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KRIS BALAJI 
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC W ORKS 

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

AGENDA 

I. Roll Call 

II. Approve Minutes for the Meeting of February 20,2019 

Ill. Discussion/Action Items: 

A. Discussion on Possible Local Sales Tax Measure for Water 

B. Discussion on Integrated Regional Water Management Governance MOU Development (See Attached) 
-Katie Cole, Woodard Curran 

C. Standing Updates: 

1. Sacramento- San Joaquin Delta (See Attached) 

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

3. Flood Management and Water Resources Activities 

a. March 20, 2019- California Central Valley Flood Control Association 2019 Flood Forum 
Presentations (See Attached) 

IV. Infor mational Items (See Attached): 

A. February 19,2019- Email from Jacklyn Shaw; USACE/Pacific Delta Dredging 

B. February 18, 2019 -latimes.com; "Brown was obsessed with twin-tunnel vision . Newsom has a more 
realistic view" 

C. February 19, 2019- nrdc.org; " Dec. 20 19 Bay-Delta Agreements Were Only Smoke and Mirrors? 

D. April 3, 2019- harder.house.gov; "Rep. Harder Statement on State Water Board's Plan for San 
Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary Plan" 

E. April 5, 2019 - Maven; "Cal Water Fix: Metropolitan Board Worship Compares One-Tmmel Options to 
Cal Water Fix" 

V. Pu blic Comment : Please limit comments to three minutes. 

(Continued on next page) 



VI. 

vn. 

ADVISORY WATER COMMISSION 

April 17, 2019, 1:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 

(Continued) 

Commissioners' Comments: 

Adjournment: 

Next Regular Meeting 
May 15,2019, 1:00 p.m. 

Public Health Conference Room 

Commission uut)l malce recommendations to tile Board o{Suoervisors 011 mll' /i.~tetl item. 
If you need disabi lity-related modification or accommodation in order to participate in this meeting, please contact the Water Resources StaiTat (209) 468-3089 at least48 hours prior to 

the stm1 of the meeting. Any materials related to items on this agenda distributed to the Commissioners less than 72 hours before the public meeting arc avai lable for public inspection at 

Public Works Dept. Offices located at the following address: 1810 F.ast Hazelton Ave., Stockton, CA 95205. These materials arc 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 
February 20, 2019 

The regular meeting of the Advisory Water Commission of the San Joaquin County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District was held on Wednesday, February 20, 2019, beginning at 1:00 p.m., at 
Public Health Services, 1601 E. Hazelton Avenue, Stockton, California. 

I. Roll Call 

Present were Commissioners Nomellini, Roberts, Swim ley, DeGraaf, Starr, Winn, Herrick, Holbrook, 
Hartmann, Meyers, Neudeck; Alternates Lazard, Houghton, Wright, Reyna-Hiestand, Heberle; 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 January 16, 2019 

Motion and second to approve the minutes of January 16, 2019 (Neudeck!Roberts). Vice Chair Price 
noted a correction to the minutes, indicating that his quote was stated in the minutes in two locations 
and indicated the latter quote could be eliminated. 

Unanimously approved. 

SCHEDULED ITEMS 

Mr. Tom McGurk, Chairman of the Advisory Water Commission (AWC), led the agenda. 

Ill. Discussion I Action Items: 

A. Election of Officers 

There was a discussion regarding the election of officers for the AWC. All in attendance agreed 
that the current officer and secretary positions should remain as they are (Chair: McGurk; Vice 
Chair Price; and Secretary Nakagawa). Motion and second (Nomellini & Herrick) to keep the 
current officers and secretary. 

Unanimously approved. 

B. Form 700 

Secretary Nakagawa announced that Statement of Economic Interest Form 700 should be 
submitted to San Joaquin County Public Works. Secretary Nakagawa asked to have the words 
Advisory Water Commission written on the form. 

C. 2019 Flood Forum- March 20, 2019 



Advisory Water Commission M~eeting Minutes of September 19, 2018 

Central Valley Flood Control Association will be holding its 2019 Flood Forum on March 20, 
2019. The Flood Forum coincides with the next regularly scheduled Advisory Water Commission 
meeting. Secretary Nakagawa stated that all AWC Commissioners and Alternates are invited to 
attend the Flood Forum and the registration fee would be covered. The Advisory Water 
Commission scheduled for March will be cancelled so that AWC Commission members could 
attend the 2019 Flood Forum. 

D. Discussion and Possible Action to Recommend Consultant Services Agreement to the 
San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors for the Channel and Levee Maintenance 
Services 

Secretary Nakagawa stated that the next agenda topic is a follow up discussion from the January 
16, 2019 AWC meeting. Secretary Nakagawa presented to the AWC recommending that the 
AWC recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve a consulting services agreement for 
Prop 218 district engineering services to incrementally fund flood conveyance and levee 
maintenance services. The services would include the development of an assessment 
methodology and the Engineer's Report; initiating public outreach and performing balloting 
activities. Secretary Nakagawa stated that the total not to exceed contract amount is $617,436. 

Mr. Nakagawa also presented that the City of Stockton has a planned ballot measure for a sewer 
rate increase, which in the public's view, could be considered a competing ballot measure. He 
added that many of the early stakeholder interviews placed a lower priority on flood issues, 
compared to concerns such as homelessness, crime, jobs, and the economy. In light of the 
timing of the City of Stockton's ballot measure, staff recommends pushing the proposed flood 
maintenance ballot process to fall 2019. Secretary Nakagawa added that pushing the ballot 
measure back to the fall also allowed for more public outreach and it could align with the flood 
preparedness week sponsored by DWR in October. The extra press could help the ballot 
measure. 

Alternate Heberle asked if it would be possible to push the ballot measure forth in the spring and 
repeat it in the fall if it fails initially. The response was that the cost of pushing the ballot measure 
forth twice would be costly. 

Commissioner Price, Mr. Balaji, and Mr. Stone discussed the channel maintenance reserves and 
that postponing the Prop 218 is financially feasible while not putting the system at risk. 

Commissioner Neudeck brought up suggestions concerning rates and how the supplemental 
assessment was going to be presented. He stated that it would be beneficial for the "total 
assessment" to be included in the messaging so that the public didn't find the message to be 
disingenuous. Commissioner Neudeck advised that the public could react negatively if this 
message wasn't put forth thoughtfully. 

Mr. Balaji agreed with Commissioner Neudeck's point and asked for clarification on how best to 
explain the rate chart. Mr. Seth Wuerzel, of LWA, explained the assessment amounts that he 
developed and provided details on the reasoning for the methodology. Ms. Kim Floyd, who is 
heading the public outreach effort, mentioned that the increase in service amounts would not be 
portrayed as a standalone fee to the public. 

Commissioner Wright asked if there was a breakdown of agricultural, residential, and industrial 
lands. Ms. Floyd stated that the majority of the land was residential. 
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Advisory Water Commission Meeting Minutes of September 19, 2018 

It was noted that ballots would be sent to property owners only; it is not a registered voter 
assessment. It is weighted and apportioned based on the special benefits received by each 
parcel. 

A motion was made and seconded (Holbrook/Wright) to recommend to the Board of Supervisors 
approval of consultant services agreement for Prop 218 assessment district engineering to 
incrementally fund required flood conveyance and levee maintenance services, and to approve 
commencement of ballot proceedings in fall 2019. The motion unanimously passed. 

E. Discussion and Possible Action to Recommend to the San Joaquin County Board of 
Supervisors on Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan 

Secretary Nakagawa provided an overview of the San Joaquin County IRWM Plan. Benefits of 
the plan were discussed. Secretary Nakagawa provided four specific recommendations for 
consideration to be taken to the Board of Supervisors. 

Supervisor Chuck Winn mentioned the importance of sending information to the board only after 
all the issues have been resolved and with precise goals in mind. 

Commissioner Nomellini was concerned that there were changes after the previous meeting 
Commissioner Hartman mentioned that he wanted to increase productivity and inclusivity; he 
would prefer to work on accomplishing tasks rather than just rubber stamping. Commissioner 
Hartman believes that the AWC has the personnel needed to accomplish the work related to this 
task. Commissioner Holbrook brought up that there was already DAC representation. Secretary 
Nakagawa brought up the SGMA DAC representation. Commissioner Nomellini stated that the 
DAC representatives do not need to be members of public entities. 

Commissioner de Graaf wanted to clarify the specifics behind the motion, particularly if there was 
a specific number of people that could act as disadvantaged community representatives. 

A motion was made and seconded (Nomellini/Hartmann) to accept the staff the recommendation. 
The motion unanimously passed. 

F. Planning and Discussion on the Future Board of Supervisors Workshop on Water 

It was stated that a future workshop will be developed for the Board of Supervisors on water 
matters. Commissioner Holbrook asked that agencies each give their own updates to the Board 
so that the Board has a complete view of what is being done. Commissioner Winn stated that 
workshop timing is being worked out, that evening sessions are being considered, and that a 
global view of water issues will be the focus. 

G. Standing Updates 

1. Sacramento- San Joaquin Delta (See Attached) 

Secretary Nakagawa mentioned new appointments to the State Water Resources Control 
Board. Supervisor Chuck Winn stated that Governor Newsom met with the Supervisors and 
already seemed well versed on water issues. Alternative tunnel solutions were offered and 
Governor Newsom had a desire to meet again. 
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Advisory Water Commission Meeting Minutes ofSeptember 19, 2018 

Supervisor Chuck Winn also mentioned that Governor Newsom spoke of 3.5 million new 
homes in 5 years and believes a large portion will be built in the central valley, which could 
raise concerns with water. 

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

Secretary Nakagawa mentioned a schedule of policy issues and a deliverables plan. The 
time table is very tight, but the work and all involved parties seem to be on track. 

3. Flood Management and Water Resources Activities 

No comments were provided 

IV. Informational Items: 

A. February 5, 2019, modbee.com, "Lawsuits from Central Valley, Bay Area Keep State 
'Water Grab' Tied up in Courts." 

B. February 12, 2019, modbee.com, "Felicia Marcus Removed from State Water Board. 'It 
Was Time for a Change.' " 

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. 

Mary Elizabeth from the Sierra Club had concerns with the ambiguity in the rates that property 
owners would pay. Ms. Elizabeth asked how much money single family property owners would 
pay compared to agricultural property owners. She also wanted more disclosure on the 
evaluation of benefits. Ms. Elizabeth expressed concern about entering into a contract without a 
scope of work or discussion of money to be spent. The mention of rubber stamping being 
brought up at such an early stage was concerning to Ms. Elizabeth. It was also mentioned that 
there were stakeholders that were not represented by the Advisory Water Committee and that 
there needed to be a continuance of the groundwater authority to ensure full representation. Ms. 
Elizabeth mentioned that there were always concerns when it came to disadvantaged 
communities; it was stated that holding meetings during the early afternoons made it 
burdensome on a lot of people. 

