
economic and demographic trends and understand that the numbers just don’t add up for a lot of small
communities; social justice advocates, who see a lifeline for poor communities that have been saddled
with foul water for years; and private water companies, which are hungry for business growth, new
customers, and the revenue that comes with them.
Before California passed Senate Bill 88, Kentucky lawmakers, in 2000, made it a state goal to consolidate
water and sewer systems. The state has spent at least $398 million to shepherd dozens of projects to
completion.
“That funding spurred these systems to start talking to one another,” Donna McNeil, executive director
of the Kentucky Infrastructure Authority, told Circle of Blue. “Without grant money to seed that
conversation, even if it was being leveraged with loans or other federal funding, I don’t think that the
consolidation effort would have gotten off the ground as well.”

Consolidation has attracted attention in the corridors of power and in board rooms. America’s Water
Infrastructure Act, a wide-ranging bill with near-unanimous support in Congress, was signed by
President Trump last October. The bill authorized states and the Environmental Protection Agency to
require that non-compliant water systems explore consolidation. The bill’s language does not grant the
power to require the next step and actually merge, but other details are still being worked out. The EPA
is in the process of writing regulations to implement the law, an agency spokesman said.
Keegan said he thinks the bill’s language, which requires a consolidation assessment only if violations
“are likely to adversely affect human health,” is vague enough that it will be difficult to act on.
Pedro Hernandez stands next to a canal that cuts through the unincorporated community of Matheny
Tract. A policy advocate for Leadership Council, Hernandez worked on the campaign to connect
Matheny Tract’s water system to the city of Tulare. Photo © Brett Walton/Circle of Blue
Investor-owned water companies, meanwhile, are also energized by the prospect of more consolidation,
which they view as an opportunity for business growth. Executives at American Water, the largest
publically traded U.S. water company, noted the America’s Water Infrastructure Act consolidation
provision in their third-quarter and fourth-quarter 2018 earnings calls.
“The result of this law is policies that set a course for enhanced water compliance and improved
management for water systems across the country. All of these efforts” — including state laws in
California and elsewhere — “help our company provide solutions to water and wastewater challenges
across our footprint,” said Walter Lynch, American Water’s chief operating officer, said on the February
20 call.
‘It’s Tough for These Small Systems’
Michael Salazar and the South Kern Mutual Water Company have a useful model to emulate north of
Bakersfield with the Oildale Mutual Water Company. A mutual water company is a not-for-profit
organization that supplies water to those living in its service area at cost.
Oildale, founded a century ago, supplies about 35,000 people. As it expanded, consolidation became an
attractive option for smaller mutual water companies in its path that were dealing with contaminated
water sources. The most recent consolidation, a voluntary union completed about 15 years ago, was
with Seventh Standard, a mutual water company to the west of Oildale. Seventh Standard’s well water,
which served about two dozen homes, was above the state limit for nitrate.
“As we grew around them, they pretty much requested us to integrate, consolidate with them,” Doug
Nunneley, Oildale’s general manager, told Circle of Blue. “Even before they were forced to, because of
water quality.”
The Seventh Standard example is instructive. It illustrates three pivotal points in the consolidation
discussion.
First is proximity. Seventh Standard was about a mile from Oildale’s distribution system, which held
down the construction cost. The more remote a community is, the more expensive it is to connect.

Polhemus said that the State Water Board ran an analysis of how many systems with water that does
not meet state and federal standards could be fixed through consolidation, based on proximity to a
larger utility. A quarter of the chronic violators were within a half mile of a larger system’s distribution
network, and one third were within one mile. Polhemus calls those the “low-hanging fruit.”
The second point is that relationships matter. Consolidations can be a merger of unequals. Utilities fear
the loss of local control over rates and rules. Social dynamics as seemingly trivial as high school football
rivalries may bleed into consolidation discussions. Residents who live in unincorporated areas may not
be accustomed to city watering restrictions and they may worry about the encroachment of other city
rules unrelated to water service. Many of the residents served by mutual water companies in
unincorporated Central Valley communities keep horses, chickens, and livestock on their property.
Consolidation can be a very good thing, but it can be expensive.”
Doug Nunneley, Oildale Mutual
The third lesson is that often the success of these consolidations relies on outside funding. Senate Bill
88, the law that authorized mandatory consolidations, requires that there be no construction cost to the
smaller community, which has to be economically disadvantaged to qualify, and the state has a pool of
money that it can tap for that purpose.
Most full consolidations require an upfront investment that can be several million dollars, Hughes said.
The tradeoff is that better water will be available down the road, but only after new debts and assets
are built.
Even in Seventh Standard, which was not an economically disadvantaged community, paying for the $2
million project themselves was out of the question. Without a state grant, the construction cost would
have amounted to about $80,000 per home.
“Consolidation can be a very good thing, but it can be expensive,” Nunneley said. “Like I say, a couple
million dollars just to tie the systems together. Without that grant, on the cost per home, no way they
could afford it.”
Mandatory Consolidation
But money, as it turns out, is not everything.
State funding is available to pay the cost of connecting South Kern and Old River to Bakersfield’s
distribution network. In addition, Bakersfield can access $10 million in no-interest loans for other
improvements to its water system. Still, no deal has been reached.
“It blows my mind,” Polhemus said. “Money is not what they’re concerned about.”
What they are concerned about, according to Chris Huot, the assistant city manager, are logistics and
coordination. The city does not want to run a one-way pipe to the communities, which would increase
maintenance costs because it would need to be flushed. The city prefers a looped system, where the
water could flow freely, but that would increase the construction cost and require coordination with
plans to upgrade a state highway that fronts the two communities.

