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AGENDA 
 

I. Roll Call  

II. Approve Minutes for the Meeting of May 16, 2018 

III. Discussion/Action Items: 

A. Standing Rules for Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Committees (See Attached). 

B. Discussion on the Substitute Environmental Document (SED) for the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Bay-Delta:  San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Salinity Objectives (See Attached).   

1. Presentation by SDWA 

2. Presentation by SSJID 

3. Presentation by SEWD 

C. Presentation by Chris Elias, Executive Director, San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA). 

D. Presentation of the Fall 2017 Semi-annual Groundwater Report – Michael Callahan, P.E. 

E. Standing Updates: 

1. Sacramento – San Joaquin Delta (See Attached) 

2. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act – SGMA (See Attached) 

3. Flood Management and Water Resources Activities  

IV. Informational Items (See Attached): 

A. July 27, 2018, Letter from Department of Water Resources to Contra Costa Water District, 
“Commitment Letter – 2016 Proposition 1 Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) 
Disadvantaged Community Involvement Grant Award. 

 

V. Public Comment:  Please limit comments to three minutes. 

VI. Commissioners’ Comments: 

VII. Adjournment: 

 
Next Regular Meeting 

September 19, 2018, 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 Resources 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 
May 16, 2018 

 
The regular meeting of the Advisory Water Commission of the San Joaquin County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District was held on Wednesday May 16, 2018, beginning at 1:00 p.m., at Public 
Health Services, 1601 E. Hazelton Avenue, Stockton, California. 
 

I. Roll Call 
 
Present were Commissioners Nomellini, Roberts, de Graaf, Holman, Starr, Herrick, Holbrook, Hartmann, 
Meyers, and Neudeck, Alternates Richle, and Reyna-Hiestand, Secretary Nakagawa, Vice-Chair Price, 
and Chairman McGurk.   
 
Others present are listed on the Attendance Sheet. The Commission had a quorum. 
 
II. Approval of Minutes for the Meeting of April 18, 2018.   
 
Motion and second to approve the minutes of April 18, 2018 (Herrick/Nomellini). Unanimously approved.  
 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 
 
Tom McGurk, Chairman of the Advisory Water Commission (AWC), led the agenda. 
 
III. Discussion / Action Items: 

 
A. Presentation on Potential Future of Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) 
 
Mr. Brandon Nakagawa gave a presentation on the development of staff recommendation to the San 
Joaquin County Board of Supervisors (BOS) regarding the Advisory Water Commission’s role in the 
IRWM Program, as requested at the AWC meeting held April 18, 2018.  The Eastern San Joaquin 
County’s IRWM Plan (IRWMP) was last revised in 2014.  Mr. Nakagawa displayed slides depicting 
the purpose and relevance of, as well as the opportunities for IRWM.   
 
IRWM is a state program administered by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), 
which allows participants eligibility for bond funding through grants and other programs.  Proposition 
1, the “Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act” which passed in 2014, has $510 
million allocated, state-wide, for IRWM projects.  Our San Joaquin River funding region is large and 
competes for IRWM funding with the Cosumnes River to the north, East Contra Costa to the west, 
Madera and Fresno counties to the east, and Westside-San Joaquin.   
 
Currently on the ballot is Senate Bill 5 – “California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate Coastal 
Protections, and Outdoor Access for All Act of 2018” which could allocate $1.5 billion for water 
projects – including IRWM, and $500 million for flood protection.  Another bond which could qualify 
for the November ballot is the Jerry Meral Water Bond.  Potentially, there could be a total of $12 
billion in new bond funding for water projects.  However, to compete for these funding opportunities, 
applicants must have an IRWMP. 
 
Mr. Nakagawa named some potential IRWM funding categories including:  Water supply reliability, 
groundwater recharge, water treatment, flood protection, levees, retention basins, groundwater 
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storage, flood easements, stormwater, low impact development, wastewater, groundwater recycling, 
eco-system restoration, or disadvantaged communities.  Disadvantaged Community (DAC) funding 
must directly benefit the DAC area and projects could include water quality testing, or high-efficiency 
toilet rebate programs.  Mr. Nakagawa added that it could be beneficial to be more inclusive and 
expand the IRWM Region to all of San Joaquin County, and beyond, including the San Joaquin 
Delta region, the Southwest San Joaquin areas, or the West Calaveras / Stanislaus County Triangle.  
Mr. Nakagawa emphasized the need to be competitive to achieve IRWM funding.   
 
The IRWM is still “housed” in the Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater Basin Authority (GBA), 
a joint powers authority established in 2001 to participate in the Freeport Project with East Bay 
Municipal Utility District and Sacramento County.  The GBA consists of 13 member agencies, and 
has “morphed” into a planning agency with four goals:  1) IRWMP; 2) facilitate projects; 3) apply for 
grants; and, 4) develop strategies for the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).  
Accomplishments of the GBA include the development of a Groundwater Management Plan, two (2) 
IRWMPs, a $2.5 million study with the United States Geological Survey (USGS), and preparation for 
the implementation process of SGMA.  Currently, the GBA has a budget surplus of $85,000, which 
could fund the IRWM update.   
 
Mr. Nakagawa addressed considerations, should the Commission decide to become the governing 
body of the IRWM.  Currently, the AWC is a commission awarded by the BOS whose role is to make 
recommendations to the BOS.  The purpose of the Commission is for collaboration to discuss and 
resolve issues before presentation to the BOS, with meetings scheduled monthly and in compliance 
with Brown Act requirements.  The Commission contains 24 member seats comprised of cities, 
water districts, and irrigation districts in San Joaquin County, as well as representatives of 
south/west county irrigation districts, flood management, fish and wildlife, and the building and 
construction industry.   
 
Mr. Nakagawa queried the following regarding the AWC and the IRWM:   
 

 Membership – Does membership of the Commission need to expand to be appropriate for 
the IRWMP (i.e. DACs, eco-system restoration groups, government agencies outside the 
County, and/or SGMA)?   
 

 Funding – Zone 2 can continue as a contributor to IRWM efforts.  Should voluntary or 
standard membership contributions be imposed as a fee to participate in the IRWM to 
finance project proponent’s costs including updates, applications, and/or vetting grants? 

 
Vast discussion continued amongst the Commission on updating the IRWM, the timeline for the 
update, funding, expanding membership of the AWC, if project proponent(s) should pay for their own 
application(s), and DWR beneficial aspects of IRWM projects.  To be competitive for DWR grants, 
IRWM projects must be included in the IRWMP.   
 