Ms. Elizabeth also mentioned that from 5:00 to 7:30P.M. at 338 E Market Street, Catholic 
Charities along with the Fathers and Families organization was holding an SB 1000 workshop. 

VI. Commissioner's Comments: 

No comments given. 

Next Regular Meeting: April17, 2019 at 1:00pm. 
Public Health Conference Room 

VII. Adjournment: 2:48 P.M. 
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Advisory Water Commission 
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 

PLEASE PRESS CLEARLY & PRESS FIRMLY DATE 2 70 · ( 1 

If you wish to address the Advisory Water Commission, please complete this form and 
return to the meeting recorder before the start of the Advisory Water Commission 
meeting. Completion of this form is voluntary. Public comments are limited to three 
(3) minutes. 

NAME: __ JY.lg_t:~ ___ fltz'--~1~]_______ PHONE: ----------------------

ADDRESS: _tQ __ ~-~~---~~-j-~ ____ ;2t~~--Q~ ____ :l2J_Qy ______ _ 

AGENDA ITEM NO: v 
OTHER: 

Please, No Personal Attacks. 

Adopted by the Advisory Water Commission 1/17/18 



ATTACHMENT 
III. B 





Ill Ill Ill Ill )> 
z ~ ~ :::J ao. 
(]) 0 (]) r-+ CD >< (]) 

...... 
r-+ c 0 

::::::> (/) 
r-+ 0.. 

r-+ ~ :::J c 0.. (]) !ll ()'0. 0 
"'0 r-+ '"U 

r-+ Q) 
(/) ...... 0 

>< c _......._ ...... :::J 
(Jl _......._ "'0 _......._ 

~ 
~ 0 1\.) 
(Jl (/) 

:::J ~ 
(]) ~ 

(/) !(o :::J 
'-...-' :::J (/) 

(/) G) '---" 
'---" 0 

!ll 
(/) 

_......._ 
w 
~ 
:::J 
(/) 

'---" 



Introduction 

• IRWM Road map Document completed in Q1 facilitated getting policy 
direction from leadership 

• Now looking for input on governance structure 



Meeting Purpose & Goals 

111 Purpose: 

- Introduce potential MOU elements for Greater San Joaquin County 
(GSJC) Region 

111 Process: 

- Review MOU matrix 

11111 Goals: 

- Understand MOU matrix layout 

- At May meeting, leave with direction on elements to include in an 
MOU 



MOU Matrix 

11 Handouts 

- Matrix summarizing MOU elements from 41RWM Regions 

- MOUs for East Stanislaus, Southern Sierra, Coachella, and San Diego 
IRWM Regions 

11 Matrix Notes 

- Grouped into 5 categories: Preamble, Administrative, Representation, 
Financing, and Public Outreach 

- Each row represents similar elements across the 4 example IRWM 
Regions 

.. 

- Some elements are common to some or all Regions; others are only 
found in 1 Region 



Next Steps 

1111 Homework: 

- Debrief today's meeting with leadership & staff 

- Discuss with your leadership and staff about potential MOU elements 
to include in GSJC Region MOU 

- Coordinate with Brandon 

1111 May 15th Advisory Water Commission Meeting: 

- Leave with direction on elements to include in an MOU 



Memorandum of Understanding 
Southern Sierra Regional Entity 

(Date of Signing) 2009 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into by and among the members of the 
Planning Committee with regard to the formation of tl1e Southern Sierra Integrated Regional \Vater 
Management Plan (IRWMP). The overarching vision of the IRWMP is to meet the integrated water 
needs of ilie people and watersheds of the South Sierra IRWJYIP region now and into d1e future. The 
IRWMP will be developed in three phases: 1) a formation (launch) phase to develop and submit an 
application to tl1e California Department of Water Resources (DWR) for a Planning Grant; 2) a 
planning phase to develop tl1e Southern Sierra IRWMP and; 3) an implementation phase to 
implement tl1e plan. The Southern Sierra Regional Water Management Group ~1ereinafter referred 
to as tl1e "Southern Sierra Planning Committee" or "Planning Committee") will be realized tl1rough 
dus MOU for ilie purpose of phases one and two of d1e IRWMP. 

1 Purpose 

This MOU is a statement of muh1al understanding among the Planning Committee members 
to acknowledge tl1e intentions of tl1e parties and provide for cooperative action regarding: 
• The mles and responsibilities of the parties in IRWMP formation, including the sources of 

funds and in-kind technical assistance 

• 

• 

The struchtre that will be used to exchange information with ilie Southern Sierra Planning 
Conlf11ittee, Coordinating Comnlittee, and other interested parties, and tl1e public to 
provide for technical review and public support for formation of the IRWJYIP. 
The general work plan d1at Southern Sierra stakeholders will complete to fm1n d1e 
IRWMP. 

1.1 Duration of this Memorandum of Understanding 

This MOU will remain in effect from the date of signing fot 3 years or until replaced by 
anod1er form of agreement by the Soud1ern Sierra IRWMP Planning Committee. 

1.2 Southern Sierra Preamble from the IRWMP 

This IRWJYIP is not intended to, and it does not, impose legally binding requirements on the 
entities that adopt or participate in d1e IRWMP. The IRWJYIP's purpose is to summarize tl1e 
process and d1e plan developed by the Soutl1ern Sierra Region stakeholders to meet their 
common goals of achiev1ng sustall1able water supplies and uses, improved water quality, 
environmental stewardslup, efficient urban development, protection of agriculture, and a 
strong economy. 

Altl1ough the IRWJYIP refers to many legally binding statutory and tegulatory provisions­
such as general plans, zoning ordinances, water quality plans, and various permits, licenses, 
and approvals; its pmposc in doing so is to cnsme that the IRWMP is consistent and 
compatible with those existing legal obligations. Rather than adding to or modifying the 
present legal and regulatory environment, the TR\VMP is intended to streamline and improve 



the stakeholders' ability to operate and succeed within that environment. Thus, the IRWJ'viP 
provides guidance to) but does not i1npose any n1andates upon, d1e water agencies 1 land use 
agencies, local governments, watershed organizations and others who adopt the lRWMP. 

2 Background 

2.1 IRWMP Formation 

The Southern Sierra Planning Committee intends to launch an lRWMP Planning process, 
which will culminate in submitting a Planning Grant Proposal to DWR soon after fmal 
guidelines are released. 

2.2 IRWMP Adoption 

Any organizations, agencies or individuals tl1at support tl1e Souiliern Sierra IR\'(!M Plan may 
adopt it. These include such organizations as water agencies, conset\Tation groups, agriculture 
representatives, businesses, tribal groups, land use entities, and local, state, federal agencies 
and private entities with an interest in il'le Southern Sierra. 

Southern Sierra IRWMP Geographic Boundaries 

The Southern Sierra IRWMP boundaries will include the foot11ills and mmmtain headwaters 
regions of the Kern, Tule, Kaweah, Kings, and San Joaquin watersheds. These watersheds 
cover the Sierra Nevada portion of Madera, Fresno, Tulare, and Kern Counties. The primary 
boundary includes the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) boundaries, but is adapted to 
sync with neighboring lRWMP efforts. 

• To the east, the Southern Sierra IRWMP boundary is defined by ilie Sierra Nevada crest. 

o Rationale: \Vaters flowing to the west from the Sierra crest arc source waters for 
foothill uses and management. Precipitation falling west of d1e crest drain d1e 
western slope of the mountain range and are connected hydrologically with the 
Tulare and San Joaquin basins. 

• To the nordl, the Southern Sierra lRWMP is defined by d1e Upper San Joaquin watershed. 

o Rationale: The upper San Joaquin River basin is split between Fresno and Madera 
Cotu1ties, but the river is tnanaged across cotu1ties. T'he issues on either side of the 
county line are similar, but contrast sharply with downstream users in intensive 
agricultural areas outside of d1e Sierra Nevada Region. The San Joaquin watershed 
shares many of the same issues with watersheds further south in the region. 

• To the west, the Southern Sierra IRWMP is considering a boundary including the foothill 
areas of the region's watersheds. 

o ln the Kings River Area, the SSIR\VMP boundary extends dle District boundaries of 
the Tri Valley, Orange Cove, Hills Valley Water Districts east of the towns of 
Orange Cove, Orosi and East Orosi. East of d1e City of Fresno, the boundary 
extends to the boundaries of the Presno Metropolitan Flood Cont1:ol District, the 
International Water District and d1e Carfield \Vater District. 

• Rationale: This boundary was negotiated with the Upper ICings River Formn 
Regional \Vater Management Group to match UKRP boundaries. 
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o In the Kaweah Delta area, the SSIR WMP boundary extends to the Kaweah reservoir 
or the 600-foot contour in the Kaweah River Drainage. Further, the boundary 
follows the RWQCB Irrigated I ,ands Program and generally follows surface water­
ground water usage boundaries. In the aquaculture/Lewis/ Avocado area, the 
boundary will be the 600' elevation contour and squared to section lines; the 
agriculture nordl of Elderwood will be in the KDRWMG. In Davis Valley, the 
Westside has small, irrigated lands willie the east and d1e north are rangeland. The 
boundary will follow section lines in these areas. In Dry Creek, the boundary will 
follow land usc: irrigated lands will be part of the KDWMG and g:tazing land will be 
in d1c SSIRWMP. In Mehrten Valley, the 600' contour will be the guide, most of the 
valley will be in KDRWMG. In Yokohl Valley, most of the westetn valley will be in 
d1e KDRWMG whde the eastern portion of the valley will be in d1e SSIRWMP. In 
Round Valley, east of Lindsay, the KDR\VMG will include a few small areas east of 
d1e ILP, d1e boundary will again be based on land use and squared to d1e section 
lines. 

• Rationale: This boundary was negotiated with the Kaweah Delta Water 
Conservation District Regional Water Management Group to match 
KDWCD boundaries. 

o In d1e Tulc River Area, the SSIR WMP bmmdary includes the Tule River Indian 
Resetvation and down to approximately the 600-foot contour in all forks of the Tule 
and squared to section lines. The Deer Creek Tule River Authority planning area will 
follow itrigated lands whde d1e SSIR WMP will follow rangeland. 

