SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

FLOOD CONTROL & WATER IRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
CONSERVATION DISTRICT

P. 0. BOX 1810

STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA, 95201
TELEPHONE (209) 468-3000
FAX NO. (209) 468-2999

ADVISORY WATER COMMISSION
January 20, 2016, 1:00 p.m.

Public Health Conference Room, 1601 E. Hazelton Avenue, Stockton, California

AGENDA

Roll Call
Approve Minutes for the Meeting of November 18, 2015
SCHEDULED ITEMS

. Action Items:
A.  Election of Officers for 2016 (See Attached) — Brandon Nakagawa

Il. Discussion ltems

A. Update on California WaterFix and EcoRestore program (See Attached) — Brandon Nakagawa

B.  Presentation and Discussion on Local Drought Emergency — Mike Cockrell

C.  Presentation and Discussion on the Fall 2015 Groundwater Monitoring Program — Gerardo Dominguez

D. Update on the Federal Rule Making Process Defining Waters of the US (See Attached) — Brandon
Nakagawa

E.  Update on SGMA Activities — Brandon Nakagawa

I11. Communications (See Attached):

A. December 28, 2015, The Sacramento Bee, “Controversial Sale of Delta Islands Runs into Problems”.

January 5, 2016, News Release, Sacramento District, “CVIFMS — A Unified Vision for Water and
Ecosystem Studies in California’s Central Valley”.

C. January 12, 2016, Press Release, Congressman David G. Valadao, “Valadao Introduces Legislation to

Resolve Drainage Dispute”.
Public Comment

Next Regular Meeting: February 17, 2016, 1:00 p.m.
Public Health Conference Room

Commission may make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on any listed item.

If you need disability-related modification or accommodation in order to participate in this meeting, please contact the Water Resource Staff at (209) 468-3089 at least 48 hours prior
to the start of the meeting.Any materials related to items on this agenda distributed to the Commissioners less than 72 hours before the public meeting are available for public

inspection at Public Works Dept. Offices located at the following address: 1810 East Hazelton Ave., Stockton, CA 95205. These materials are also available at
http://www.sjwater.org. Upon request these materials may be made available in an alternative format to persons with disabilities.



REPORT FOR THE MEETING OF
THE ADVISORY WATER COMMISSION OF THE SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
November 18, 2015

The regular meeting of the Advisory Water Commission of the San Joaquin County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District was held on Wednesday, November 18, 2015, beginning at 1:00 p.m., at
Public Health Services, 1601 E. Hazelton Avenue, Stockton, California.

Roll Call

Present were Commissioners Nomellini, Roberts, Flinn, Winn, Herrick, Holbrook, Christensen,
Hartmann, Meyers, Neudeck, Secretary Nakagawa, Vice Chair Price, and Chairman McGurk.

Others present are listed on the Attendance Sheet. The Commission had a quorum.
Approval of Minutes for the Meeting of October 21, 2015.

Motion and second to approve the minutes of October 21, 2015 (Hartmann/Holbrook). Unanimously
approved.

SCHEDULED ITEMS

Tom McGurk, Chairman of the Advisory Water Commission, led the agenda.

l. Action ltems:

A. Discussion and Possible Action on the pros and cons of the County filing as a
Groundwater Sustainability Agency under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
in those portions of the Cosumnes, Eastern San Joaquin and Tracy Sub-basins within
San Joaquin County — Brandon Nakagawa.

Summary
Secretary Nakagawa gave a PowerPoint presentation on the Sustainable Groundwater Management

Act of 2014 (SGMA) — Groundwater Sustainability Agency Governance Formation (see attached).

Mr. Nakagawa stressed the importance of the topic and the County’s need to receive feedback
regarding the pros and cons of the County filing as a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA). The
objective was to present options for governance, review what is required by SGMA, summarize
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development options and provide insight into the County’s
motivations to file as a GSA. All presentation elements have been discussed at multiple public
meetings, including regular discussions held at the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin
Authority (GBA), in the SGMA Work Group, and in meetings with local irrigation districts, water districts,
and cities. Many stakeholders throughout the County understand that SGMA requires basins and
subbasins to be managed at a level to avoid undesirable results, achieve sustainability and avoid state
intervention. Stakeholders have exhibited various levels of understanding the SGMA requirements and
some remain committed to pursuing independent filings as an alternative to a County GSA. Details
below were presented by Mr. Nakagawa with an active discussion among Commissioners, staff and
members of the public following the presentation.
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Presentation Highlights
Mr. Nakagawa presented three GSA Governance models.

e Centralized: In a centralized GSA, there would be one governing body covering the entire basin,
assuming all authorities and responsibilities and it could be structured as a new agency or
formed within an existing agency.

o Distributed GSA: A Distributed GSA would require multiple existing entities such as water
districts, the County, cities, and other agencies, to establish a coordination agreement (MOU),
and each entity would assume all responsibilities for their respective service areas or “spheres
of influence”.

e Combination GSA: Should stakeholders elect a combination GSA, a centralized GSA would
assume shared responsibilities (e.g., data collection reporting, coordination of governance
amongst entities, GSP development and coordination of implementation, etc.).