In conclusion, Mr. Nakagawa clarified that, at this point, funding may not be needed to update the 
IRWM.  The update of the plan would include preparation, review, and recommend for adoption to 
each AWC membership agency and/or the BOS.  In addition, if a potential project is presented which 
is not currently included in the IRWMP, a process needs to be established for the AWC body to 
accept the project and/or modify the IRWMP.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Nomellini moved and Commissioner Hartmann seconded a motion to 
recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the Advisory Water Commission become the governing 
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body of the IRWMP, and that the Board of Supervisors delegate the management actions of the 
Advisory Water Commission for the IRWMP.  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
B. Standing Updates – Brandon Nakagawa 

 
Standing monthly updates were provided on the following: 
 

1. San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA):   
 

Roger Churchwell has returned to work as Acting Executive Director of SJAFCA.  In addition, 
a new Executive Director has been selected with negotiations still underway.   
 

2. Flood Protection: 
 
 Delta Levee Subventions Program:  Commissioner Neudeck reported on this annual 

operations and maintenance program for the reclamation districts in the San Joaquin 
Delta.  The program was set to expire on June 30, 2018, with the original cost-share 
ratio of 75/25 (after “initial spending” of $1,000 per levee mile) reverting back to a 
50/50 cost-share.  The upcoming expiration was not getting legislation attention.  
Thus, a group was formed to develop language for a budget trailer bill to extend 
legislation.  The end result is the Delta Levee Subventions Program has been 
included on the Federal Budget as a Trailer Bill, the “sunset” has been removed, and 
the “Ability to Pay Study” language has been removed whereby the State could 
evaluate and demand a reclamation district’s ability to pay more than 25%.  However, 
“initial spending per levee mile” to become eligible has been raised to $2,500 for 
urban districts, but remained $1,000 for rural and agricultural districts.   

 
 Statewide Grant #3:  Mr. Nakagawa reported that the County applied for Statewide 

Grant #3, having been awarded the previous Statewide Grants #1 and #2.  The 
County has received notification of being awarded Statewide Grant #3 funding of over 
$580K, almost the full funding request.  Funds will be used towards inundation 
mapping, and ~$400K allocated for flood fighting materials (i.e. rock, Visqueen, 
sandbags, and/or Aconex Box).   

 
A stipulation is the rock can only be used for emergency situations.  Thus, a stockpile 
plan will be developed, including stockpile location(s), monitoring, and logistics.  The 
designated areas to utilize the rock are Zone 9 and SJAFCA.   

 
 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA):  Commissioner Nomellini reported that 

the language in the WRDA Bill is being considered and could affect the wide-use of 
the floodplain issues regarding development of Reclamation District (RD) 17.  The 
WRDA Bill also contains a provision that states there cannot be any State or Federal 
challenge of any Water Fix environmental document and/or decision.  Mr. Nakagawa 
added that there have been discussions amongst lobbyists to “kill” the language being 
introduced to challenge any Water Fix document or decision.   

 
3. Sacramento – San Joaquin Delta:   

 
Mr. Nakagawa provided updates on the following: 
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 Mr. Nakagawa acknowledged an email, dated April 30, 2018, sent by a constituent, 
Ms. Jackie Shaw, regarding the ranking of the California Water Commission – 
Storage Water Projects that were evaluated for public benefits, and the correlation of 
funding awards and support of Governor Brown’s Twin Tunnels.  Mr. Nakagawa 
added that as listed on the California Water Commission – Summary of Commission 
Determinations for Public Benefit Ratios, dated May 10, 2018, the top ranking awards 
of state bond funding for storage are Santa Clara Valley Water District, and Contra 
Costa Water District – coincidentally, both supporters of the Twin Tunnels. 

 
Temperance Flat Reservoir Project has also received state bond funding.  San 
Joaquin County may be asked to support construction of this project in the future.   

 
 Water Fix:  Commissioner Herrick reported that the Water Fix hearings have not been 

set and are currently on “hold,” with rebuttals yet to be submitted.  DWR is expected 
to release a draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which will include 
clarifications of the project.  He added that the current Twin Tunnels Plan contains 2 
tunnels, with 3 intakes.   
   

4. Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA):   
 

 Mr. Nakagawa reported that telephone and email communications have been made to 
potential Stakeholder Committee members.  He clarified that the established Eastern 
San Joaquin Groundwater Advisory Committee is comprised of the Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) advising the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater 
Authority Board (GWA).  The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Stakeholder 
Committee is comprised of community members and representatives of the 
categorical stakeholders in legislation (i.e. business, private, agricultural, urban, and 
environmental groups).  The deadline to apply for the Stakeholder Committee is 
Friday, May 18, 2018, with the Stakeholder Committee list finalized next week.   

 
 The SGMA Groundwater Model is expected to be finalized soon.  The model is the 

State’s model but has been updated to include San Joaquin County’s current data 
and recharge features.  The model is intended to be available for use by other 
agencies.  We are two months into the GSP development process to meet the “self-
imposed” deadline of June 30, 2019.     
 

IV. Informational Items: 
 

A. April 18, 2018, Written Public comments from Mr. Dominick Guilli Provided at Advisory 
Water Commission Meeting 
 

B. April 27, 2018, newsdeeply, “California Delta a Flash Point for Conflict as Climate Change 
Unfolds” 
 

C. April 30, 2018, Email from Ms. Jacklyn Shaw with Attachment from the California Water 
Commission, “Summary of Public Benefit Ratio Pre and Post-Appeal – Staff Assessment, 
as of April 20, 2018” 
 

D. May 9, 2018, agalert.com, “Water Project Backers Discuss Panel’s Decisions” 
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E. May 10, 2018, California Water Commission, “Summary of Commission Determinations for 
Public Benefit Ratios as of May 10, 2018” 

 
V. Public Comment:  Public comments, adopted by the Advisory Water Commission on January 

17, 2018, will be limited to 3-minutes, unless extended to the discretion of the Chair.   
 
No comments given. 

 
VI. Commissioner’s Comments:   
 

Commissioner Hartmann commented on the development to update the IRWMP and 
encouraged Mr. Nakagawa to reach out to the AWC members should the need arise, rather than 
await the next scheduled meeting.     
 