• Rationale: This boundary was negotiated with the Deer Creek-Tule Rivet 
Aud1ority Regional Water Management Group to match that region's 
planning boundaries. 

• To the soud1, the Southern Sierra IRWMP bmmdary is defined hy the Tulare-Kern County 
line. 

o Rationale: the Kern watershed's water resources will be managed by bod1 SSIRWJ'vlP 
and Kern County \Vater Agency IRWMP. The two entities will work collaborativcly 
in the watershed across the county bmmdary. 

2.3 Planning Horizon 

The Souiliern Sierra planning and implementation horizon is approximately thirty years into 
the future, in doe range of 2038-2040. However, many Southern Sierra discussions and actions 
will be guided by a longer time horizon of up to fifty years into the future. 

2.4 Joining and Leaving the Southern Sierra IRWMP Planning Committee 

Any water stakeholder organization may join the Soud1ern Sierra IR\VMP as part of the 
Planning Committee (see below for description). Water stakeholders could include, but are 
not limited to such organizations as: water agencies, conscr·vation groups 1 agriculture 
representatives, businesses, tribal groups, land use entities, and local, state, federal agencies 
and private entities with an interest in d1e Southern Sierra. A group who \vants to join the 
Soutbern Sierra IRWlV!P should notify the Planning Committee of their intent to join and sign 
this MOU to signify their good faid1 effort to join. 



Any entity who would hl<e to discontinue their participation in the Southern Sierra IRWJV!P 
may do so at any time. This MOU is non-binding and non-regulatory. The Southern Sierra 
IR WMP Planning Committee only asks that any member who wants to leave, notify the rest 
of the Planning Committee at which point they will no longer be a member of the Planning 
Committee of the Southern Sierra IRWMP. 

3 Program Management Structure 

3.1 Planning Committee 

The Planning Committee is the decision-making body during the SSIRWlvlP formation 
process. In that context it will oversee and approve tnajor program111atic decisions such as 
funding applications and performance measures. The Planning Committee will set the overall 
strategic direction for formation of the IRWJV!P. During the planning phase, the Planning 
Committee or its designated \'York Groups will meet at least every other month. 

3.1.1 Membership 

The first Planning Committee membership will be comprised of those who sign this 
Memorandum of Understanding. These members will commit to approximately three years on 
the Planning Committee or until the SSIRWMP is complete. 

The Planning Committee strives to ensure its membership represents a broad range of 
interests, including: water supply, water quality, environment/habitat, recreation, agriculture 
and ranching, resource managetncnt, hyclropo"\ver, cities/ counties, sanitation, other water 
resource management areas, econontlcally disadvantaged local cotntnunit.ics and individual 
local stakeholders interested and willing to participate. In order to cover these intetests, 
metnbcrs tnay include, but are not limited to: water agencies, resource agencies, conservation 
groups, tribes, agt:icultural and ranching interests, cities, counties, education organizations, 
disadvantaged community representatives, private landowners, and businesses. 

Planning Conunittee membership will be comprised of those who sign this MOU before 
submission of the planning grant proposal. Planning Committee members must be committed 
to ensuting long-term ecosystem health of the areas watersheds, water supply, water quality, 
involvement of the local communitie:\ especially disadvantaged comrnunities; and the 
protection, presetvation and restoration of natural resources of the Southern Sierra region; 
and agree to work constructively witl1 others. 

The Project Manager will check in with Planning Committee members on regular basis to 
reconfm:n their intent to actively participate and their primary representative. This will not be 
binding or recjuire the member to re-sign the MOU. This activity is merely intended to give 
the Project Manager and Planning Conunittee the most updated list of active Planning 
Comrnittee membets and primary and alternate representatives. Membership in the Planning 
Committee 1nay change to accornmodate evolving circtunstances, such as changes in 
individual organizational capacity or participation. 

Planning Committee members agree they will strive to support tl1e Sollthern Sierra TRWMP 
through a variety of supporting activities, which may include in-kind contributions and/ or 
funding. 
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3.1.2 Representation 

Each member organization will identify their lead representative for the Planning Committee 
and will make their best effort to attend Planning Committee meetings to make decisions. 
Planning Committee members may choose to identify altemates but il1ey arc cncoutaged to 
have one representative attend the TR WMP Planning Committee meetings for consistency. 

3.2 Coordinating Committee 

The Coordinating Committee, appointed by the Planning Committee, is a smaller, 
representative group of il1e Planning Committee that meets between Planning Committee 
meetings to assist staff with process planning, recommendations for process modifications, 
communications) and other issues for which staff needs advice. Tbe Coordinating Committee 
may also provide more consistent fiscal oversight in helping to manage the IRWlviP with il1e 
fiscal sponsor. Ultimate decision-making still resides wiil1 il1e Planning Committee. 
Membership in the Coordinating Committee may change to accommodate evolving 
cll:nm1stances (such as changes in individual organizational capacity or participation history) 
by consensus of the Planning Committee. The Coordinating Committee meets eveq month 
during planning stages and il1en eveq other month thereafter. This schedule could change 
again during implementation planning. 

The Coordinating Cmmnittee may play a role in developing substantive proposals and policy, 
at the reguest and subject to the approval of the Planning Committee, but has no decision­
making authority. 

4 Formation Funding 

4.1 Funding 

Funding for il1e launch and planning phases will come from grants. Souil1ern Sierra IRWMP 
anticipates that financial support fot the regional entity will ultirnately come from projects 
funded through the Southern Sierra IRWMP, but during tl>e formation period (ille formation 
period will end witl> a planning grant from DWR or other organization) will come from a 
portion of il1e launch and planning grants. 

The Planning Committee agrees tl1ey will strive to support il1e Souil1ern Sierra IR\VMP 
through variety of supporting activities during the formation period. 

4.2 Fiscal Agent 

Fiscal Agent for IRWMP Launch 
Sequoia Riverlands Trnst shall serve as Fiscal Agent for il1e Souil1ern Sierra IRWJ'viP Launch 
phase. Duties include adrninistering gtant funds, coordinating meetings for the Coordinating 
Committee and Planning Committee, making meeting notes and notices publicly available, 
maintaining a webpage where IR\'(IlvfP documents can be accessed. 

Fiscal Agent for Planning Grant 
The Planning Committee will choose a Fiscal Agent for tl1e Souiliem Sierra Planning Grant 
Proposal to DWR and ille Planning Phase. This entity will have custody and responsibility for 
administering all funds of t11e Souil1em Sierra regional entity, including wiillout limitation 
deposit and disbursement of said funds and accounting of all business transactions of the 
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regional entity. Fiscal oversight will still be performed by the Planning Committee and 
Coordinating Committee. 

Any budget line item change over $1,000 should be considered by the Coordinating 
Committee, as the fiscal oversight of the IRWJYIP. 

Any budget line item change over $10,000 must be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
ComnUttee 

Annual Financial Reporting 
At the close of each calendm (or fiscal) year, the fiscal agent(s) and individual project partners 
shall provide a complete accmmting of fiscal activity related to Southern Sierra IRWJYIP and 
associated projects to the Planning Committee. 

5 Public Outreach and Participation 

5.1 Planning Committee Meetings 

The Planning Committee will meet at least every other month and schedule additional 
meetings if necessary to ensure effective planning of the SSIRWJY[P. All Planning Conunittee 
meetings arc open to the public. Interested parties arc welcome and encouraged to attend to 
share concerns about the Plan and learn about the IR WMP. Highlights from the Planning 
Committee meetings shall be distributed to the Southern Sierra Planning Committee and 
posted on the web fot public viewing. 

5.2 Public Forum/ Interested Parties 

The public forum refers to the general public and broad range of organizations interested in 
d1e Soud1ern Sierra process d1at seek information about Southern Siena activities eid1er by 
attendance at meetings or through other means of co111111unication. The Southern Sierra 
IRWMP maintains an interested party or stakeholder email list. Email list participants receive 
notice of all Southern Sierra meetings and all other announcc1ncnts about the Southern Siena 
planning process. 

5.3 Public Noticing and Transparency 

Southern Sierra meetings are noticed via an inclusive email list discussed above. In addition) 
Southern Sierra IRWMP will begin sending meeting announcements to all the public agencies 
involved in the process and encourage them to post Southern Siena Planning Committee 
meetings on their web pages and to announce through agency noticing procedmes. Planning 
Committee member entities are not responsible for compliance by Southern Sierra wid1 public 
agency noticing requirements. The Southern Sierra IRWMP shall maintain a publicly 
accessible website displaying a calendar of meetings, agendas, meeting notes, list of 
participants, and when appropriate, a brief description of accomplishments, partners and 
overall mission of the TR WMP. 

In preparation for Planning Conunittee meetings, which will involve decision-making, the 
Planning Committee will be noticed that there is a decision-making meeting 2 weeks in 
advance of d1e meeting. This notice can be by email wid1 the agenda if available at that time. 
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5.4 Briefings and Outreach 

Southern Sierra IRWMP stakeholders representing tl1eir own organizations regularly conduct 
briefings with local elected officials and other organizations interested in Southern Sierra or in 
which Southern Sierra IRWMP would hl<e to extend its reach. Southern Sierra IRWJ\IIP 
periodically prepares briefings materials and makes presentations at conferences and meetings. 
Only d1e Project Manager or a designated representative may make public statements on 
behalf of d1e Southern Sierra lRl'viWP as an entity. 

6 Planning Committee Decision Making 

6.1 Decision Making Rule 

6. 1.1 Consensus as d1e Fundamental Principle 

'fhe Planning Committee shall base its decision-malting on consensus (agreement among all 
members) in all of its decision-making. Working toward consensus is a fundamental principle 
of the Southern Sietta IR WMP process. 

6.1. 1.1 Defmition of "Consensus" 

In reaching consensus, some Planning Committee members may strongly endorse a particular 
proposal willie od1ers may accept it as "workable." Od1ers may be only able to "live with it." 
Still others may choose to "stand aside" by verbally noting a disagreement, yet allowing the 
g1'0up to reach a consensus without them if the decision does not affect them or compromise 
their interests. Any of these actions still constitutes consensus. 

Since the IRWMP has no regulatory authority, any decisions it makes cannot regulate or force 
another entity against its will to take an action not in its interest. All decisions and projects will 
be made and developed under the consensus rule except as noted in Section 6.1. 1.2 below. 

6. 1.1.2 Workgroups 
Workgroups give input and recommendations to d1e Planning Committee. But all decisions 
will be approved by the Planning Committee as a whole. 