Under SGMA, the deadline to form a GSA or multiple GSAs and submit filings is June 30, 2017. All
GSAs statewide are required to comply with all elements of SGMA. GSAs have also been provided
financial and enforcement authority to manage groundwater and prevent the six undesirable results:
chronic lowering of groundwater levels, significant/unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage,
seawater intrusion, degraded water quality/containment plume migration, land subsidence, and
significant water depletions.

The entire basin must be covered by a GSA by June 30, 2017. Mr. Nakagawa further explained that
Senate Bill 13, effective January 1, 2016, clarifies the process for agencies filing as or electing to
become GSAs. The agency must conduct a public hearing, which must be properly advertised as a
public notice in a newspaper pursuant to Government Code 6066. If an agency decides to become a
GSA, they will elect to do so, have a hearing, and within 30-days, must file the paperwork with DWR at
which time, a 90-day “clock” will start. Stockton East Water District (SEWD) filed GSA paperwork on
October 22, 2015. South San Joaquin Irrigation District filed GSA paperwork on November 12, 2015.
Both filings were done within 30-days of a public hearing.

If an agency has an overlapping area and wants to file as a GSA, they have 90-days to do so. If no
other agency files within the 90-day filing of the provisional agency, that agency will be named GSA by
the DWR. Currently, there are overlapping areas which may affect SEWD and SSJID. Possible future
filings may include the City of Manteca (alone or with SSJID), Lockeford Community Services District,
Linden County Water, and South Delta Water Agency. There is also a clear desire from SEWD and
South Manteca to manage the groundwater in their area. DWR will conduct a “Review for
Completeness” of all agency filings to become GSAs. Mr. Nakagawa distributed a map of San Joaquin
County jurisdiction overlap. Some districts have narrow powers to serve surface water or manage
groundwater; some provide business supply or agriculture supply; and some districts do everything.
Pursuant to SB13, DWR will retroactively look at past filings of agencies, and possibly invalidate and
return them, thus regenerating the 90-day clock.

There are several motivations for the County to file as a GSA at this time. The County already
possesses the authorities to implement SGMA and the San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (District) holds assessment and fee authority county-wide (including cities). This
authority allows the District to levy charges/fees, which may cover a portion of the cost to implement
SGMA. Furthermore, the County has monitored and reported groundwater trends since 1971.

San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department (EHD) also possesses a database with water
quality and well construction information. EHD is the well-permitting “gatekeepers” for the County.
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Given these authorities and others as well as the available resources, the County is well positioned to
establish itself as a GSA and build upon existing systems that can provide a countywide benefit.

He stated there is much to consider in the decision of whether the County should file as a GSA. The
planning and development is bigger than Public Works, alone, can offer and County departments
including County Counsel, Environmental Health, Planning and Development, and Ag Commissioner
will help coordinate this issue. The County will take the role as “back-stop” very seriously, and already
holds much of the authorities needed and will recognize the authorities in the other districts and cities.
In addition, the County already has established programs that SGMA requires.

Mr. Nakagawa concluded his presentation and discussion was opened.

Discussion

Commissioner Flinn inquired on the language regarding the “basin.” The GSA will cover the

San Joaquin basin — but there are actually two (2) basins. Would there be a GSA covering the eastern
basin and another GSA for the western region? Commissioner Flinn also asked the advantage of
having one GSA covering both basins or would it create confusion? Mr. Nakagawa responded that one
GSA covering two basins could be a possibility and that this is an issue that would require coordination.
Commissioner Flinn also asked in the event that the County elects not to file as a GSA, and there are
entities that are not financially able to apply to be a GSA with no overlapping boundaries in their area —
what happens to that area? Mr. Nakagawa responded that the County would, by default, become a
GSA for uncovered areas pursuant to SB13 and DWR'’s implementation.

Commissioner Hartmann asked how the County will fund the costs for becoming a GSA?

Mr. Nakagawa responded that funding is currently coming from the Water Investigation Zone No. 2
budget but that it is clear costs will ramp up. He added that the monitoring program is inadequate and
more data is needed thus the possibility of a special fee election to generate funds. Commissioner
Hartmann asked where this funding will tie in to fees on water. Mr. Nakagawa responded it would be
“fees on service” not necessarily water. Commissioner Hartmann questioned if there could be
opposition for water taken out of an agricultural well to irrigate its 500-acres to which Mr. Nakagawa
responded, “Possibly.” Commissioner Hartmann asked if all these issues need to be resolved before
filing as a GSA. Mr. Nakagawa assured there is no way to know all these answers and filing only
requires GSA coverage by the first deadline of June 30, 2017. Some additional funding considerations
include front costs and long term cost, how many agreements may be needed, how cumbersome will
the coordination be or how many hours or attorney fees.