Chris Huot, left, Bakersfield’s assistant city manager, gestures at a map of the city. The two communities
that the State Water Board would like to merge with Bakersfield’s water system are just south of the city
limit. Art Chianello, the water resources manager, looks on. Photo © Brett Walton/Circle of Blue
“I don’t think these consolidations are a one-size-fits-all model,” Huot told Circle of Blue. “In this case,
there would need to be engineering study work and analysis, right of way acquisition, significant
infrastructure upgrades within the neighborhoods. Those neighborhoods do not have sidewalks or
storm drains, curb and gutter. Pretty much any other time that city uses state and federal funds there
are requirements to bring other things up to code.”
The Water Board’s response is that it is only authorized to provide funds for water infrastructure, not for
upgrading the sidewalks.
Social justice campaigners are critical of the State Water Board’s slow pace in general on consolidations.
The board is using its mandatory authority “very selectively and very cautiously,” said Pedro Hernandez,
a policy advocate at Leadership Counsel, which works on social issues in the San Joaquin Valley.
Hernandez was an organizer in the state’s first application of its mandatory authority, in a community
called Matheny Tract, outside of Tulare. That consolidation, which was on track voluntarily before
needing a push from state regulators across the finish line, was completed in 2016.
Matheny Tract residents are pleased with the new arrangement, Hernandez said. But they had to adjust
to having their water use metered for the first time.
South Kern residents, meanwhile, wait for the day that they can rid themselves of their water system
and connect with Bakersfield.
“It can’t happen soon enough,” said Settlemoir, who does not drink her tap water.
This report was made possible in part by the Fund for Environmental Journalism of the Society of
Environmental Journalists.

Laser measurement of Sierra snowpack
from the air being considered in
Sacramento
Submitted by paula on Tue, 04/09/2019 - 9:17pm
Paula Peterson
At a price tag of $150 million, the California legislature is considering a bill that, if approved, would
change the way the Sierra snowpack is measured each year.
For 90 years the snowpack has been measured at several locations including Phillips, just west of Lake
Tahoe. Normally performed in front of media, staff from the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) snowshoe into a spot where they stick a pole into the snow to measure the depth and water
content of the snow.
In 1908, James E. Church, a UNR professor at the time, started surveying snow in almost the same
manner around Lake Tahoe, a procedure that continues at Mt. Rose, Nevada.
These methods of measuring snowpack may be supplemented by lasers from airplanes.
SB-147 was introduced by California Senator Anna Caballero from the Central Valley and, if passed,
would add the "Airborne Snow Observatory," a system capable of measuring snow depths at several
points in every square meter of a watershed and would cover over 40,000 miles by air with the use of
lasers.
This bill calls for $150M in funding over the next ten years from the state's General Fund to conduct
laser surveys via ten airplane trips over the Trinity Alps and the Sierra Nevada each year. They would
also fly over hydrologic areas that drain to, or supply water to, certain major reservoirs and lakes. The
bill would require the department to collect the aerial survey data and summarize and make publicly
available the data obtained and digital products used to produce runoff forecasts.
Existing law requires the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to gather and correlate
information and data pertinent to an annual forecast of seasonal water crop, including the snow survey
done monthly in the Sierra at Phillips. That law requires DWR to update every five years the plan for the
orderly and coordinated control, protection, conservation, development, and use of the water resources
of the state, which is known as The California Water Plan.
Water managers review the collected data to better control water storage, predict drought conditions,
while the data also reveals information on tree health, moisture content, and other conditions of
California’s forests and watersheds. All of this is critical for targeting key areas where additional forest
management and fuel reduction activities can help reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfires, especially
under future climate change.