6.1. 1.2 Less than 100% Consensus Decision Making 

The Planning Committee shall not limit itself to strict consensus if 100% agreement among 
all participants cannot be reached after all interests and options have been thoroughly 
identified, explored, discussed and considered. Less-tl1an-consensus decision-making shall 
not be undertaken lightly. If, after full exploration and discussion, tl1e Planning Committee 
cannot come to 1 00°/o agreelncnt, it will use the less-than-consensus decision-lnaking 
protocols as described below. For proposals or d1e Plan to be endorsed by d1e Planning 
Committee, it must pass the test identified in (a) below. 

a) Broad Support of the Planning Committee Membership 

The Plan or proposal must be endorsed by 7 5% of d1e total number of actiJJe members of the 
Planning Committee. (In od1er words, d1e Plan cannot be opposed by more than 25% of the 
total number of a&ti11e members of tl1e Planning Committee.) A&ti11e participation is defined in 
Section 6. 1.1 .3. 
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6.1. 1.3 Defmition of Active Participation by Planning Committee JVlembers 

Active participation means regular attendance at Planning Committee meetings; regular 
participation in at least one Work Group or ensuring that a designee of the Planning 
Committee member's organization participates in a Work Group under the Planning 
Cotnmittcc 1ne1nber's close guidance; and reviewing planning and other written documents 
before discussions or decisions will be made. It is understood that occasionally Planning 
Committee members may need to miss a Planning Committee or Work Group meeting, or 
both meetings. T f tl1ere is a guestion as to whether a Planning Committee member should be 
considered "active" for purposes of decision-tnaking, the Coordinating Conunittee will make 
that determination by communicating with the member or determining whether the 
stakeholder is active or not based on recent participation. 

7 Revisions to the MOU 
Any revisions to this MO U must be made through the decision-making process outlined in 
the section above on decision-making. 
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REFINEMENTS TO THE SSIRWMP M.O.U. 
SOUTHERN SIERRA IRWMP 
Adopt ed on May 10, 2012 

The following materials are refinements and clarifications to the existing "Memorandum of 
Understa nding, Southern Sierra Regional Entity," originally dated 2009. The materials do not 
rep lace the M.O.U., they merely provide additional details to el iminate ambiguity, and 
additional protocols on a few important topi cs that were not yet add ressed. Toget her they 
fo rm the governing documents of the Southern Sierra IRWMP's Regional Water Management 

Group. 

1. Program Management Structure (Section 3) 

3.3 Change of "Planning Committee" t erm to " Regional Water Management Group" 

As of July 2012, the "Planning Committee" w ill be referred to as the "Regional Water 

Management Group" (RWMG). Per IRWM guidelines (August 2010, Section 4-A-1, 

Governance, page 19), the RWM G includes three or more loca l agencies, at least t wo of 

which have statutory authority over water supply or water management. These t wo 

agencies share decision-making authority w ith the other members of t he RWMG. All 

other aspect s of the Memorandum of Understanding apply. 

3.4 Change of " fisca l agent" t erm to "grantee" 

As of July 2012, the t erm "fiscal agent" wi ll be replaced w ith "grantee," for consistency 

with IRWM guidelines (August 2010), which defines "grantee" as the grant recipient 

(page 32). 

3.5 Addit ional RWMG Roles and Respons ibilit ies 

Per the existing M.O.U., the RWMG wi ll cont inue to oversee and approve major 

programmatic decisions, such as funding appli cations and performance measures, and 

wi ll continue to set the overal l strategic direction for fo rmat ion of the IRWMP. 

Add itionally, members of the RWMG w ill (1) review in advance of meetings and provid e 

feedback on draft work products; (2) adopt final work products; {3) contribute expertise, 

data, and information to clarify discussions, eliminate false assumptions, and advance 

innovation; (4) communicate information to and from their agencies, organizations, 

and/or constit uencies; and (5) act in a manner that will enhance trust among all 

participants. 

3.6 Addit ional Coordinating Com mittee Ro les and Responsib il ities 

Per the existing M .O.U., the Coordinating Committee w ill cont inue to assist staff with 
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process planning, recommendations for process modifications, communications, and 

other issues for which staff needs advice; may also continue to provide more consistent 

fiscal oversight; and may also play a role in developing substantive proposals and policy, 

at the request and subject to the approval of the Planning Committee. Additionally, the 

Coordinating Committee will help to prepare for RWMG meetings by reviewing and 

helping to develop meeting materials, and by reviewing draft work products, as needed. 

3.7 Additional Membership Requirement 

Members ofthe RWMG must be part of a public agency, an organization, a business, a 

California Native American Tribe, or other group that represents a public interest and has 

signed the M.O.U. The M.O.U. identifies the primary representative and alternate; to 

keep information up to date, members are required to submit a letter written on 

letterhead indicating if their primary representative or alternate changes. Alternates are 

encouraged to attend as much as possible to maintain continuity of the discussions. A 

single person may represent more than one agency, organization, business, Tribe, or other 

group, so long as they have documentation of their role from each entity they represent. 

The RWMG does not include individual members of the public. Individual members of the 

public who are interested in and concerned about the Southern Sierra IRWMP are 

requested to join the list of interested parties (see section 5.2.1). 

5.2.1 Additional Information on Public Forum/ Interested Parties 

[This section augments the existing 5.2 Public Forum I Interested Parties] 

All interested parties are welcome to attend and participate in RWMG meetings and other 

Southern Sierra IRWMP events. As specified in the existing M.O.U., the RWMG maintains 

a list of interested parties for the purpose of noticing meetings and other public events, 

and sharing news and information. The list may also be used to solicit feedback to the 

RWMG at appropriate times. The list includes individual members of the public, as well as 

members of agencies, organizations, businesses, Tribes, or other groups that have an 

interested in or are concerned about the Southern Sierra IRWMP but do not sign the 

Memorandum of Understanding. 

3.8 Work Group Designation 

The RWMG may choose to create work groups to advance specific tasks outside of RWMG 

meetings. The RWMG will specific a clear purpose for any work group and, as applicable, 

also specify the tasks or work products and corresponding timelin·e for the work group. 

All work groups will provide a status update on their activities at the RWMG meetings. All 

work products will be submitted in draft to the RWMG for adoption. While the work 

groups may make day-to-day decisions to advance their efforts, the work groups have no 
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final decis ion-making authority (see Section 6.1.1.2). 

3.9 Roles and Responsibi lities of the Fac ilitators 

The fa ci litators will provide impartial guidance regard ing the planning and implementation 

process, and wi ll manage meetings on behalf of the RWMG. The facil itators are content­

neutral, which means they w ill not advocate for particu lar policy or technical outcomes; 

the facilitators will, however, advocate for a fair, transparent, effective, and credible 

dialog and decision-making process, including helping the RWMG uphold t he elements of 

the M.O.U. Specific duties include (1) design ing the work plan and meeting agendas in 

partnersh ip w ith the Project Manager, Coordinating Committee, and other RWMG 

members as needed; (2) providing guidance on process options and decisions; (3) 

reviewing and providing feedback on draft meeting materials; (4) overseeing t he 

preparation of meeting summaries, including action items, key points of discussion, and 

agreements and decisions; (5) serving as a confidant fo r members who wish to express 

concerns about content or process privately. The faci litator is in service of the RWMG and 

will provide equal support to all its members. 

2. Public Outreach and Participation (section 5) 

5.5 Media Protocol 
Per the existing M.O.U., t he Project Manager or other designated representatives may 

make public statements on behalf of the Sout hern Sierra IRWMP as an entity. The first 

point of contact for media or external inquiries should be the Project Manager or other 

designated representatives. Additionally, if cont acted by the media or an externa l party, 

or in other sess ions outs ide the meeting, members wi ll : 

a. Clarify t hat they are speaking only for t hemselves, not on beha lf of the RWMG. 

b. Express concerns and support in ways that are cons istent with their expressions 

in RWMG meetings. 

c. Represent oth er comments made in these meetings as general group concerns 

and support, rather than att ribut ing statements to other people or 

characterizing t he views of others. 

d. Avoid using the press as a veh icle for negotiation. 

Members reserve the right to express t heir own opinion to the media, but not the 

opinions of others. Members can refer media inquiries to other group members, who 

then can speak for themselves. The RWMG may periodically develop and approve 

lengthier consensus statements to keep t he public and media informed of it s work and 

progress, and associated decisions and agreements. 
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3. RWMG Decision-Making (Section 6) 

6.1.1.4 Clarif ication of Less than 100% Consensus Decision-Making 

Decision-making in the absence of consensus w ill follow the protocol in the existing M.O.U. 

For clarification of section 6.1.1.2 (aL decisions or agreements must be endorsed by 75% 

of the total number of active members of the RMWG w ho are present at the meeting 

(including via telephone) when a decision is made. Per the existing M.O.U., meetings that 

include decisions w ill be noticed two weeks in advance of the meeting. For cla rification of 

section 6.1.1.3, " regula r attendance" means that the member has attended at least half of 

the RWMG meetings in the past year, or in the case of new members, that the member 

has attended at least half of the RMWG meetings since signing t he M.O.U. The RWMG 

w ill maintain a current list of RWMG members, including thei r primary representat ive and 

alternate, and track meeting attendance. The requirement fo r participation in a work 

group is only applicable insofar as three or more work groups are active. 

6.2 Protocol for Notifying Members of an Upcoming Decision 

Per section 5.3, Public Noticing and Transparency, meetings that involve decision-making 

w ill be noticed t wo weeks in advance of the meeting. Members will be requested to 

acknowledge receipt of the emai l notifying them of the upcoming decision. If no 

acknow ledgment is received, t he facilitator(s) w ill follow-up by te lephone to ensure the 

member is aware of the upcoming decision. 

6.3 Mu ltiple Entities Represented by a Single Individual 

In some cases a single individual serves as the designated representative of more than 

one member entity . In order for the RWMG to have consensus on a decision, each of the 

member entities represented by the single indiv idual m ust be in consensus. 

If less than 100% consensus decision-making is invo lved, the single individual must choose 

a single entity to represent; any additional entity represented by that individual must send 

their alternate representative to take part in decision-making. All alternates are required 

to be fully briefed on the group's historical deliberations and inform ation and issues 

involved in the decision, to ensure continuity of the group's discussions and a timely 

decision-making process. All decisions wi ll be noticed in advance as specified in sections 

5.3 and 6.2. 