A question from the public asked if we are far enough along to request a boundary modification on the
basins or will they need to be modified at all? Mr. Nakagawa replied that the discussion is ongoing.
North San Joaquin Water Conservation District (NSJWCD) has made a formal request to modify the
boundary north of the Mokelumne River and there is a meeting scheduled with DWR to discuss the
likelihood of this being approved.

Commissioner Nomellini asked Mr. Nakagawa if he is seeking a recommendation that the County
should file as a GSA? He added that he feels the County should, in fact, file as a GSA and that
agencies who want to join with the County could have the flexibility to sort out details, legally, in a
Resolution. Mr. Nomellini expressed his opinion of preferring Central Delta Water Agency (CDWA) join
with the County application as CDWA overlaps with Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID).
Commissioner Christensen interjected that he could support a motion by Commissioner Nomellini if
there is pre-coordination before the County files its map, as WID is planning to file and would like
coordination so the County will not be filing over the top of WID. He added that coordination
agreements could be worked out sharing acquired (well) data, but added there are still a lot of
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unknowns and feels it would be a waste of resources to have the County file over districts that are filing
as their own GSA. Commissioner Christensen expressed his opinion that there is an overdraft situation
in San Joaquin County and responsible action has not been equally shared by all areas. Some
agencies have spent a lot of money to bring the groundwater table up beneath their communities
including SEWD, WID, SSJID, City of Lodi and the City of Stockton and want to protect their
investments by filing as separate GSAs while others have done minimal to bring in surface water and
hold up the existing groundwater table. Commissioner Nomellini responded that these are groundwater
management plan issues to work out and how can they be resolved within the 90-day deadline (which
has already started) but to join with the County and then sort out the details later. Commissioner
Christensen addressed agency overlap and said other GSAs will not be included in their (WID)
groundwater sustainability intention.

Commissioner Holbrook differentiated between a GSA and a GSP. A Groundwater Sustainability Plan
(GSP) will include all GSAs (Groundwater Sustainability Agencies). It is important that GSAs do not
overlap to avoid the filings being invalidated and result in the State taking over. We all want the same
thing — to protect ourselves and work together as one group or several groups, work with our plan and
protect our area(s).

Commissioner Hartmann inquired about whether districts that made the commitment to sustain and
recharge their groundwater while others had not and would these issues be covered in the “chapter
program?” Mr. Nakagawa responded that individual districts and cities would have their own service
areas in position to maintain water levels, water quality, subsidence, and surface water interactions. He
further added that the 90-day clock started with the provisional filing. If the County files as a GSA, it will
suspend the 90-day clock thus allowing time to work out issues and still meet the long-term deadline of
June 30, 2017.

Commissioner Flinn commented on having one plan for the entire basin which would introduce the
need for implementation and question of a GSA. He added that the concerns of authority over certain
areas would be answered and he is in favor of a unified plan to work together for the common good.

A member of the public asked that if the County files, does a 90-day clock start for those agencies that
have not yet filed so they may decide to form a GSA and/or stop what the County is doing?

Mr. Nakagawa replied, technically, yes, but the commitment of the County would be to work out those
issues of overlap and jurisdiction authority without having a 90-day clock deadline. The member of the
public further commented on the importance to coordinate at the County level. He is aware of agencies
that have moved forward in GSA formation but if the County’s position is to truly coordinate all the GSA
areas and agencies, he believes most will be on board with one single GSP. There is recognition for
compliance by 2017 and that GSP guidelines will start coming out in June 2017. He further added that
the closer we are in formation and having a governing structure established, the quicker we can start
working on sustainability. The goal for his district is to have their local government set for easier
coordination at the County level.

Mia Brown from Linden County Water District asked if a GSA, once formed, is a stand-alone legal
entity? Mr. Nakagawa answered that it has to be an existing local public agency. Ms. Brown further
guestioned that should the County apply as a GSA, would the County Board of Supervisors be the
governing body, by default, or is there a mechanism in place to form a Joint Power of Authority (JPA) of
constituents from the agencies within the geographical boundaries? Attorney Kurtis Keller of Neumiller
and Beardslee answered that with the County filing as a GSA, the County would be the governing
board. However, modifications to the filing would be allowed and through conversations, developments
of MOU'’s, and future understandings of what the local agency authorities will need, what powers they
want to yield or how they want to be implementing components of the GSP it might make sense to

4
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develop a JPA and create a hew body of governing structure. There will be recognition and autonomy
of the separate districts.

Julianne Phillips from the San Joaquin Farm Bureau commented that if the County files and there are
no additional filings within the 90-days, the County is presumed to be the GSA and there would be
nothing to compel them to create MOUs. Mr. Nakagawa responded that the commitment of the County
would compel them to do so.

Scot Moody from Stockton East Water District expressed his concern of some entities that are unable
to provide water to maintain sustainability but intend to file as a GSA with authority over sustainability.
He asked why would the County file when it does not have water rights.

Commissioner Nomellini referred back to the 90-day deadline stating that if agencies who have filed
with the DWR withdrew their notice of intent to form a GSA, the deadline would be pushed back to June
30, 2017 allowing time to sort out issues and concerns. He further suggested another option is to form
one GSA with the County and any interested agencies.