Next Regular Meeting:    June 20, 2018 at 1:00 p.m. 
    Public Health Conference Room 
 
VII. Adjournment:   2:07 p.m.  





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

III.A. 
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Villalpando, Kelly

From: SJC Committees
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2018 8:22 AM
To: Villalpando, Kelly; StocktonAg2; Bagri, Kamaljit; Lovato, Annette; Jolley, Jennifer; Merrill, Zoey; Meyers, 

Larry; Stark, Russell; Vasquez, Debbie; tvartan@sjcbhs.org; eespinosa@sjcbhs.org; 
raguilera@sjgov.org; Vigil, Elisangela; eboyette@sjgov.org; jcary@sjgov.org; Merlo, Eric; Serrano, 
Sonia; Schiff-Ross, Lani [HSA]; Harris, Kathy; Ali, Ashreen; Parrish, Barbara; raguilera@sjgov.org; 
jcary@sjgov.org; jsolis@sjcworknet.org; slantsberger@sjcworknet.org; ewanket@sjcworknet.org; 
mfranks@sjcworknet.org; Davis, Rawlen; raguilera@sjgov.org; Vigil, Elisangela; eboyette@sjgov.org; 
jcary@sjgov.org; jsalerno@sjgov.org; San Joaquin County Parks and Recreation; Costa-Adams, Sandi; 
restrada@sjcehd.com; Linda Turkatte [EH]; Kasey Foley [EH]; McHugh, George; Sarabia, Cynthia; 
Abarca, Jose; jsalerno@sjgov.org; plstetson@sbcglobal.net; Ludwig, Dale; Funderburg, John; 
llozano@sjgov.org; Sullivan, Kerry; Serrano, Sonia; vlopez@sjcworknet.org; West, Terence (Taft); Soto, 
Paula; tmallory@sjcworknet.org; ggamez@sjcworknet.org; trangel@sjcworknet.org

Cc: Duzenski, Mimi
Subject: Annual Report Due by September 28, 2018
Attachments: Standing Rules for Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Committees.pdf

Importance: High

Good morning,  
 
The purpose of this email is to notify Board Liaisons that the Annual Report, required by the Standing Rules for Boards, 
Commissions, and Advisory Committees (R‐17‐160 attached) is due within 90 days of the close of the fiscal year. All 
committees need to submit a report to the Clerk of the Board outlining the Committee’s activities and accomplishments 
during the prior fiscal year. These reports should be submitted on or before September 28, 2018 and can be submitted 
via email to committees@sjgov.org.  
 
As a reminder, agendas, minutes, and financial reports (if any) must be electronically submitted to the Clerk of the Board 
within ten days of their presentation to, and approval by the Committee. These can also be emailed to 
committees@sjgov.org.   
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank you.  
 
Rachél DeBord 
Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board 
San Joaquin County 
44 N. San Joaquin Street, Ste. 627  
Stockton, California   95202 
Phone: (209) 468-2323  Fax: (209) 468-3694   
Email: rdebord@sjgov.org  Website: www.sjgov.org 
  
Ask me about volunteer opportunities to serve on a San Joaquin County Board or Commission! 
  

 
 



Standing Rules for San Joaquin County Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Committees. 
 
The following rules are adopted for all standing and ad hoc County Boards, Commissions 
and Committees, hereinafter “Committees”. The rules are in addition to any rules or bylaws 
adopted by the Committees. These rules establish minimum standards; however, a 
Committee may choose to exceed the requirements established herein. 
 
1.  Attendance at Training. All persons appointed to committees must complete the County 
boards and commissions training within 90 days of appointment. Training dates will be 
provided by the Clerk of the Board. Failure to complete the training shall be reported to 
the Board of Supervisors and may result in removal. 
 
2.  Attendance at Meetings. All Committees will establish attendance rules to ensure that 
members regularly attend meetings. The rules will provide for the removal of members 
who, without excuse, fail to attend three consecutive meetings. 
 
3.  Bylaws.  All Committees will submit copies of current bylaws to the Clerk of the Board.  
Proposals to amend or modify bylaws must be reviewed by County Counsel and approved 
by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
4.  Agendas, Minutes and Financial Reports. All Committees will electronically submit 
agendas, minutes, and financial reports, if any, to the Clerk of the Board.  Agendas will be 
submitted electronically to the Clerk of the Board prior to the physical posting of the 
agenda as required by Government Code Section 54954.2. All Committees will 
electronically submit minutes, and financial reports, if any, to the Clerk of the Board within 
ten days of their presentation to, and approval by the Committee. 
 
5. Annual Report.  Annually, within 90 days of the close of the fiscal year, all Committees 
will submit a report to the Clerk of the Board outlining the Committee’s activities and 
accomplishments during the prior fiscal year. 
 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
R E S O L U T I O N 

 
R-17-160 

 
RESOLUTION RELATING TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

 
WHEREAS, the governance of San Joaquin County depends on many boards, 

commissions, and advisory committees to conduct the public business and to comply with 
applicable statutory mandates; and 
 

WHEREAS, on January 6, 1976, the Board of Supervisors adopted R-76-2483, which 
was subsequently amended by R-76-2786 and R-76-2969, to establish a process by which 
persons are appointed to boards and commissions; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors seeks to establish a broader policy document to 
guide members of boards, commissions and committees in their role; and 
 

WHEREAS, that the policy document provide the duties and responsibilities of members 
of boards, commissions and advisory committees and require the highest ethical standards. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Board of Supervisors does hereby 
adopt the attached Standing Rules for San Joaquin County Boards, Commissions, and 
Committees. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED  12/12/2017 , by the following vote of the Board 
of Supervisors, to wit: 
 
 
AYES:    Villapudua, Miller, Patti, Elliott, Winn  

 

NOES:  None 
 
ABSENT: None 

 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
 
 
         
             
ATTEST:  MIMI DUZENSKI    CHARLES WINN 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors                               Chair, Board of Supervisors 
Of the County of San Joaquin,    County of San Joaquin 
State of California      State of California 
 
 
 
By ___________________ 
 Deputy Clerk  

 



          

 

 
 

 
 

OFFICE OF THE 
COUNTY COUNSEL 

COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN 
44 NORTH SAN JOAQUIN STREET, SUITE 679 

STOCKTON, CA 95202-2931 
TELEPHONE: (209) 468-2980 

FAX: (209) 468-0315 
 

 