If less than 100% consensus decis ion-making is involved, and one of the entities 

represented by the single individual has a financia l interest in the out come (e.g., one of 

the entities represented by the single individual is applying to be the grantee for a 

planning or implementation grant}, the single individual will be permitted to participate in 

discuss ions and decisions regarding t he steps, criteria, and information used for making 
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the decision (e.g., selection of a grantee). In this regard, they help to shape the decision­

making process as a who le. During t he deliberation of t he decision and f inal less than 

100% decision-making, however, th is individual will be requ ested to leave t he room, and 

the entity that has a financial interest in t he outcome w ill not be part of the less than 

100% consensus decision-making. Additionally, none of the other entities represented by 

the single individual will be permitted to be part of the deliberation of the decision and 

fina l less than 100% decision-m aking. This is to avoid a situat ion where a secondary entity, 

even though it has no financial interest in the outcome, sends an alternate representative 

to support the selection of the single individual t hat typi ca lly represents them out of 

solidarity. To ensure that it has a voice in such a circumstance, any member entity 

typically represented by a single individual can decide to regularly send their alternate to 

t he series of meetings leading up t o a financial decision, and thus avoid relying on t he 

single individual to represent them during that period of the RWMG's work. The RWMG 

w ill identify the appropriate number of meet ings to attend early enough in the process to 

al low such participation. 

4. Joint Fact-Finding (new section -section 8} 

8 Joint Fact-Finding Protoco l 

The RWMG may choose to conduct joint fact-finding when it needs to make a decis ion 

regard ing a complex scientific or t echnica l issue, but cannot readily reach agreement on 

how best to proceed. Joint fact-find ing provides an approach t o bui lding consensus and 

making informed decisions in the face of uncerta inty. It invo lves a subset of RWMG 

members working with the consultant and subject-matter experts t o f rame t he questions 

to be answered, interpret existing information , and generate recommendations. Joint 

fact-finding conducted by the RWMG w ill include the fo llowing steps: 

1. The facilitator or RWMG member develops a short Issue Summary that identifi es key 

issues and qu estions in enough detail to cl ea rly communicate concerns to all 

members. 

2. The RWMG identifies a f ew members to form a joint fact-finding work grou p on the 

des ignated topic. The work group identifies additional expertise needed to 

understand and address the top ic, and invites mutually agreed-upon individual 

subject-matter experts to support the work group. 

3. At its first meeting, the work group discusses how existing information appl ies to the 

issues and questions identif ied in the Issue Summary. Members identify areas 

w here they are in consensus, and if possible, recommend to t he RWMG how to 

move forward on the issues and questions identified. If t he work grou p desires 

more information, it ident ifies the imm ed iate next steps for gathering t his. lfthe 
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desired information does not exist, the work group decides whether it can be 

generated in a timeframe that is consistent with the RWMG's work plan; if not, the 

work group agrees to continue its joint fact-finding effort and ultimately make a 

recommendation the absence of ideal information. 

4. At its second or subsequent meetings, the work group reviews new information and 

seeks consensus on what to recommend to the RWMG. If the work group makes a 

sincere effort but cannot reach consensus, it may provide more than one set of 

recommendations to the RWMG. 

5. When recommendations are ready, the work group presents these to the RWMG 

and answers any substantive or procedural questions from RWMG members. The 

intent is to provide recommendations in an open, transparent, and educative way 

that supports informed decision-making. The RWMG in turn seeks consensus on 

what recommendation(s) to adopt. The RWMG may request the work group to 

conduct additional fact-finding and report back. 

6. The final recommendation adopted by the RWMG is recorded in the Issue Summary, 

as well as the standard meeting summary that is made publicly available on the 

website. 

During the joint fact-finding process, the work group will update the RWMG as to its 

progress during the RWMG's regular meetings. 
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Kegwnal water Nlanagement LS-rouptl"Iannmg Lommntee 
•IRWMP decision-making body 
•Membership: water agencies, resource agencies, conservation groups, 
Counties, Tribes, etc. from geographic scope of IRWMP (open to those 
interested in water resources management) 

•Decision-making: consensus-based with a default for supermajority vote 
with representation from major interests. 

•Meetings open to the public 

Coordinating Committee 
• Provides recommendations and guidance to IRWMP staff and 

consultants for managing IRWMP, preparation for meetings, drafting 
proposed policies, and planning tools 

• Membership: representation from major interests and geographic area 
ofiRWMP. Must also be members of Planning Committee. 

• Size: Keep this Connnittee at a small workable number. Suggest 8. 
• Frequency of Meetings: Meets every month during Planning stages and 

every other month thereafter. 
• Decision-making: No decision-making authority. Proposes ideas to the 

Planning Committee for decision-making. 

Grantee (1 entity) 
(DWR eligibility: Non-profit or public institution) 

•Administration of grants and funds including contracting, reporting, .. 
mvorcmg 

•Grants awarded to fiscal sponsor on behalf of the IRWMP 
•Leader in region and for IRWMP 
•Contractor with DWR 

Legal Authority (3 entities) 
(DWR criteria: 3 public agencies, 2 with authority over water.) 

•One of three entities will be fiscal sponsor for DWR Planning 
Grant 

'"Members ofPlanning Connnittee/members of Coordinating 
Committee 

'"Decision-making: none, these entities will make consensus 
decisions as part of the Planning Committee. 

«>Frequency of meetings: none. Group members may be part of the 
Coordinating Cmmnittee to engage in IRWMP coordination. 



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, and SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
for the 

INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
For Fiscal Years 2012·2016 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the San Diego County Water 
Authority (Water Authority); the City of San Diego, a municipal agency (City); and the County 
of San Diego, a political subdivision of the State of California (County), sets forth the respective 
roles of Water Authority, City and County in regard to the Integrated Regional Water 
Management (IRWM) Phm and Program. Water Authority, City and County are sometimes 
refened to in this MOU coilectively as the "Parties" and individually as "Party." 

This MOU replaces the Memorandum of Understanding (March 25, 2009), as amended, 
between City, County, and Water Authority for Fiscal Years 2009-2013 for the IRWM Grant 
Program. 

RECITALS: 

l. The California Legislature enacted SBX2 1 (Perala, Chapter 1 Statutes of2008), the 
Integrated Regional Water Management Planning Act, which repealed and re-enacted Part 2.2 of 
Division 6 of the Water Code relating to integrated regional water management plans. SBX2 1 
provides that a regional water management group may prepare and adopt an integrated regional 
water management (IRWM) plan. 

2. In November 2002, Proposition 50, the Water Secmity, Clean Drinking Water, Coastal 
and Beach Protection Act, authorized the Legislature to appropriate funding for competitive 
grants for IRWM projects. 

3. In November 2006, Proposition 84, the Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, 
Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Act, authorized the Legislature to appropriato 
funding for competitive grants for IRWM projects. 

4. The intent of the IRWM Grant Program (Program) established in accordance with 
Proposition 50 and SBX2 1, is to encourage integrated regional strategies for management of 
water resources and to provide funding, through competitlvo gnmts, for projects that protect 
communities fl·om drought, protect and improve water quality, promote environmental 
stewardship, and improve local water security by reducing dependence on imported water. 

5. To qualify as a regional water management group (R WMG) and comply with the 
Program Guidelines (Guidelines) established under Proposition 50 and SBX2 1, at least three 
agencies must participate in the group; two of the agencies must have statutory authority over 
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water management that may include water supply, water quality, flood control, or storm water 
management. 

6. In 2005, the Parties established an RWMG that consists of Water Authority, which has 
statutory authority over Water management; City, which has statutory authority over water 
management, water quality, wastewater, flood management and stormwater; and County, which 
has statutory authority over Water quality, stonnwater and flood control in the unincorporated 
area. 

7. The Parties understand that only through a collaborative effort with the many 
stakeholders involved in water managcnwnt planning can theIR WM Plan process be successful 
in the San Diego region. 

8 As part of the pttblic outreach and stakeholder involvement effort,the Parties established 
the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC), which comprises up to 32 representatives appointed 
by the Parties from the water management areas of water supply, water quality and natural 
resources/watersh<xls managen.1ent; and representatives of businesses, academia and tribes, as 
well as other interested members of the public. The purpose of the RAC is to make 
recommendations to the Parties on key issues related to IRWM plarming and grant applications. 

9. The Parties, acting with positive recommendations from the RAC, completed the first San 
Diego IRWM Plan (Plan) in 2007. Subsequently, the Parties have received fimding for planning 
and implementation of projects from the Califomia Department of Water Resources (DWR). 
Additional funding is available to the San Diego IRWM Program from Proposition 84, approved 
by California voters in 2006. · 

10. To qualify for Proposition 84 IRWM fi.mding, a planning region must have an IRWM 
Plan that complies with the requirements of California Water Code Section 83002(b)(3)(B), or 
must have committed to bringing its plan into compliance within two years of receiving such 
funding. 

11. A Local Project Sponsor (LPS) is a proponent of an individual project that will be funded as 
part of an IRWM Program grant from the State or other future funding agencies. An LPS may 
be Water Authority, County, City, a Water Authority member agency, a municipality, a local 
agency or a non-profit organization. 

12. This MOU consists of five major components: general grant obligations, San Diego 
IRWM Plan update, IRWM grant administration, the role ofthe RAC, and funding for IRWM 
Pro gram management. 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the above incorporated recitals and mutual 
obligations of the Parties herein expressed, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. General Grant Obligations 

a. The Parties are equal partners in the development and submission of IR WM grant 
applications. All Parties shall provide timely reviews und approvals before grant 
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applications are submitted. 

b. Water Authotity shall submit the grant applications to the funding agency on behalf of 
the Parties. 

c. To expedite the grant application process, Water Authority shall provide initial funding 
for a consultant to develop the applications. The total cost of the consultant and 
applications shall be shared by the parties consistent with Section 5 of this MOU. 

d. The funding commitment by the Parties under Section 5 of this MOU assumes that the 
Parties will continue to pay or provide in-kind services as allowed for the entire cost of 
grant applications for the IRWM Program. As part of the IRWM Plan Update described 
in Section 2 of this MOU, the Parties agree to study the concept of obtaining funding 
from other sources to fully or partially defray the cost of grant applications. 

e. Water Authotity shall be responsible for administering funding for projects that are 
receiving IRWM Program grant funding with respect to submitting invoices and 
quarterly reports to the funding agency, disttibuting funding to LPS, and processing 
contract amendments as applicable. 

f. The Parties shall share equally in any and all contractual liability, regardless of nature 
or type, which arises out of or results from aLPS's performance of services under its 
agreement with the Water Authotity. The Parties shall share equally in any of the 
default provisions listed in the grant agreements received by the Parties. The Water 
Authority also agrees to pursue contractual remedies. 

g. Each Pmiy shall procure m1d maintain during the period of this MOU insurance from 
insurance companies admitted to do business in the State of Califomia or shall self­
insure to cover any contractual liability resulting from the conditions referenced in 
Section lf. 