Commissioner Herrick commented that he believes this is an honest effort by the County to ensure
overlap concerns and jurisdictional issues are satisfied and that there are less than 90-days for some
entities to decide whether or not they relinquish control to the agencies that have already filed.
Commissioner Christensen stated that he feels the County should try to coordinate jurisdiction maps
before filing to avoid layering.

Mr. Nakagawa asked Commissioner Holbrook whether SSJID’s Board will comprise the GSA board.
Commissioner Holbrook acknowledged that his entire district will have representation. Commissioner
Holbrook’s opinion recognizes the fact that this “problem” was created by the State to take our water
and take it south by intent to “divide and conquer.”

Mia Brown, Linden County Water District, asked if the County files for GSA, do they have to file for full
jurisdictional boundaries or will they “carve out” for the entities that wish to be their own GSA?

Mr. Nakagawa replied that the County could “carve out” but is not feasible within the 90-day clock. The
County will need to hold a Board hearing at the December 15, 2015 Board of Supervisors meeting with
a Notice of Public Hearing advertised in local publications two weeks prior to the meeting. Immediately
following the hearing, the County will have 30-days to file the paperwork to become a GSA — all before
the provisional 90-day clock expires on January 20, 2016. The intention of this discussion is to move
forward with a Board hearing whereupon the County must decide to file as a GSA.

Commissioner Hartmann inquired about the “remedy” for WID should the County file as a GSA “on top”
of WID’s filing? He referenced the County’s commitment to “work out” issues and what would be the
outcome should an agreement not be met? Mr. Nakagawa responded that the County would attempt to
resolve all issues but if unresolved, WID could file within the County’s 90-day clock and stake out their
grounds. Mr. Nakagawa emphasized the need to work out issues to avoid State intervention.
Clarification was made that this applied to all agencies that have already filed as a GSA.

Kris Balaji, Director of San Joaquin Public Works, clarified that should the County file over the top of
previous filings, it will make all filed GSA application(s), including the County’s, incomplete per DWR
requirements regarding overlap. He recognized, previously mentioned, solutions including the
formation of a JPA or a GSA with sub-chapters but added the “best thing” to protect the interest of the
County is for the County to file as a GSA. This will allow time to work out differences while presenting a
“unified front” to the State that all agencies involved will work out an honorable and meaningful
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implementable plan. Commissioner Hartmann added that the County filing as a GSA would be a
“protective filing” with the opportunity to work out issues later.

Commissioner Nomellini suggested all interested agencies form a JPA and file a Notice of Intent to file
as a GSA. Commissioner Price asked if there can be filing as a GSA before the JPA is in place to
which the answer was “yes.”

Commissioner Herrick asked if the County can file as GSA for all areas but prior to the deadline for
entire GSA coverage (June 30, 2017), make amendments of their GSA coverage thus allowing for the
areas that want to file as a separate GSA? Kaurtis Keller, water counsel, responded that a substantial
amendment to your filing will restart the 90-day clock and allow for other GSA filing(s).

Commissioner Holbrook asked in the event that the County has filed as a GSA but excluded areas that
have also filed, can the agreement be modified to include the previously-excluded areas, should all
issues be worked out? Mr. Nakagawa answered yes, the County can modify and resubmit their
agreement.

Commissioner Roberts supports the County filing as a GSA but has concern if his District, Central San
Joaquin Water Conservation District (CSJWCD) or any district doesn't file as a separate GSA, do they
lose deciding interest(s) if the County files and no agreement has been met? He further added he feels
there is no protection for agencies in not filing separately. Mr. Nakagawa responded the assumption is
correct. Commissioner Nomellini further suggested a JPA. Commissioner Holbrook added that there is
not enough time to form a JPA, boards to meet, etc., within the 90-day deadline already established.

Commissioner Winn commented that he understands the autonomy concern and assured that the
County is not trying take control, but rather take pre-emptive action to ensure no area is left uncovered.
GBA will, eventually, have to come up with a plan for those districts that have not yet participated in a
sustainability plan for our basin. For that reason, there are questions that cannot be answered yet as
there is no “framework” — it is not known who will or will not participate; there are inequities between
urban and agriculture; inequities between districts; questions regarding funding; and enforcement
aspects. He suggested bringing issues to the “front” with discussions regarding balance, equality,
influence and framework of a JPA. After conversations with Supervisors from various counties, no
counties have a clear idea of where this is going and no one wants the State to take control.
Commissioner Winn's goal, as a representative of the County and a resident of the city, is to utilize the
intelligence and resources available to come up with a plan to submit to DWR and preclude them from
taking one acre of our area. He cautions moving too quickly.

Commissioner Hartmann asked when the deadline is for the County to act on filing as a GSA within the
90-day clock established by other filings. Mr. Nakagawa responded that the deadline with DWR is
January 20, 2016 with a 30-day window back to December 21, 2015 for a vote from the Board of
Supervisors. The last available meeting to go before the Board of Supervisors is December 15, 2015.