J. MARK MYLES 
COUNTY COUNSEL 

RICHARD M. FLORES 
ASSISTANT COUNTY COUNSEL 

KRISTEN M. HEGGE 
CHIEF DEPUTY COUNTY COUNSEL 

DEPUTY COUNTY COUNSEL: 

LAWRENCE P. MEYERS 
MATTHEW P. DACEY 

KIMBERLY D. JOHNSON 
JASON R. MORRISH 

QUENDRITH L. MACEDO 
ROBERT E. O’ROURKE 

LISA S. RIBEIRO 
ZAYANTE (ZOEY) P. MERRILL 

ERIN H. SAKATA 
KIRIN K. VIRK 

 
CHILD PROTECTIVE 

SERVICES COUNSEL: 
(209) 468-1330 

DANIELLE DUNHAM-RAMIREZ 
SHANN S. KENNEDY 
ALISTAIR SHEAFFER 

 

 
January 22, 2018 

 

 

Board of Supervisors 
44 N. San Joaquin Street, Suite 627 
Stockton, CA 95202 

 
Dear Board Members: 
 

Adoption of Standing Rules for San Joaquin County Boards,  

Commissions and Committees 

 

Recommendation 

 
It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt standing rules for San Joaquin 
County Boards, Commissions and Committees 
 

Reason for Recommendation 

 
Beginning in 2016 and continuing through the current year, the Board of Supervisors has 
made significant investment in, and modifications to the County’s Boards, Commissions 
and Committees.  This began with the implementation of training through the University 
of Pacific for individuals appointed to the committees.  A significant modification was 
made this year by identifying certain high profile boards and adding the requirement that 
appointments to those boards would entail a public interview process.   
 
Chair Chuck Winn has proposed adding standing rules which would apply to all County 
boards, commissions and committees.  The attached rules formalize the Board of 
Supervisors’ previous action implementing the training for committee members, and 
require the committees to provide the Clerk of the Board with copies of bylaws, agendas, 
minutes, financial reports, and an annual report.  The proposed rules also require the 
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committees to adopt rules addressing attendance at meetings, if they have not already 
done so.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
 
There is no direct fiscal impact from the adoption of the rules.   
 
Action to be Taken Following Approval   
 
If approved, the rules will be provided to all County Departments, boards, commissions 
and committees.  
 
         Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
       J. Mark Myles 
       County Counsel 
 
 
JMM:kr  
c:        Board Clerk for Agenda 12/12/17 
           Board of Supervisors 
 
Reviewed by County Administrator’s Office: 

 

Reviewed by County Counsel’s Office: 

 
 

 

J. Mark Myles



PeterJohnson@paciöc.edu
209.483.2661

ashleyjohnsonleadership@gmail.comEMAIL TO REGISTER FOR PROGRAM:

Tuesday, Oct. 16  6-9 PM
OCTOBER

Friday, Aug. 10  8:30-11:30 AM
Tuesday, Aug. 28  6:00-9:00 PM    

AUGUST

Friday, Sept. 28  8:30-11:30 AM
SEPTEMBER

2018 PROGRAM DATES:

+ Mission/Purpose/Mandate of the Board 
+ Communicating Effectively
+ Legal Aspects of the Board
  • The Brown Act
  • Mandated Filings
+ The Role of Staff
+ Building a + Building a Cohesive Team
+ Running Effective Meetings
  • Roberts Rules of Order
  • Role of the Chair

TOPICS TO BE DISCUSSED INCLUDE:

This program is designed for individuals who have never served on a board 
before to people with decades of experience. The overall goal is to ensure that 
each person undertands their role and responsiblilities of being on a board and 
how to effectively leverage their talents to enable the board to operate in an 
efficient and effective manner that leads to a better community.

PROGRAM

Over the past 20 years, Peter 
Johnson has served on, and 
worked with, many non-proöt, 
for proöt and government 
boards including: Lodi Board of 
Trustees, The Greater Stockton 
Chamber of Commerce, Child 
Abuse Abuse Prevention Council, 
YMCA of San Joaquin County, 
SJC Planning Commission and 
is currently Vice Chair  of the 
SJC LAFCO Board. 

His work with boards has 
covered all aspects including; 
strategic planning, board 
development, effective 
governance, the Brown Act, 
Roberts Rules and running 
effecient, productive meetings.

INSTRUCTOR

“I found Peter Johnson to be second 
to none! Whether or not you are an 
experienced Board Member, this 

program will enhance previous training 
and provide new skills to serve as an 
effective leader of our community!”

Carl ToliverCarl Toliver

PUBLIC BOARD 
DEVELOPMENT



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

III.B. 
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77045-39138 
Rod A. Attebery 

Via email: LSJR-SDComments@waterboards.ca.gov 
July 27, 2018 

State Water Resources Control Board 
c/o Jeanine Townsend, Clerk of the Board 
1001 I. Street, 24th Floor 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

Re: State Water Resources Control Board July, 2018 Response to  
Comments on the substitute environmental document for the San  
Joaquin River Flow Objectives and South Delta Water Quality  
Objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco 
Bay – Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary 

Dear State Water Board Members: 

The California State Water Resources Control Board’s (the “SWRCB”) July 2018 
responses to the County of San Joaquin (both as a County as well as a Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency), San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, and Mokelumne River Water and Power Authority (collectively referred to 
as the “Commenters”) comments on the SWRCB’s Substitute Environmental 
Document (the “SED”) and the proposed changes to the San Joaquin River Flow 
Objectives and South Delta Water Quality Objectives of the Water Quality Control 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay – Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary are 
inadequate.   

California law encourages meaningful comments and adequate responses. Such 
inadequate responses to the Commenters’ comments on the SED result in the SED 
being fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in such a nature that 
public comment on the SED was in effect meaningless, resulting in the SED not 
being sufficient as an informational document. 