2. San Diego IRWM I' ian Update 

a. The Pmties are equal pminers in the update of the Plan. Water Authority shall contract 
with a consultm1t to update the Plan in compliance with the Guidelines m1d schedule 
established by DWR, and submit the updated Plan to DWR. 

b. The update ofthe Plan shall be contingent upon receipt of grant fimding for this 
purpose. 

3. IRWM Grant Contracts Administration 

a. The Water Authority shall administer and manage IR WM grant agreements, administer 
the LPS contracts, develop and maintain a reporting m1d invoicing program, m1d 
communicate project and agreement progress to the RWMG, RAC, and the funding 
agency. 
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b. An LPS that has satisfied all invoicing requirements for a grant shall invoice the Water 
Authority, which shall in turn invoice the funding agency, The Water Authority shall, 
within 45 days of receipt of funds from the funding agency, disburse the funds to the 
LPS .. 

c. The Water Authority shall appropriate a percentage of tho grant money allocated to 
each LPS project to fund administration ofthe IRWM grants. The Parties shall agree 
mutually io the percentage of the grant money that is to be appropriated for this 
purpose. To the extent that costs exceed the amount in this timd, and th:i\t the Parties 
mutually agree to the additional cost, the Parties shall equally share the additional costs 
in accordance with Section Sa. 

d. Where a labor compliance requirement has been established by the granting agency, 
Authority shall repoti to the granting agency the compliance status of LPS, as reported 
by LPS, with applicable public works laws. 

4. Role of Regiollal Advisory .Committee (RAC) 

The RAC shall be considered the project advisory committee. The Parties are committed to a 
cooperative relationship with the RAC and will incorporate the EZAC' s consensus 
recommendations in documents prepared for presentations to the Parties' governing bodies. The 
Parties' goveming bodies wiJl give prim my consideration to the recommendations of the RAC as 
part of any decision related to the following: 

a. Adoption of updates to the IRWM Plan for the San Diego Region. 

b. Criteria for prioritizing projects to be Sl;lbmitted tor IRWM grant programs. 

c. Reevaluation of all projects submitt<>d for grant funding if a funding agency f1.mds tho 
Program at a level lower than the requested grant amount and does not provide 
direction on which projects to fund. Parties shall fund the projects based on 
consultation with the RAC and the criteria for project prioritization (Section 4b ). 

d. Approval and submittal of grant applications. 

e. Transition of responsibility for implementation of the IRWM Plan to anew institutional 
structure. 

5. Fundillg 

a. Funding for FY 2012-2016 shall not exceed $1,470,000. Each Party shall provide an 
equal share of this funding in an amount not to exceed $490,000. If a Patty's 
contribution was not totally expended in the MOU (March 25, 2009), as amended, that 
Party shall be credited for the unexpended amount in this MOU. 
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b. In-kind services provided by the Parties shall be considered in excess ofthe above 
funding amounts and are not reimbursable. The Parties' staff shall separately document 
time spent on in-kind services for IRWM planning, administration and grant applications. 

c. The funding commihnent described in Sa shall not include expenditures to administer the 
IRWM Grant Program. 

d. Water Authority shall invoice City and County on a quarterly basis along with supporting 
documentation of expenses. City and County shall remit payment within60 days of 
receipt of invoice. 

6. Assignment 

Parties shall not assign or transfer this MOU or any rights under or interest in this MOU without 
written consent of all other Patties, which may be withheld for any reason. 

7. Defense and Indenmity 

Water Authority, City, and County each agree to mutually indemnify, defend at its own expense, 
including attorneys' fees, and hold each otl1er harmless fl·om and against all claims, costs, penalties, 
causes of action, demands, losses and liability of any nature whatsoever, including but not limited to 
liability for bodily injury, siclmess, disease or death, property damage (including loss of use) or 
violation of law, caused by or arising out of or related to any negligent act, en·or or omission of that 
party, its oftlcers or employees, or any other agent acting pursuant to its control and perfom1ing 
under this Agreement. 

Nothing in the foregoing shall be construed to require any Party to indemnify another for any 
claim arising from the sole negligence or willful act of the Party to be indemnified. 

8. Document Review 

Water Authority, City and County each shall make available for inspection to the other Patties, 
upon reasonable advance notice, all records, books and other documents relating to the Plan and 
the Program, unless privileged . 

.9. Term 

The term of this MOU shall begin on the elate of execution by all Pmties and expire on 
Jm1e 30, 2016 expressly contingent upon funding by Water Authority, City and County. The 
term may be extended by written agreement of all Parties. The Pmties shall continue to 
participate in the planning, development and coordination of the Plan and Grants to the 
maximum extent possible. The Parties agree to notify one another in the event that their agency's 
fi.Jture budget appropriations impact Program funding continuity. If appropriations are different 
than anticipated, the MOU and Program funding shall he adjusted based on actual funding. 
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10. Notice 

Any notice, payment, credit or instTument required or permitted to be given herecmder will be 
deemed received upon personal delivery or 24 hours after deposit in any United States mrtil 
depository, first class postage prepaid, and addressed to the Party for whom intended as follows: 

If to the W atcr Authority: 

If to City: 

If to County 

San Diego County Water Authority 
4677 Overland A venue 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Attn: Mark Stadler 

City of San Diego Water Department 
600 B Street, Suite 600 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Attn: Cathy Pieroni 

County of Sa11 Diego 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite P 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Attn: Sheri McPherson 

Any Party may change such address or contact by notice given to tl1e other Parties as provided 
herein. 

11. Amendments 

The MOU may be amended by written agreement of all Parties. 

12. Severability 

The partial invalidity of one or more parts of this MOU will not affect the intent or validity of 
this MOU. 

13. Governing Law 

This MOU shall·be. deemed a contract cmder the laws of the State of California and for all 
purposes shall be interpreted in accordance with such laws. Any action brought shall be in San 
Diego County, Califomia. 

14. 0 bligations 

Nothing in this agrcc.tnent shall create additional obligations with respect to the Plan or Program. 
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15. Termination of MOU 

This MOU may be terminated by any Party with or without cause 30 days after notice in writing 
to the other Parties. 

16. Signatmes 

The individuals executing this MOU represent and warrant that they have the legal capacity and 
authority to do so on behalf of their respective legal entities. 

JN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this MOU as of the date below. 

San Diego County 
Water Authority 

County of San Diego 

..._/). // c 
By:_~ c;:, 

Richard Crompton, Dire or 
Department of Public Works 

By: ~J~ rfiU z:::l•\} 
Winston F. McColl, Direc or 7"'-J_ 
Department of Purchasing and Contracting 
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City of San Diego 

By: - Hildred Pepper 'fr~Jt 
Purchasing & Contraclmg 

Director 



APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

San Diego County 
Water Authority 

County of San Diego 

City of San Diego 

By: C]-eL D ~~=,1------
Jam;fso'Day -/ 
County Counsel, Senior Deputy 

Date: __<}l<J-"J 1-')!~/~~-
7 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
AMONG CITY OF MODESTO, CITY OF TURLOCK, CITY OF HUGHSON, AND CITY OF CERES 

FOR INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated A~.,,f-?;? , 2011 is entered among the City of 
Modesto, City of Turlock, City of Hughson, and City of Ceres (collectively known as the East Stanislaus 
Regional Water Management Partnership or Partnership) for the purposes of coordinating water 
resources planning activities undertaken by the cities/water agencies and to establish mutual 
understandings of cities/water agencies with respect to their joint efforts in developing an Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) that will increase regional coordination, collaboration and 
communication and help in obtaining funding for water resources-related projects. 

WHEREAS, the California Legislature enacted SBX2 1 (Perata, Chapter 1 Statues of 2008), the 
Integrated Regional Water Management Planning Act, which provides that a regional water management 
group may prepare and adopt an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. 

WHEREAS, In November 2006, the Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River 
and Coastal Protection Act (Prop 84), authorized Legislature to appropriate funding for competitive grants 
for projects included in Integrated Regional Water Management Plans. 

WHEREAS, the Cities of Ceres, Hughson, Turlock and Modesto adopted and entered into a cost share 
agreement for the preparation of an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan on June 22,2010. 

WHEREAS, the Partnership has submitted an application for approval of the Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan and East Stanislaus Region approval, which includes descriptions of the regional 
boundary, the Partnership, Committees, and governance structure, among other topics, through the 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Region Acceptance Process (RAP). 

WHEREAS, the signatories of the MOU anticipate the potential need for future agreements on specific 
projects or programs and with other affected agencies to further coordinate long-term water resources 
planning. 

WHEREAS, the MOU does not prevent any signatory from pursuing other projects individually and 
participation in Plan planning is nonbinding, and in no way suggests that an agency's ability to plan and 
undertake efforts to plan for projects or secure project funding from any source. An agency may withdraw 
from participation at any time. 

Now, therefore, the following is mutually understood and agreed: 

1. GOALS 

The goals of the Partnership are: 

1.1. To develop a comprehensive planning document to facilitate regional cooperation in providing water 
supply reliability, water recycling, water conservation, water quality improvement, storm water capture and 
management, flood man,gement, wetlands enhancement and creation, and environmental and habitat 
protection and improvement. 
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1 .2. To foster coordination. collaboration and communication between Pannership agencies responsible 

for water-related issues and interested stakeholders, to achieve greater efficiencies, enhance public 
services, and build public suppon for vital projects. 

1 .3. To improve regional competitiveness for State and Federal grant funding. 

2. DEFINfTIONS 

As used in this MOU, the following words and phrases shall have the meanings set forth below unless the 
context clearly indicates otherwise. 

2.1. Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. The Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
(IRWMP) envisioned by state legislators and state resource agencies that integrates the projects and 
management plans of all water-related agencies and stakeholders in a region, in this case the East 
Stanislaus Region, in order to foster coordination, collaboration and communication among those entities 
and to assist decision-makers in awarding grants and other funding. The plan will address water supply, 
water quality, wastewater, stormwater/flood control, watershed planning and habitat protection and 

restoration. 

2.2. Agency. A public entity, be it a special district, city or other governmental entity, responsible for 

providing one or more services in the areas of water supply, water quality, wastewater, recycled water, 
water conservation, stormwater/flood control, watershed planning and habitat protection and restoration. 