Commissioner Christensen stated he would support a motion for the County to file as a GSA contingent
upon an amendment to the motion that the County would “carve out” the area that WID intends to file
on the GIS mapping.

Commissioner Nomellini added that he wanted to get into a position to avoid individual filing by forming
a JPA with the County made up of multiple GSAs. He added that he supports the County filing as a
GSA but his district will also file separately and sort out issues later. But, ideally, he would like to see
all districts file jointly with the County as one group with multiple GSAs.
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Mr. Nakagawa clarified that the objectives of the GBA is to explore options, with a JPA being one, and
set up a SGMA Work Group through GBA to offer a level playing field for discussions. He recognizes
that SSJID, SEWD and WID are ahead of the curve in understanding the implications of SGMA. There
has been nothing “taken off the table” and the goal remains to work towards a JPA.

Commissioner Herrick made comment that SSJID, SEWD and WID should have discussions with their
boards to consider the possibility of an umbrella GSA that will assign obligations within their districts to
avoid multiple GSAs. He referenced the original intent of the law is to control groundwater basins to
avoid depletion thus the formation of groundwater sustainable agencies but foresees future issues with
multiple GSAs controlling two basins.

Commissioner Nomellini moved to recommend that the County file as a GSA for the entire County and
any agencies that want to join per a MOU or JPA to file a Notice of Intent. Overlapping issues will need
to be resolved.

Mr. Nakagawa clarified what will be filed is not a Notice of Intent but rather a Notice of Public Hearing
following action by the Board. Mr. Keller added that while it would normally be possible to create an
MOU of intent between the groups, this is not the present issue within the timeline allowed.

Mr. Nakagawa stated that a resolution to elect to become a GSA by the County could immabilize
commitments. Attorney Keller further clarified that per DWR, the County filing will not start the 90-day
mandate clock for anybody. The 90-day clock starts once the DWR posts that a filing is determined
“complete”. Currently, there are no complete filings. He further added that SEWD and WID did start
the 90-day clock but the County filing will make all applications incomplete.

Commissioner Nomellini suggested districts file separate Notices of Intent as separate GSAs.

Mr. Nakagawa responded that any future Notices of Intent will be incomplete. What is required to be
filed are the actual election notices and submittals.

Commissioner Hartmann asked how the County will incorporate the various concerns brought up in the
room so that there is confidence the issues will be worked out? Mr. Nakagawa believes it will be
through the resolution electing to file as a GSA for the County.

Comments from the public referenced that not all are subject to the 90-day clock — only those that have
filed a Notice of Intent with overlapping jurisdictions. If a district does not file, they have no leverage.
By the County filing earlier than later, it starts the clock for everyone and if you don’t submit an
application, you will be under the County umbrella. Mr. Balaji responded that by the County filing, it
makes the two previously-filed applications, as well as the County’s filing, incomplete. The County’s
filing actually opens up window of time for everyone to work together toward a better solution.

Mr. Keller stated per the new law, SB13, effective January 1, 2016, DWR requirements to file as a GSA
are to file a resolution and the accompanying documents to form or elect to become a GSA.

Commissioner Herrick asked for clarification of the County filing as a GSA before the end of the year.
His understanding is there is no clock suspended or added protection for any districts and the
provisional 90-day clock will not have expired before the end of the year. Commissioner Nomellini
responded that it will comply with the legality for this interim period of change in the law.

MOTION: Commissioner Nomellini moved and Commissioner Hartmann seconded a motion to
recommend to the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors to file as a Groundwater Sustainability
Agency under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The motion was passed with
Commissioner Christensen and Commissioner Holbrook opposed and Commissioner McGurk
abstained.
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B. Discussion and Possible Action to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the
County Submit a Grant Proposal to DWR for the Counties with Stressed Basins
Solicitation in the amount of $250,000 — Brandon Nakagawa

Mr. Nakagawa explained the purpose of the recommendation to the Board of Supervisors was to
submit a proposal for a County grant in the amount $250,000 eligible to counties with stressed basins.
Requirements are a $250,000 map of the County with the County in a good position for this match. The
monies will be used for funding GSP ideas and data collection.

MOTION: Commissioner Nomellini moved and Commissioner Holbrook seconded a motion to
recommend the County submit a $250,000 grant proposal for counties with stressed basins. The
motion passed unanimously.

The scheduled agenda discussion items (IlA, B and C) were postponed until a future Advisory Water
Commission Meeting.

The Board and public wished Commission Winn a Happy Birthday.
Public Comment:
No public comment received.

Next Regular Meeting: December 16, 2105, at 1:00 p.m.
Public Health Conference Room

Adjournment: 3:15pm
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Local Objectives for SGMA Implementation

» Prevention of State Intervention;

» GSA coverage for the entire County;

» Development of a single GSP for each Sub-basin;

» Recognition of local public agency autonomy and authorities;
» Recognition of County’s and cities’ land use authority;

» Recognition of County’s responsibilities to environmental
protection;

» Submit a basin boundary modification request to DWR appending
the portion of the Cosumnes Basin north of the Mokelumne Rive
within San Joaquin County to the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-basi

» Intra- and inter-Sub-basin coordination as required to achieve
sustainable groundwater management.