The SWRCB completely ignored significant new information presented in the 
Commenters’ comments. Continuing to ignore such significant new information 
results in the SED being deficient in many respects, including, but not limited to: i) 
the SWRCB’s failure to evaluate and require flows from the Main Stem of the San 
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Joaquin River upstream of the Merced; ii) failure to directly respond to the SED’s 
violation of Racanelli; iii) the SED has incorrect boundaries identified for Stockton 
East Water District within Figure 2-5; iv) the SED’s incorrect reliance on a limited 
study used in litigation based on specific facts not relevant to existing conditions on 
the Stanislaus River to determine potential impacts and resulting damage associated 
with seepage; v) the SED’s failure to include factual justification that the proposed 
35% of unimpaired flow objective will provide benefits to species and habitats; vi) 
the SED’s failure to consider alternatives and mitigation measures that are non-flow 
measures; vii) the SED’s failure to adequately implement or evaluate the principal 
that the CVP and SWP must mitigate for the impacts caused by exporters; viii) the 
significant risk of depleting cold water pools required for fishery health due to 
primarily relying on unimpaired flow in a dry year; ix) failure to address negotiated 
flow regimes specifically developed for the conditions on a given stream; x) failure 
to consider longer analysis of critically dry years on water supplies for all beneficial 
uses for alternative in the SED; and xi) the SED’s failure to address providing credit 
to water rights holders for non-flow measures.  

It is critical that the Commenters’ meaningful comments and significant new 
information be fully addressed in order to enhance and protect natural resources 
while balancing other beneficial uses of water. The SWRCB’s failure to address the 
significant new information identified by the Commenters in their comments would 
require the SWRCB to “fill in” analytical gaps in a final SED, which is not only in 
contravention of the applicable legal standard, but would result in a flawed document 
that is insulated from public comment.  

Therefore, the Commenters urge the SWRCB to strongly consider fully and 
adequately responding to the Commenters’ comments on the SED prior to adopting 
the Proposed Final Amendments and Final SED on August 21, 2018.  

Very truly yours, 

ROD A. ATTEBERY 
Attorney at Law 

Attachments 

cc: K. Balaji 
B. Nakagawa 
J. Mark Myles 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Substitute Environmental Document (“SED”), recently issued by the California State 
Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”), proposes substantial increases in the unimpaired 
flows of the Merced, Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers that will fundamentally alter the water 
supply portfolios of Merced, San Joaquin and Stanislaus counties (collectively the “Study Area”).
The SWRCB’s assessment, however, of the potential economic impacts of the SED is narrow in 
scope and completely fails to account for the water supply reliability, sustainability and volatility 
challenges that will confront the counties.

Stratecon estimates that the proposed flow objectives would reduce the counties’ reliable 
surface water supplies on average by 60% or about 600,000 acre-feet per year, from 1.0 million 
acre-feet to just short of 400,000 acre-feet.  Stratecon estimates that this loss of reliable water 
supply is partially offset by an increase in the expected annual yield of unreliable surface water 
supplies from 290,000 acre-feet per year to 656,000 acre-feet per year.  The partial offset is no 
bargain.  The SED would reduce the economic value of surface water rights by 50% and drastically 
reduce the reliability of the region’s water supplies, which will have far reaching adverse impacts 
on the region’s long-term economic stability and growth.

The SWRCB severely understates the potential regional economic impacts of the proposed 
SED flow objectives.  It presumes that the surface water supply reductions would be largely offset 
by unsustainable increases in regional groundwater pumping. Before implementation of the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (“SGMA”), when groundwater pumping may increase 
to partly offset reductions in surface water supplies, Stratecon estimates that land fallowing in 
response to the SED proposal for a 40% increase in the unimpaired flows of the Merced, Stanislaus 
and Tuolumne Rivers (“SED 40”) would reduce crop revenues in the Study Area an average of 
$58 million per year (2015$), which is about 45% higher than estimated by the SWRCB after 
accounting for inflation. Furthermore, SWRCB’s focus on average annual impacts masks the 
expected volatility in Study Area annual crop revenues under the SED.  Annual revenues losses
frequently exceed $100 million and, at their peak, reach as high as $260 million (2015$).

SGMA implementation will effectively preclude additional groundwater pumping to offset 
SED surface water supply reductions.  Stratecon estimates that resulting land fallowing would 
reduce regional crop revenues by an average of $100 million per year (2015$), or more than 2.5 
times the amount estimated by SWRCB after accounting for inflation. In addition, Stratecon 
estimates that single year crop revenue losses in the Study Area may frequently exceed $200
million and, at their peak, could reach as high as almost $450 million.

The economic impacts within the Study Area of the proposed SED flow objectives is 
substantial and derives from a combination of: A) reduced crop production; B) reduced output by 
enterprises relying on that crop production as key inputs, most notably dairies and livestock 
producers, as well as enterprises further downstream such cheese production using milk produced 
locally and beef slaughter and packing using locally produced cattle, as key examples; C) increased 
costs of pumping incurred by irrigators and communities due to potentially substantial increases 
in regional ground water depths as a result of increased pumping to offset surface water supply 
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reductions (only before SGMA); D) reduced lake recreation visitor spending; and E) reduced 
hydropower generation values.

Tables EX-1 and EX-2 summarize the estimated economic output and employment impacts 
within the Study Area.1 Table EX-1 summarizes the average annual estimated impacts were 
implementation of the SED 40 proposal overlaid on the historical hydrology of the San Joaquin 
River system from 1922 through 2003 (“Study Period”).  Table EX-2 summarizes the estimated
peak annual economic output and employment impacts after SED 40 implementation.  The tables 
present what are termed “upper bound” estimates of both the economic output and employment 
effects of:

A) Reductions in the regional production of intermediate and end-market dairy and 
livestock commodities such as raw milk, fluid milk, cheese, cattle and processed meat,
among others, due to anticipated SED-related reductions in regional feed grain 
(particularly corn silage), hay and pasture crops, primary inputs to the region’s dairy 
and livestock sectors; and 

B) Estimated increases in the costs incurred by the Study Area’s farmers and communities 
to pump groundwater due to potential SED 40-related increases in Study Area 
groundwater depths, accounting for both current pumping and additional potential 
pumping in response to SED-related reductions in regional surface water supplies.  

There is no debate with the SWRCB that the SED’s implementation will have economic 
impacts within the Study Area. However, there is also no crystal ball as to the eventual full nature 
and extent of those impacts.  SWRCB chose to focus its quantification of economic impacts 
primarily on agricultural production adopting sophisticated models for that purpose while 
providing cursory or no consideration of numerous other potential impacts including, among 
others, the impacts of reduced regional agricultural production on regional dairy-related activities.
Dairy product production and manufacturing are very large and important components of the Study 
Area’s economy.  SWRCB’s underlying argument for failing to address many of the SED’s 
potential impacts, including the impacts on the region’s dairy sectors, is that there is a lack of 
information necessary for pinpoint quantification. 