2.3. Service function. A water-related individual service function provided by an agency, i.e. water supply, 
water quality, wastewater, recycled water, water conservation, storm water/flood control, watershed 
planning, and habitat protection and restoration. 

2.4. Pannership. The Pannership consists of the member agencies signatory to this MOU. 

2.5. Panner: Agencies that have signed this MOU shall individually be referred to as Panner. 

2.6. Project. A comprehensive list of resource projects or programs that yield multiple benefits including 
one or more of the following: water supply reliability, water conservation and water use efficiency; 
stormwater capture, storage, clean-up, treatment and management; removal of invasive non-native 
species, the creation and enhancement of wetlands, and the acquisition, protection, and restoration of 
open space and watershed lands; non-point source pollution reduction, management and monitoring; 
groundwater recharge and management; contaminant and salt removal through reclamation, desalting, 
and conveyance of reclaimed water to users; water banking, exchange, reclamation and improvement of 
water quality; planning and implementation of multipurpose flood management programs; watershed 
protection and management; drinking water treatment and distribution; ecosystem and fisheries 
restoration and protection. 

2.7. Management plan. An agency's or organization's plan, based in pan on the land-use plans within the 
entity's jurisdiction, that addresses how that entity will provide service in the future in one or more of the 
following service functions: water supply, water quality, wastewater, recycled water, water conservation, 
stormwater/flood control, watershed planning or habitat protection and restoration. 

2.8. Integration. Assembling into one document the water-related management strategies, projects and 
plans in the East Stanislaus Region. The first phase would be to identify water management strategies for 
the region and the priority projects that work together to demonstrate how these strategies work together 
to provide reliable water supply, protect or improve water quality, provide watershed protection and 
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planning, and provide environmental restoration and protection. Projects and plans would be categorized 
and opportunities to identify regional benefits of linkages between multiple water management strategies 
among projects and plans of separate service functions and to see where projects and plans of separate 
service functions may further interrelate, e.g. wastewater treatment and water recycling or habitat 
restoration. 

3. IRWMP PROJECT PARTICIPANTS 

3.1. Public agencies. Public agencies, which have developed projects and management plans, are 
responsible to their respective electorates, and are devoting staff to the process, will take the lead as the 
voice in the IRWM planning process as described in "Approach to developing the Plan" below. These 
public agencies shall be one or more of the Partners of the Partnership. 

3.2. Contributing entities. Other entities, such as business and environmental groups, are considered 
valuable contributors and will continue to be invited and encouraged to participate. 

3.3. Regulatory agencies. These agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the 
Department of Fish and Game, will be invited to participate. 

3.4. Stakeholders and disadvantaged communities. The Signatories understand that a collaborative effort 
with stakeholders and disadvantaged communities, regardless of their ability to contribute financially, is 
vital to a successful Plan planning process and ultimate preparation of a Plan. The public at large, 
stakeholders, and disadvantaged communities will be asked to participate in the planning process and will 
be given opportunities to provide input and comments on the preparation of a Plan. 

4. MUTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

4.1. An IRWM Plan is needed for the following reasons: 

(a) To foster increased coordination, collaboration and communication between East Stanislaus 
Region cities/water agencies and interested stakeholders that may result in more effectively 
managed resources, cost efficiencies and better service to the public. 

(b) Some state grants and other funding opportunities require development and implementation 
of an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. 

4.2. Future cost sharing agreements will be developed among the Partnership members, as needed. 
Developing an Implementation Grant Funding Application and minor costs of supporting the governance 
structure are two areas that may require additional funding through this cost sharing agreement. 

4.3. Tl1e Plan will include, but may not necessarily be limited to, water supply, water quality, wastewater, 
recycled water, water conservation, stormwater/flood control, watershed planning and habitat protection 
and restoration. It is acknowledged that the management plans of each individual public agency are 
based, in part, on the land-use plans within an agency's jurisdiction. Therefore, the resultant Plan will by 
design have incorporated the land-use plans and assumptions intrinsic to the respective water-related 
service function. 

4.4. The East Stanislaus Region for this MOU is defined as a portion of eastern Stanislaus County that 
includes the signatories' service areas and is bounded by the Merced River on the South and Stanislaus 
River on the north. A full description of the regional boundary will be included in the Regional Acceptance 
Process application which will be submitted to DWR for approval and also as depicted in Exhibit A. 
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4.5. Approach to developing the Plan: 

(a) A reasonable approach towards developing the Plan is to first identify the roles and 
responsibilities of the representatives and stakeholders involved. The governance structure and 
public outreach sections of the Regional Acceptance Process application will more thorougr1ly 
describe these groups and their roles. 

(b) The proposed forum for this regional planning effort is through the creation of the Partnership, 
Steering Committee, Stakeholder Committee and Stakeholder Subcommittees. Agencies, 
entities, and the public at large will be invited to participate in the effort. Throughout the Plan 
planning process, the Partnership will have final decision-making authority. 

4.6. Decision-making. Consensus will be sought in the event the need for a decision arises. A governance 
structure will be developed outlining the decision making process. Any decision being made by the 
Partnership is done so based on a vote with each member representative in the Partnership receiving one 
vote and all actions requiring a simple majority vote. The Partners understand unless a vote of its 
representative is either pre-approved or ratified by the Partner's governing body, namely its city council or 
board, the effect of the representative's vote does not bind that Partner to the decision. Regional 
decision-making and management processes may be revised as the Region matures and the IRWM Plan 
is developed and implemented. 

4.7. The Partnership shall consist of one representative and one alternate from each participating Partner 
in the Partnership. Such representatives shall be a board member, council member, general manager, 
city manager, or as designated by the member agency's electoral body. In the event that the primary 
representative is unavailable for a meeting, the alternate shall serve as representative. 

4.8. Quorum. Representatives or alternates from a majority of the Partnership members shall constitute a 
quorum for transacting business, except that less than a quorum may vote to adjourn the meeting or to 
set a date for the next meeting. 

4.9. Approval of the Plan. Plan approval and adoption is anticipated by each Partnership member. Should 
a Partnership member refuse to adopt the IRWMP, the reasons for refusal should be cited and attempts 
will be made to reconcile any differences. Should the differences remain irreconcilable, the dissenting 
member will be asked to withdraw from participation in the Partnership. 

4.10. Non-binding nature. This document and participation in this MOU and Plan effort are nonbinding, 
and in no way suggest that a Partner may not continue its own planning and undertake efforts to secure 
project funding from any source. A Partner may withdraw from participation at any time. 

4.11. Personnel and financial resources. It is expected that the signatories of the MOU will contribute the 
personnel and financial resources necessary to develop and implement the Plan as determined by 
subsequent agreements. 

4.12. Terms of Office. Each representative and alternate in the Partnership shall serve as long as the 
Partner's governing body, namely the city council or board of directors, designates that person to serve in 
that capacity .. If at any time a representative vacancy occurs in the Partnership, a replacement shall be 
appointed or designated by the Partner within ninety (90) days of the date that such position becomes 
vacant. The Partner's alternate representative shall fulfill the role of primary representative until a primary 
representative is designated by the member agency. Alternate representatives to the Partnership shall be 
empowered to cast votes in the absence of the primary representative or in the event of a conflict of 
interest that prevents the primary representative from voting subject to this MOU. 
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4.13. Officers of the Partnership. The Partnership shall elect a Chair and Vice-Chair, and such other 
officers it deems appropriate. The duties of the Chair and Vice-Chair are as follows: 

(a) Chair. The Chair shall direct the preparation of agendas, call meetings of the Partnership to 
order, and conduct other activities as deemed appropriate by the Partnership. 

(b) Vice-Chair. The Vice-Chair shall serve as the Chair in the absence of the Chair. In the event 
both Chair and Vice-Chair are absent from a meeting, which would otherwise constitute a 
quorum, and a temporary Chair was not designated by the Chair at the last regular meeting, any 
Partnership member may call the meeting to order and a temporary chair may be appointed by 
majority vote to serve until the Chair or Vice-Chair is present. 

4.14. Other on-going regional efforts. Development of the Plan is separate from efforts of other 
organizations to develop water-related plans on a regional basis. As the Plan is developed, work products 
can be shared with these other organizations. 

4.15. Reports and communications. The Steering Committee will regularly report on the progress of the 
Partnership to the agencies and stakeholders they represent and the associations or organizations to 
which they belong that are involved in the Plan process. 

4.16. Termination. Because the Plan will require periodic review and updating for use into the future, it is 
envisioned that the joint efforts of those involved will be on-going in maintaining a living document. Thus 
this document will remain as a reflection of the understandings of the participants when they signed the 
MOU. As indicated, Partners of the Partnership MOU may terminate their involvement at any time upon 
thirty (30) days written notice. However, the Partner terminating its involvement in the Partnership shall 
still be subject to any agreements entered into by the Partner before the effective date of the termination. 

4.17. Additional agencies may join the Partnership provided the Partnership receives a written request 
from the interested agency to join, the Partnership receives a majority vote to approve the new agency's 
membership and the new agency becomes a signatory to this MOU and any related cost sharing 
agreements, 

4.18. Procedures. The Partnership may adopt bylaws, rules of conduct for meetings, and operating 
procedures for the Partnership which would be updated from time to time as needed. To facilitate such 
efforts, the Partnership may adopt the administrative procedures and policies of a Partner. 

4.19. Minutes. A secretary or clerk may be appointed by the Partnership to keep and distribute meeting 
minutes. 

5. SIGNATORIES TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

We, the undersigned representatives of our respective agencies, acknowledge the above as our 
understanding of how the East Stanislaus Integrated Regional Water Management Plan will be 
developed. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Memorandum of Understanding as set 

forth below. 