Should the County File as a GSA?

» Areas not covered by an electing GSA;
» County’s role as the backstop before State

Intervention;
» Authorities necessary as a County, a County Flood

Control Water Conservation District, and as a GSA to
Ing with

A

Implement SGMA,;
» Established programs that are already deal

groundwater management issues;
respect to -~ 4

» Authorities that cannot be delegated with
land use, police powers, and environmental

protection.
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Critical SGMA Milestones

» By June 30, 2017 - All high- or medium-priority sub-

basin require GSA coverage;

» By January 1, 2020 - All sub-basins des
“critical groundwater overdraft” must
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)

» By January 31, 2040 - All Sub-basins must achieve

sustainability.
» Ability for State Intervention begins on July 1, 2017. -
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Local Objectives for SGMA Implementation

» Prevention of State Intervention;

» GSA coverage for the entire County;

» Development of a single GSP for each Sub-basin;

» Recognition of local public agency autonomy and authorities;
» Recognition of County’s and cities’ land use authority;

» Recognition of County’s responsibilities to environmental
protection;

» Submit a basin boundary modification request to DWR appending
the portion of the Cosumnes Basin north of the Mokelumne Rive
within San Joaquin County to the Eastern San Joaquin Sub-basi

» Intra- and inter-Sub-basin coordination as required to achieve
sustainable groundwater management.




Multiple GSAs - Single GSP - Multiple
“Chapters”

- Multiple GSAs

- Multiple areas self-designate as GSAs

ounty covers areas not electing to become a GSA
- Coordination agreements required between GSAs
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- Cities and districts develop “chapters” for their respective
service areas
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- Each ““chapter” is incorporated into one subbasin-wide G




Hybrid Single GSA with Limited Role - Recognize Authority and 1‘1
Autonomy of Local Public Agencies - Multiple “Chapters”

Single GSA with Limited Role

County or JPA;

Inter- and intra-basin coordination; monitoring and reporting; data

collection standards;
Development and coordination of Single GSP;

Funding.

Single GSP

Cities and districts develop “chapters’ for their respective service areas

Each ““chapter” is incorporated into one subbasin-wide GSP

Recognize authority and autonomy to implement and enforce GSP

“chapter” in agencies’ respective jurisdiction.

County backstop if electing GSA fails to implement GSP “chapter’’:




Should the County File as a GSA?

» Areas not covered by an electing GSA;

» County’s role as the backstop before State
Intervention;

» Authorities necessary as a County and a County
Flood Control Water & Water Conservation District to
Implement SGMA,;

» Established programs that are already dealing with
groundwater management issues;

» Authorities that cannot be delegated with respect to
land use, police powers, and environmental
protection.
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DIVISION 1. - ADVISORY WATER COMMISSION
CHAPTER 1 - ESTABLISHMENT AND DUTIES
Sections: ‘

F-1000 - CREATION,
Pursuant to Section 7 of the San joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Act
{Chap. 46, Stats, 1956, First Extra-Session), an Advisory Water Cormmission is hereby created.

(Res, R-86-438)

F-1001 - MEMBERSHIP,
The members of the Commission shail be appointed by the Board of Supervisors and it shall

consist of not more than twenty-six (26) members, including twenty-three (23) regular members and
three (3} ex officio member. The regular members of the Commission shall serve for a term of four (4)
years, or until the entity which the member represents revokes its recommendaticn of appointment of
the member, whichever occurs first, All appoinlments shall also be at the pleasure of the Board of
Supervisors, which may rernove a member prior to the end of the member's term. In the event of a
vacancy in office, a Commissioner appointed to fill that vacancy shall serve for the unexpired term of
that vacancy, subject to the term restrictions as set out in this paragraph.

The Board of Supetrvisors shall appeint as regular members to the Commission, one (1)
representative and one (1} alternate representative from two {2) or more nominees submitted by the
districts, cities and agencies fisted in this section. The names subimitted to the Board shall clearly
indicate which of the recommended appointments is to be the regular member and which is to be the
alternate member,

(a) North San Joaquin Water Conservation District;
(b) Stockton East Water District;

(c) Central 5an Joaquin Water Conservation District;
(d}) South Delta Water Agency,;

(e) Central Delta Water Agency,

(fy Woodbridge Irrigation District;

(g) The City of Stockton;

(hy The City of Lodi;

() The City of Manteca;

() The City of Ripan;

(k) The City of Escalon;

(1) The City of Tracy;

(m) The City of Lathrop;

(n) South San Joaquin Irrigation District;

(0) Oakdale trrigation District;

(p) Theirrigation and water districts of southwestern San Joaquin County which are nat

about:blank 1/15/2016
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specifically listed above in this section;
(@) The SanJoaquin County Board of Supervisors;
(N An atdarge representative who shall be a consumer of water;
{(s) A representative of an envircnmental or fish and wildlife organization;
{t} Urban flood control reclamation district;
(U} Urban flood control reclamation district;
{v) Building and construction industry;
(w) General business community.