Stratecon has taken a different tact.  There will be a wide a range of potential regional 
economic impact outcomes based on: A) alternative considerations for how regional businesses 
and communities may mitigate the potential impacts of reduced regional agricultural production 
and increased depths to groundwater; B) how groundwater depths in different areas may be 
effected by projected increases in groundwater pumping; and C) the incremental costs of pumping 
water from greater depths. As such, the probability of specific outcomes within that range are 
extremely difficult to pinpoint.  Accordingly, Stratecon doesn’t attempt to produce an exact 
answer as to the potential output and employment impacts of SED effects on the dairy and livestock 

1 It should be noted that the estimated “upper bound” impacts presented in the tables do not account for 
additional capital investment in groundwater pumping and treatment infrastructure by irrigators, irrigation districts 
and municipal water users due to SED-related declines in groundwater elevations and associated expected declines in 
groundwater quality. They, therefore, may be considered conservative.



iii

production or farmer and community water costs.  Instead, Stratecon focuses on developing 
economic impact estimates assuming that limited opportunities are available to regional dairy and 
livestock businesses for mitigating reduced local crop production and the high end of estimated 
potential increases in regional aquifer groundwater depths and observed cost of pumping 
groundwater, to provide an “upper bound” assessment of the SED 40’s potential regional economic 
impacts.  Stratecon finds these impacts highly instructive for the SED evaluation process as to the 
potential magnitude and severity of the impacts that could occur.

Table EX-1 shows, for example, that the estimated upper bound average annual total lost 
economic output and employment within the Study Area that may result from the SED 40 before 
SGMA is approximately $607 million (2015$) and 2,976 jobs, respectively.  Table EX-2 shows 
that in the expected peak year of SED 40 impacts before SGMA, the region’s total economic output
and employment may fall as much as an estimated approximately $2.75 billion (2015$) and 12,739
jobs, respectively. The tables do not account for recreation or hydropower-related impacts.
Stratecon was unable to obtain the data necessary to effectively quantify potential impacts on 
Study Area recreation spending and associated economic impacts because of SED-related 
reductions in regional reservoir elevations.  However, those impacts are material, particularly 
during drier hydrologic years.  Stratecon did not evaluate the potential economic impacts related 
to anticipated SED effects on Study Area hydropower generation as Stratecon believes those 
impacts are relatively small in comparison.

Table EX-1
Average Annual Estimated Economic Impacts

Table Ex-2
Peak Year Estimated Economic Impacts

Average During Study Period

Impact Category

Lost Revenues/ 
Increased Cost

(2015$)
Total Lost Output

(2015$) Total Lost Jobs

Lost Revenues/ 
Increased Cost

(2015$)
Total Lost Output

(2015$) Total Lost Jobs
Reduced Crop Production Irrigation Districts 57,589,316$           101,026,280$         638                   100,024,842$        175,842,740$       1,101                   
Reduced Dairy & Livestock Sectors Production (Upper Bound) 213,996,694$         374,831,334$         1,270                292,327,424$        512,033,510$       1,735                   
Increased Irrigation District Costs (Upper Bound) 25,310,496$           27,378,418$           223                   N/A N/A N/A
Increased Other Irrigation Costs (Upper Bound) 73,065,124$           79,034,700$           643                   N/A N/A N/A
Increased Urban Water Costs (Upper Bound) 23,025,416$           24,906,642$           203                   N/A N/A N/A
Total 392,987,047$        607,177,374$        2,976               392,352,266$       687,876,250$      2,835                  

With SGMABefore SGMA

Peak Year of Impacts During Study Period

Impact Category

Lost Revenues/ 
Increased Cost

(2015$)
Total Lost Output

(2015$) Total Lost Jobs

Lost Revenues/ 
Increased Cost

(2015$)
Total Lost Output

(2015$) Total Lost Jobs
Reduced Crop Production Irrigation Districts 259,856,755$         457,288,570$         3,050                449,311,194$        787,683,503$       4,996                   
Reduced Dairy & Livestock Sectors Production (Upper Bound) 1,042,793,423$      1,826,531,252$      6,188                1,387,009,263$     2,429,451,230$    8,230                   
Increased Irrigation District Costs (Upper Bound) 101,513,377$         109,807,236$         893                   N/A N/A N/A
Increased Other Irrigation Costs (Upper Bound) 270,177,684$         292,251,778$         2,376                N/A N/A N/A
Increased Urban Water Costs (Upper Bound) 89,462,327$           96,771,590$           787                   N/A N/A N/A
Total1 1,735,395,477$     2,751,921,335$     12,739             1,822,286,141$    3,194,565,527$   13,206                
1. Represents peak year for all categories combined so may differ from sum of peak year figures for each category.

Before SGMA With SGMA
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The expected present value of total lost output in the Study Area equals $14.5 billion over 
a 40-year horizon (2017-2056). The time profile of lost output reflects the pre-SGMA scenario 
for 2018 and 2019, a mix of the pre-SGMA and post-SGMA scenarios during the statutory SGMA 
implementation period (2020-2039) and solely the post-SGMA scenario thereafter.  

SED implementation will fundamentally transform the investment landscape for 
agriculture and related industries within the Study Area. Lost water supplies reduce locally 
produced inputs for livestock and dairy operations.  The volatility in locally produced inputs will 
more than triple the risk of shortfalls in available local inputs (from 18% to 61%).  For operations
relying on hay and pasture, expected unused capacity increases from 4% with baseline conditions 
to 23% under SED implementation before SGMA and 29% after SGMA implementation.  For 
operations relying on grains, expected unused capacity increases from 1% with baseline conditions 
to 7% under SED implementation before SGMA and 11% after SGMA implementation.  This 
increased risk in unused capacity reduces the economic incentive for investment.  The 
consequences from reduced investment are not quantified in this study.  
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President Donald Trump's tweets about the fires have drawn confusion, since the state's firefighters have said 
they are not aware of a water supply problem. | Macio Jose Sanchez/AP Photo 
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Trump wildfire tweets spark bewilderment about California water
The president has blamed ‘bad environmental laws’ for making California’s fires worse.

By ANNIE SNIDER, CARLA MARINUCCI and JEREMY B. WHITE | 08/06/2018 03:10 PM EDT | Updated 

08/06/2018 05:45 PM EDT

OAKLAND, Calif. — Californians are stunned at President Donald’s Trump’s latest tweets on 
the state‘s catastrophic wildfires — and his insistence that the state is burning because 
leaders are letting too much fresh water flow into the Pacific Ocean. 