The bill states conventional snow surveys provide useful data to natural resource managers but have
limitations, such as inaccessibility of wilderness areas, and result in estimates of snowpack with a margin
of error of up to 60 percent.
Caballero's bill says: "When combined with conventional measurements from California’s snow survey
program, data generated through the Airborne Snow Observatory has resulted in runoff forecasts that
are 96 percent to 98 percent accurate, and this data is already in use by the Department of Water
Resources’ flood control forecasters and federal water supply and habitat restoration programs."
They could contract with the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) to perform the
surveys from the air.
The new airborne program would cover areas that drain or feed into Lake Tahoe, Don Pedro Reservoir,
Englebright Lake, Folsom Lake, Lake Isabella, Lake Kaweah, Lake McClure, Lake Oroville, Lake Success,
Millerton Lake, New Melones Lake, Owens Lake, Pardee Reservoir, Pine Flat Reservoir, Shasta Lake, and
Trinity Lake.
SB-487 passed the first committee vote 9-0 and is set for a hearing before the Senate Appropriations
Committee on April 22. If it passes it would take effect later in 2019.
Calls and emails into Cabellero's office and DWR were not returned by the time of publication.

Commentary

Rain, like a tax refund, should be banked for
the future
By Daniel Cozad, general manager of San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District Apr 4, 2019 0
Working in the water industry, I get asked frequently about weather, rainfall and the California “D”
word: drought. Is it over like they say? Did we get enough rain that I can go back to watering like I used
to?
Through smart decisions by settlers 150 years ago, the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation
District is in an advantageous location — thanks to our geography — to recharge and store rainwater
and snowmelt in the winter for times of summer and drought.
Our predecessors settled in a valley bordered by mountains that increase the rainfall and help store
water as melted snow underground. They also experienced drought and, in response, they thoughtfully
set aside thousands of acres of land needed to capture and replenish the primary source of the water
they needed, underground.
This forethought in water planning was not unique in the late 1800s and early 1900s because there were
no other options. Without water, there was not enough work, food or economic force to support the
population. This understanding was common as the need for air or sunshine.
As farming and development continued, more water was needed, and winter rains were no longer
adequate or in the right locations. Additional wells were developed to supply growing agricultural and
domestic needs. However, the more groundwater that was drawn from the earth, the lower the water
table sank. The dominant economic force in the area was citrus, and in a bad year fortunes were lost.
Groundwater was the savings account communities banked on to save a bad year or a few from bringing
about economic and societal ruin. Thus citrus and local water bankers of the early 1900s funded the
infrastructure to capture and store wet winter flows.
What will we do with our windfall?
Approaching Tax Day, I think about how people react if they receive a tax refund. Some spend it on
something they have had their eye on, others pay off debts and still others invest it for an uncertain
future.
The ruinous effects of economic drought are mitigated by savings to tide us over until conditions
improve.
Likewise, groundwater is a savings account. If we fund it in good (wet) times, it is available for the
recessionary (dry) times. Hence, savings for a rainy day is apt, but in the case of water supply, it is saving
for an un-rainy day.

So are we out of the drought? Depends on your perspective. Surface water and soil moisture are now
greatly improved. That is good for streams and plants. It also allows agricultural irrigators and
homeowners to forgo using groundwater for their lawns and crops.
Winter’s rains are like a tax rebate. You can spend it and use additional water this year. You can put it in
savings and store it in the groundwater basin for future needs. Or you can pay off your credit card debts,
maximize the amount of water recharged (with both surface water and imported water) to repay the
groundwater overdraft from prior drought years.
The San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District’s goals are to recharge water to refill the
groundwater basin far beyond the drastically reduced levels seen from the past five or more years of
drought.
Meeting this goal requires close cooperation among cities and other water districts. To accomplish this,
our district and the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (the area’s State Water Import
agency) are participating with all large water users in the area in a Groundwater Council to collectively
repay the debts of past droughts, and to stabilize water table levels for the future.
You can help by using only what you need so this rainwater blessing can be put into storage for the
future dry times that will inevitably come.
So, is the drought over? In terms of surface water and soil, yes.
For groundwater, we have at least a 500,000-acre-foot deficit — enough to supply well more than a
million efficient homes for a year — that we should repay from the last drought, so our drought impact
is not over.
As an arid region, we need to save on every rainy day, because — like a tax refund — we never know
when the next windfall will come.
Daniel Cozad is general manager of the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District.
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2019 Regular Board Meeting Schedule
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20 (Budget/Rates Public Hearing)
(Board Compensation Public Hearing)
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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 2019
Updated: February 2019
CARMICHAEL WATER DISTRICT
STANDING COMMITTEES:
Compensation Committee
Paul Selsky (Term FY 2017-2019); Roy Leidy (Term FY 2018-2020)
Finance Committee
Roy Leidy (Term FY 2017-2019); Mark Emmerson (Term FY 2018-2020)
Water Sales Committee
Jeff Nelson (Term FY 2016-2019); Ron Greenwood (Term FY 2018-2021)
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)
Jeff Nelson (Representative)
GROUNDWATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
Roy Leidy (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)
Roy Leidy (Representative, Term 2018-2022); Mark Emmerson (Alternate)
WATER FORUMS SUCCESSOR EFFORT (4)
Roy Leidy (Representative); Steve Nugent (Representative); Ron Greenwood (Alternate)