In the event that the regular member cannot attend a meeting of the Commission, the alternate
mernber may attend and serve as a full regular member during such absence, The absence for which
the alternate member serves shall not constitute an absence for the purpose of determining whether
there is a vacancy in office,

(Res. R-86-438: Ord. 3457; Ord, 3920 8 1, 1997)
{Ord. No, 4408, 58 1, 2, 6-14-2011)

F-1002 - EX OFFICIO MEMBERS.

The DRirector of the San Joaguin County Department of Public Works or his designate, the County
Counsel or his designate, and one (1) representative of the Californja Water Service Company, shall
serve as ex officio members of the Commission. The ex officio members of the Commission shalf not
make motions or offer resolutions, or vote as members of the Commission, but may participate in
Commission discussion. The ex officic members of the Cornrission shall not receive compensation for
their services with the Commission other than the compensation to which they are otherwise enTitled
as County or District officers or employees,

(Res, R-86-438)

F-1003 - POWERS.

The Commission shall have advisory powers only and all action of the Commission, ether than
matters relative to the internal operation of the Commission, shall be subject to final approval by the
Board, For the purpose of transacting business, five (5) regular members of the Advisory Water
Commission shall constitute a quorum.

(Res. R-86-438: Crd. 3457)

F-1004 - RECOMMENDATIONS.

The Commission shall, either at the request of the Board or upon its own initiative, study and
investigate matters of concern ta the district and make recommendations thereon to the Beard. Such
matters shall include, but are not limited to, the following;

fa} Flood control;

(b) Drainage;

{c) Water conservation;

(d) Water distribution;

{s) Underground water conditions;

about:blank 1/15/2016
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(f} Water pollution;

{g) District water needs,

(h) The exportation of water from the District area;

(iy Supplemental water supplies for the District area;

(i) State and federal water projects of benefil lo the District;

{k} Salinity control;

() Water quality;

(m) The protection of water rights of landowners within the District; and

{n} Recrealion activities and development in connection with waler conservation and flood
control activities,

(Res. R-86-438)

F-1005 - PLAN.

The Commission shall adopt a long range plan, which plan shall effectuate the intent and purposes
of the San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Act, and shall further adopt
policies to effectuate said long range plan.

(Res. R-86-438)

F-1006 - BUDGET.
The Commisston shall have no responsibility or authorily regarding an annual budget for the
District, except as directed by the Board of Supervisors.

(Res. R-86-438)

F-1007 - SUBDIVISION MAPS.

The Commission shall perform such functions in connection with Subdivision Maps as may be
assigned to the Commission by Lhe Sar Joaquin County Subdivision Ordinance.

(Res. R-B6-438)

F-1008 - GENERAL PLAN,

The Commission shall cooperate with the Planning Commission of the County of San joaquin, with
particular reference to the ultimate preparation of a conservation element of the general plan of San
toaquin County, and shall further cooperate with and advise the Planning Commission in connection
with the timely reviﬁw and revision of said canservation element,

(Res. R-86-438)

F-1009 - COORDINATING AGENCY.

it is recognized by this Board that there are numerous districts, municipalities, and private
agencies within the District engaged in various activities relating to water. It is intended by this Board
that the Commission shall serve as a coordinating agency with reference to activities concerning water
matters as set out in Section 1004,

(Res. R-BE-438: Ord. 3457}

aboulblank 1/15/2016
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F-1010 - PROJECTS, ZONES, TAX RATE.

Prior to the undertaking of any project by the District, the creation of any zone by the District, or
the establishment of any tax rate for any zone by the District, the matter shall be considered by the
Commission and the Commission shall hold a public hearing thereon and make a recommendation to
the Board. Prior to the holding of such hearing, notice shall be published once at least ten (10) days
priot to the public hearing in a newspaper of general circulation published in the affected zone, or if
none is published in the affected zone, then in a newspaper of general circulation published in the
District. No hearing held by the Commission pursuant to this Section shall conslitute a substitute for
any hearing required to be held by the Board pursuant to the San Joaquin County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District Act, and this Section shall not constitute a delegation of the duty of the
Board to hold any hearing. This section shall not be construed to require the annual budget or
assessment report of any zone to be submitted to the Commission for a hearing under this section,

{Res. R-86-438: Ord. 3552)

F-1011 - OFFICERS,
The members of the Cormmission shall, at the time of their initial appointment, and annualiy

thereafter during the month of January, select from among their members a chairman and vice-
chairman. At the time of selecting the chairman and vice-chairman the Commission shall also select a

secretary who need not be a member of the Commission.

(Res. R-86-438)

F-1012 - RULES,
The Commission shall adopt rules for the conduct of its meetings.

(Res. R-86-438)

F-1013 - MEETINGS—OFFICER VP:CANCY.