Trump tweeted Monday that California “Governor Jerry Brown must allow the Free Flow of 
the vast amounts of water coming from the North and foolishly being diverted into the 
Pacific Ocean. Can be used for fires, farming and everything else. Think of California with 
plenty of Water - Nice! Fast Federal govt. approvals.”

That tweet — on the heels of a Sunday tweet that referenced California’s “bad environmental 
laws” as a cause of the state’s current raging wildfires — drew an immediate reaction from 
veteran California GOP strategist Rob Stutzman, who responded via Twitter: “This is nuts’’ 
and also “low water IQ.” Stutzman has advised former Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger and a 
host of national and state GOP candidates.

California wildfires are being magnified & made so much worse by the bad 

environmental laws which aren’t allowing massive amounts of readily 

available water to be properly utilized. It is being diverted into the Pacific 

Ocean. Must also tree clear to stop fire from spreading!

— Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump) August 6, 2018

Trump’s comments may be referencing an unrelated dispute between Brown's 
administration and California Republicans over how much of the state's water can be 
diverted to Southern California farms and cities and how much must be allowed to flow 
naturally to benefit endangered and threatened fish species.

Wildfires around California have killed nine people, but firefighters have not raised 
concerns about the available water supplies.

“The notion that somehow more water would be mitigating or better in fighting these fires is 
just mind-boggling,’’ Stutzman told POLITICO on Monday. “I don’t watch 'Fox & Friends,' 
but it would seem that someone has put the idea in his head. It doesn’t even show an 
elementary understanding of water policy.’’

Page 2 of 5Trump wildfire tweets spark bewilderment about California water - POLITICO

8/9/2018https://www.politico.com/story/2018/08/06/donald-trump-california-fires-tweets-764869



Fox & Friends had aired a segment about the California fires nearly five hours before 
Trump‘s Monday tweet but didn’t discuss water issues as part of the segment.

Stutzman called the president’s recent tweets on California fires and water policy 
“frightening,” saying that “water has nothing to do with why these places are tinder boxes. 
It’s very exasperating. ... It’s a statement from the president that shows no understanding of 
hydrology.”

He said he would advise Brown, a Democrat, to “not take the bait” and react to such 
uninformed views.

Indeed, Evan Westrup, the spokesman for Brown, told POLITICO that “this does not merit a 
response.” But he also added via email: “It’s a sad state of affairs when journalism is reduced 
to chasing the uninformed, unsupervised tweets of the president.”

Some Democrats seized on the latest tweet. Rhys Williams, spokesman for Democratic 
gubernatorial candidate Gavin Newsom, tweeted: “Has anybody seen the baby’s pacifier? He 
dropped it again.”

Trump endorses Kobach for Kansas governor
By DANIEL STRAUSS

In a purely political sense, Trump’s tweets reflected his alignment with California 
Republicans who have long complained that the state unfairly prioritizes environmental 
uses for water over the state’s sprawling agricultural industry. Putting “fish over farms” is a 
popular formulation that has been invoked by Trump allies from California’s agricultural 
heartland, such as Reps. Devin Nunes and Kevin McCarthy.

“Forests should be managed properly and water should be allowed for farmers to grow food 
to feed people,” Nunes wrote on Twitter in response to Trump’s Sunday tweet, cheering the 
president "for bringing much needed attention to our flawed environmental policies!"

Trump has courted the Republican-leaning Farm Bureau heavily. California’s water wars are 
a huge issue for the group. Trump addressed the annual Farm Bureau convention in 
January, becoming the first president in more than two decades to do so. He also raised the 
issue during a campaign stop in Fresno in 2016.

But experts who make their living studying California’s water system reacted for the second 
consecutive day with a communal groan of exasperation. Peter Gleick of the Pacific Institute, 
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one of the state’s foremost experts on how the state manages its water, issued a tweet calling 
Trump’s latest missive “nuts” after labeling the president’s initial tweet “gobbledygook 
bullsh--.”

In an email to POLITICO, Gleick noted that the water that flows from California’s rivers into 
the ocean is what remains after cities and farms take their gulp — and that those flows are 
critical to shoring up ecosystems that, in some parts of the state, are teetering on the brink 
of collapse.

“Trump's tweets last night and today show a profound misunderstanding about water, fires, 
California environmental policy, and of course, climate change,” Gleick said, adding that the 
“idea that somehow state water policies are leading to a shortage of water for fighting the 
fires is too stupid to rebut.”

WHITE HOUSE

The real lesson Trump learned from Charlottesville
By ANNIE KARNI

Stutzman said that even more potentially damaging is that the president’s Twitter 
pronouncement is “even somewhat offensive, given that he’s trying to make a point on the 
backs of these fires.’’ 

He noted the president on Twitter to date has shown “no sympathy” and expressed no 
personal concern for the 18 active and raging blazes around the state, which have to date 
been responsible for the destruction of more than 1,000 homes and billions of dollars in 
damage. 

Ironically, Stutzman said, Trump has stepped on what could have been his own positive 
message to California — that the White House “has been quick to approve funds and the 
emergency declarations have come without any complications.’’

In July, the State Water Resources Control Board proposed major changes to the state's 
water allocations, preserving more for ailing fish populations. The changes are slated for a 
vote later this month. That announcement drew the ire of the state's agricultural groups, 
and state Republicans have turned to their allies in Congress, who have voted to block 
federal funding related to the allocation plan.

—Rebecca Morin contributed to this report.
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GWA Board Meeting
August 8, 2018

GWA Board Meeting
August 8, 2018



Agenda

• Approval of July Board Meeting Minutes
• Roadmap Update and Project Schedule
• Outreach & Groundwater Sustainability Workgroup Update
• GSP Action Update
• Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model
• DWR Update
• September Agenda Items
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GSP Topics & Project Schedule
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Outreach & Groundwater Sustainability 
Workgroup Update



Get Connected
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Workgroup Materials
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Upcoming Open House
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Outreach for August will focus on 
building awareness & promoting 

attendance for the August 29 

Public Meeting (Open House format)



Open House – August 
29th
• The first Public Open House will be held on August 29 at 6:30pm
• The event will follow an open house format with one outreach 

station for each GSA
• SGMA background provided through four stations (Background, 

Process, Get Involved, Technology)
• All GSAs are strongly encouraged to participate and to promote the 

event
• Outreach flyer provided
August 29th
6:30 p.m. – 8 p.m. 
Robert J. Cabral Agricultural Center, 
Calaveras Room 
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Public Meeting Outreach Efforts
August 29
6:30 p.m. – 8 p.m. 

Robert J. 
Cabral 
Agricultural 
Center, 
Calaveras 
Room 

Mailer: We will distribute to 400+ NGOs, local businesses 
& water suppliers 

Bilingual Flyer: A bilingual flyer be emailed to 200+ NGOs, 
local businesses, and water suppliers. It has also been 
provided to members of the ESJ Board, Advisory 
Committee, & Groundwater Sustainability Workgroup

Press Release: A press release will be distributed to local 
media outlets & organizations with newsletters 
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Outreach Tool Kit for 
GSAs
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Open House Flyer: Available in English and 
Spanish

Open House Press Release: For organizations to 
include in their newsletters/blogs

Social Media: Facebook posts and Tweets 
created for use by GSA member agencies 



Examples of Social Media Content 
that Will be Provided
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Did you know the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority is 
creating a sustainable groundwater management plan? Our first open 
house will be held on August 29 from 6:30–8 p.m. at the Robert J. 
Cabral Agricultural Center! You will have the opportunity to ask 
questions and provide your own input about the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan. For more information visit: 
www.esjgroundwater.org. 



Tracking GSA Outreach Efforts

• Each month, GSA representatives will be asked to fill out a 
simple survey template to indicate the outreach activities 
planned for the coming month

• Survey to be included in Board packet the following month
Example Survey:
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Groundwater Sustainability 
Workgroup Update 
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• 14 Workgroup members and 3 members of the public 
attended the last meeting on July 10th

• Members are currently reviewing draft July meeting 
notes and providing comment

• The next Workgroup meeting will be held on August 
15th from 4 – 5:30 p.m. at the Robert Cabral Ag Center, 
Mokelumne Room 



Groundwater Sustainability 
Workgroup: Twelve Key Values

Be implemented in an 
equitable manner

Be affordable and 
accessible

Exhibit multiple 
benefits to local land 

owners and other 
participating agencies

Minimize and mitigate 
adverse impacts to 

the environment 
including climate 

change

Maintain or enhance 
the local economy

Minimize adverse 
impacts to entities 

within the Subbasin

Maintain overlying 
landowner and Local 
Agency control of the 

Subbasin

Protect the rights of 
overlying land owners

Protect groundwater 
and surface water 

quality

Provide more reliable 
water supplies

Restore and maintain 
groundwater 

resources

Increase amount of 
water put to beneficial 

use within the 
Subbasin

14



Groundwater Sustainability 
Workgroup Update 
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GSP UpdateGSP Update



Reminder – How do the Pieces 
Fit Together?

Document Potential 
Undesirable Results 

for Each 
Sustainability 

Indicator

Identify Spatially 
Representative 

Minimum 
Thresholds

Identify Appropriate 
Monitoring / 

Measurement 
Locations 
throughout 
Subbasin

Develop 
Measurable 

Objectives above 
Each Minimum 

Threshold
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Reminder: Six Sustainability 
Indicators to be Addressed

Chronic lowering of 
groundwater levels 

indicating a 
significant and 
unreasonable 

depletion of supply

Significant and 
unreasonable 

degraded water 
quality

Significant and 
unreasonable 
reduction of 

groundwater storage

Significant and 
unreasonable 

seawater intrusion

Significant and 
unreasonable land 

subsidence

Depletions of 
interconnected surface 

water that have 
significant and 

unreasonable adverse 
impacts on beneficial 

uses of the surface water
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Where are we now?

Document Potential 
Undesirable Results 

for Each 
Sustainability 

Indicator

Identify Spatially 
Representative 

Minimum 
Thresholds

Identify Appropriate 
Monitoring / 

Measurement 
Locations 
throughout 
Subbasin

Develop 
Measurable 

Objectives above 
Each Minimum 

Threshold

19We are here



Major Plan Focus Areas

• Working through Advisory Committee and Groundwater 
Sustainability Workgroup to:

1. Develop concept of what sustainability means for the 
Subbasin and identify high priority values around 
groundwater 

2. Identify undesirable results occurring now or in the past
3. Develop minimum thresholds for each sustainability 

indicator

20



Threshold 
Development
• Mapped lowest elevation of 1992 or 2015

• Met with GSAs to confirm understanding

• Developed alternative methodology with high/stable 
groundwater elevations (variance of last 5 years of data 
applied to lowest level recorded as a buffer)

• Identified monitoring locations for groundwater 
thresholds

21



Potential Monitoring 
Well Selection

Well Characteristics
• Spatial representation (>1 well per 

GSA)
• Wells selected are CASGEM where 

available
• Wells have representative behavior of 

area
• Good historical record
• Well construction information

22



Proposed Groundwater 
Elevation Thresholds
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Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model OverviewHydrogeologic Conceptual Model Overview



HCM Cross – Section Line Selection
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Cross section lines were chosen based 
having the following characteristics:

• Spans the entire subbasin

• Proximity to an adequate number of 
wells with borehole geologic and 
construction information

• Covers areas where current 
groundwater levels are lower than 
1992 and 2015 levels (minimum 
thresholds)



HCM Cross Section C-C’ 
Preliminary Cross Section 
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Cross sections show principal aquifers, 
aquitards, and stratigraphy

Basin configuration
• West tilting stratigraphy

Oldest to Youngest: 
• Ione/Valley Springs, Mehrten, Laguna 

Turlock/Lake, Corcoran Clay, 
Modesto/Riverbank Formations

• Borehole specific geology and well 
screen intervals depicted at each well 

C’

C



HCM and Monitoring Data Gaps
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Clustered or nested wells are critical for 
obtaining water level and water quality data 
with depth. 

Proposed monitoring well locations are 
based on:
• Existing monitoring well sites
• Areas with recharge and surface water 

interaction 
• Areas of critical overdraft
• Areas of water quality concerns
• Minimum thresholds



DWR Update



Technical Support 
Services Funding Update

• Draft application was submitted and approved!
• Working on monitoring well work order (next step)
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DWR Update

30

• Update from Paul Wells
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September Board TopicsSeptember Board Topics



September Board 
Topics
• Projects and Management Actions
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