The Commission shall establish regular meeling dates and may, from time to time, call special
meetings. The Commission shall meet at least once each calendar month, The Office of any
Commissioner may be declared vacant in the event a Commissioner is absent from three consecutive
regularly scheduled meetings, unless said absences are excused by the Chairman of the Commission.
Any declaration of vacancy by the Commission shall be referred to the Board of Supervisors with a
recommendation that the Board make an appointment to fill that vacancy. Attendance and vacancy
reguirements shall not apply to the Board of Supervisors' represenlative and/or alternate.

(Res. R-86-438; Ord, 39205 2, 1997)

F-1014 - COMPENSATION,

The members of the Commission, other than the advisory ex officio members, shall receive such
compensation for their services as is established by resolution of the Board, and shall in addition
thereto receive their actual and necessary expenses incurred in the performance of their duties
including, but not limited to, mileage to and from the meetings of the Commission.

(Res, R-86-438)
F-1015 - REPORT TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.

about:blank 1/15/2016
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Once in each three (3) month period either the Chairrman or the secretary of the Commission shall
appear before the Board and report on the activities of the Commission during the preceding three (3)
month period.

(Res, R-B6-438)

about;blank 1/15/2016
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
January 15, 2016

CONTACT: NATASHA DRANE
916) 874-4627

SUPERVISORS DECRY LACK OF TRANSPARENCY IN GOVERNOR’S TUNNEL PLAN
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENT

SACRAMENTO, CA—In response to an announcement today by the California Department of Water
Resources regarding a tentative agreement to begin construction of Governor Brown’s tunnel plan
through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, the Delta Counties Coalition (DCC) issued the following
statement:

“With no notice or collaboration despite numerous opportunities, including a public meeting we
attended yesterday with Governor Brown and Resources Secretary Laird, the region most affected by
this plan for taking additional water from the Delta, was never consulted or even made aware of this
outrageous plan to begin construction before a mandatory environmental review is completed,” said
Sacramento County Supervisor Don Nottoli, chair of the DCC.

“To green light a construction authority, which will potentially have veto power over State oversight
before environmental reviews are completed, is a breach of good faith in reaching a water solution for
all Californians.”

The DCC has advocated for protecting the interests of the Delta and California’s water supply and
produced a set of approaches that will achieve balance for the economic and environmental health of
the Delta while also improving water supply stability. Those solutions include:

Improving the ability to move water around as needed with cost-effective water system
operation improvements.

Increasing storage capacity.

Reinforcing our levee system.

Increasing opportunities for local storage, increased conservation plans, water reuse and
recycling and desalination.

Restoring the Delta’s health so that it can continue its role as an economic, agricultural,
recreational and environmental engine for the region and state.

The DCC was formed to better represent the nearly 4 million people throughout the Delta region and
works collaboratively to give one voice to the Delta and engage in efforts to achieve three goals: improve
the Delta ecosystem, provide a more reliable water supply for the State, and protect and enhance Delta
communities.

# # #






The Board of Supervisors Contra

David Twa
County Administration Building CO S t a Clerk of the Board
651 Pine Street, Room 106 and_ _
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John Gioia, 1% District
Candace Andersen, 2™ District
Mary N. Piepho, 3" District
Karen Mitchoff, 4™ District
Federal D. Glover, 5" District

January 12, 2016

The Honorable Lois Wolk
California State Senate
State Capitol, Room 5114
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SB 554 (Wolk): Delta Levee Maintenance— SUPPORT

Dear Senator Wolk:

On behalf of the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors, | am pleased to communicate our support
for your bill, Senate Bill 554. SB 554 is an important and timely bill that will remove the threat of
automatic repeal of the current levee maintenance program cost-sharing formula.

SB 554 would also declare legislative intent to continue to reimburse up to 75% of those costs incurred
in any year for the maintenance or improvement of the project or non-project levees in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta in excess of $1,000 per mile of levee.

The State’s Delta Levee Subventions program has dramatically improved flood control and increased
the reliability of water conveyance in the Delta by utilizing an efficient process of partnering with the
local flood control agencies for levee maintenance and improvements. Local agencies fund 100% of
the work up front, and the State reimburses a percentage, creating an incentive for the local agencies to
perform the work in the most cost effective and efficient manner possible.

Since the inception of the Delta Levee Subventions Program, levee improvements have dramatically
reduced the risk of flood within the Delta, as evidenced by the lower number of levee failures during
the flood events in 1997 and 2006. Failure due to high tides or high flows has been essentially
eliminated thanks in large part to the success of the Delta Levee Subvention Program.

For these reasons, Contra Costa County is pleased to support SB 554. Thank you for authoring this
legislation, and we look forward to working with you throughout the legislative process.

Sincerely,

CANDACE K. ANDERSEN
Chair, Board of Supervisors



CC:

SB 554 (Wolk)
Page 2 of 2

Members, Board of Supervisors

Contra Costa County Legislative Delegation
David Twa, County Administrator

Cathy Christian, Nielsen Merksamer

Delta Counties Coalition
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