CITY OF MODESTO 

Member Agency 

GRE 

Dated: -----"~-~---""w::J:· '-='./+-( __ _ 

CITY OF TURLOCK 

Member Agency 

By:_2?JJ2·~ 
ROY WASDEN, City Manager 

Dated: c;(21UI 
A,~,VED AS T~;o~r;:.A-(\. 
By: ~h11cl\rb ~\ tL-r__' 

PHAEDRA NORTON, CITY ATTORNEY 

STEPHANIE LOPEZ, City Clerk 
Resolution 2011-359 Aug. 9, 2011 

APP~E~~~O FORM: 

By: ~X \'--..__~ 
ROLAND R. STEVENS, 

Assistant City Attorney 

CITY OF CERES 

Member Agency 

ART DE WERK, Acting City Manager 

Dated: 4?- ( lc- l/ 

CITY OF HUGHSON 

Dated: 8 - I 0 - L I 

Ext-libit A- East Stanislaus Integrated Regional Water Management Plan Region Map 
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Exhibit 2 - MOU 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
among 

CITY OF COACHELLA/COACHELLA WATER AUTHORITY, COACHELLA 
VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, DESERT WATER AGENCY, CITY OF 

INDIO/INDIO WATER AUTHORITY, AND MISSION SPRINGS WATER 
DISTRICT 

for 
DEVELOPMENT OF AN INTEGRATED 

REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated Sept. 9, 2008 is entered 
into among the City of Coachella/Coachella Water Authority, Coachella Valley 
Water District, Desert Water Agency, City of Indio/Indio Water Authority, and 
Mission Springs Water District (collectively known as Partners) for the purpose of 
coordinating water resources planning activities undertaken by the water 
agencies. 

WHEREAS, each Partner has adopted a Resolution of commitment pledging to 
create an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP). 

WHEREAS, it is in the interests of the signatory Partners and the region served 
by the Partners that these water resources are responsibly managed and 
conserved to the extent feasible; and 

WHEREAS, the Partners wish to coordinate their long term water supply 
planning efforts in accordance with Section 1 0531 of the Integrated Regional 
Water Management Planning Act of 2002 and Division 43 of the Safe Water, 
Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal Protection Bond Act 
of 2006 (Acts); and 

WHEREAS, the Partners anticipate the potential need for future agreements on 
specific projects or programs and with other affected agencies to further 
coordinate long term water supply planning. 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually understood and agreed as follows: 

1.1 

1.2 

SECTION 1: 
AUTHORITY OF PARTNERS 

The Coachella Water Authority is a joint powers authority formed as a 
component of the City of Coachella and Redevelopment Agency of the 
City of Coachella and has statutory authority over water supply. 

The Coachella Valley Water District is a public agency of the State of 
California organized and operating under County Water District Law, 
California Water Code section 30000, et seq, and Coachella District 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
August 10, 2008 
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Merger law, Water Code section 33100, at seq. Coachella Valley Water 
District is a State Water Project Contractor and Colorado River Contractor 
empowered to import water supplies to its service area, and has statutory 
authority over water supply. 

1.3 The Desert Water Agency is an independent special district created by a 
special act of the state legislature contained in chapter 1 00 of the 
appendix of the California Water Code. Desert Water Agency is also a 
State Water Project Contractor empowered to import water supplies to its 
service area, replenish local groundwater supplies, and collect 
assessments necessary to support a groundwater replenishment program 
as provided for in the Desert Water Agency law and has statutory 
authority over water supply. 

1.4 The Indio Water Authority is a joint powers authority formed as a 
component of the City of Indio and Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
Indio and has statutory aufuority over water supply. 

1.5 Mission Springs Water District is a County Water District formed under 
Section 30000 at seq of the California Water Code and has statutory 
authority over water supply. 

SECTION 2: 
( DEFINITIONS 

( 

The abbreviations and capitalized words and phrases used In this MOU shall 
have the following meanings: 

2.1 Acts - mean Section 10531 of the Integrated Regional Water 
Management Planning Act of 2002 and California Water Code Division 43, 
known as the Safe Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River 
and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2006 

2.2 Coachella Valley Region - the watershed bounded on the North by the 
San Bernardino Mountains, little San Bernardino Mountains and Mecca 
Hills Area, on the East by Mortmar and Trsvertine Rock, on the South by 
the Santa Rosa Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains and on the West 
by Stubbe Canyon. 

2.3 CVWD- Coachella Valley Water District 

2.4 CVRWMG - Coachella Valley Regional Water Management Group 

2.5 CWA- Coachella Water Authority 

2.6 DWA- Desert Water Agency 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
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2.7 IRWMP -Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 

2.8 IWA- Indio Water Authority 

2 .9 MSWD - Mission Springs Water District 

SECTION 3: 
PURPOSES AND GOALS OF THIS MOU 

3.1 Purpose and Goals: 

3 .1.1 This MOU Is to memorialize the intent of the Partners to coordinate 
and share information concerning water supply planning programs and 
projects and other information, and to improve and maintain overall 
communication among the Partners Involved. It is anticipated that 
coordination and Information sharing among the Partners will assist the 
agencies in achieving their respective missions to the overall well-being of 
the region. Coordination and Information sharing shall focus on issues of 
common interest in Section 3.2. 

3.1.2 The execution of this MOU by the Partners shall constitute the 
formation of a Regional Water Management Group consisting of the 
Partners, in accordance with the Acts. The Regional Water Management 
Group shall be named the Coachella Valley Regional Water Management 
Group(CVRWMG). 

3.1.3 It is the goal of the Partners to prepare and adopt an IRWMP for 
the Coachella Valley Region and to implement projects and programs 
individually or jointly in groups that address issues of common interest, as 
the group so identifies. 

3.2 Common h!UIIuetl and Interest: 

3.2.1 Water supply programs and projects that may provide mutual 
benefits in Improving water supply reliability and/or water quality. 

3.2.2 Coordination of near-term and long-term water supply planning 
activities. 

3.2.3Developmenl of regional approaches to problem-solving and issues 
resolution as well as to further common interest. 

3.3 Future Agi'Hmentl By Partnen~: The Partners acknowledge that by 
virtue of commitments and intentions stated within this MOU, the need for 
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certain other considerations that will facilitate the preparation of an 
IRWMP for the Coachella Valley Region will likely emerge. These include 
and are not limited to: 

3.3.1 Developing a Scope of Work 

3.3 .2 Determining the cost sharing of projects 

3.3.3 Establishing methods for project management 

3.3.4 Establishing a project timeline 

SECTION4: 
JOINT PLANNING FOR PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

4.1 Projects and Programs Covered by this MOU: it is the intent of the 
Partners that they coordinate and collaborate to address the common 
issues identified. The Partners may develop and implement projects and 
programs individually or jointly in groupings of two or more, or enter into 
additional agreements in furthering those goals. Applicable projects and 
programs include, but are not limited to the following: 

4 .1.1 Water conservation programs and other demand management 
programs. 

4.1.2Water recycling, desalination, groundwater basin management, and 
water quality improvement programs and projects. 

4.1.3 Water banking, conjunctive use and transfer arrangements. 

4.1.4 Storage development to improve system reliability, efficiencies, and 
flexibility. 

4.1.5 Project and program planning and development to solicit external 
funding. 

4.1.6 other meritorious projects or programs consistent with the purposes 
of this MOU. 

4.2 Communication and Coordination: It is the intent of the Partners to 
meet on a monthly basis in order ~o cany out the purposes and goals of 
this MOU. The frequency ~nd location of meetings are subject to the 
discretion of the Partners and may be changed when appropriate. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
10-9 
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SECTION !i: 
GENERAl PROVISIONS GOVERNING MOU 

5, i Term: The tenn of this MOU is indefinite. Any Partner may withdraw from 
the MOU by written notice given at least 45 days prior to the effective 
date. 

5.2 Construction of Terms: This MOU is for the sole benefit of the Partners 
and shall not be construed as granting rights to any person other than the 
Partners or imposing obligations on a Partner to any person other than 
another Partner. 

5.3 Good Faith: Each Partner shall use its best efforts and work 
wholeheartedly and in good faith for the expeditious completion of the 
objectiVes of this MOU and the satisfactory perfonnance of its tenms. 

5.4 Rights of the Partnen~ and Constituencies: This MOU does not 
contemplate the Partners taking any action that would: 

5.4.1 Adversely affect the rights of any of the Partners; or 

5.4.2 Adversely affect the customers or constituencies of any of the 
Partners. 

5.5 This document and participation in this IRWMP are nonbinding, and in no 
way suggest that a Partner may not continue its own planning and 
undertake efforts to secure project funding from any source. 

5.6 It is expected that Partners will contribute the personnel and financial 
resources necessary to develop the IRWMP. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Memorandum of 
Understanding as of the day and year indicated on the first page of this MOU. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
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Tim Br 
City of 

TimBr 
Coach 

Steve Robbins, General Manager/Chief Engineer 
Coachella Valley Water District: 

Dave Luker, General Manager 
Desert Water Agency: 

Glenn Southard, Executl 
Indio Water Authority: 
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CALIFORNIA CENTRAL VALLEY 

FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 

2019 FLOOD FORUM 

SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN 
DRAINAGE DISTRICT 

(SSJDD) 

Leslie Gallagher, Executive Officer 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

March 20, 2019 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

100 YEARS OF EVOLVING FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

1917 

$110 million 
authorized for Sacramento River Aood Control Project 

3+ 
Agencies 

Simple and adequately funded 

Nore: All values in 2016 dollars. 

2017 

$17 to $21 billion 
Investment needed systemwide for both river basins 

500+ 
Districts and agendes (Locar, State, and Federal) 

Conflicting regulations and inconsistent funding 
result in deferred maintenance 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

Public Policy Institute of California, Pay~i 

for Water's "Fiscal Orphans" 
"California's water system is generally well fun.·eJ~ettt 

and adequately maintained, but there are a few 
areas that lack a steady funding source. The most 
prominent of these "fiscal orphans" are safe 
drinking water for disadvantaged rural communiti 
flood management, stormwater management; ;a 
water for the environment." 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

Public Policy Institute of California, Payi 
for Water's "Fiscal Orphans" 
''We currently use bond acts to raise the capital 
needed to build projects. But funding for the 
operation and maintenance costs of those proj 
is expected to come from somewhere else or 
nowhere. No sensible business thinks this way; 
capital funding and operations and maintenance 
should be part of a unified financing plan." 



Flood Protection in the Central Valle 

AUGUST2017 

A strategic, long-range plan, the 
Central Valley Flood 'Protectl01f1l 
and its updates describe a 
programmatic vision for f f,ood 
system improvements over t~me .in 
accordance with the requ ire~me1nts 

of the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Act of 2008. The 
was adopted in 2012. The Board 
adopted a comprehensive uif~date 
in 2017. 



Central Valley Flood Protection Plan 
Update 
® Awards won 

• Floodplain Management Association Project of the Year 2017 

• American Society of Civil Engineers, Sacramento Section 
Outstanding Water Resource Planning Project of the Year 2018 

• Association of State Floodplain Managers Tom Lee State Award 
for Excellence in Floodplain Management 2018 

• American Planning Association, Sacramento Valley Section Award 
of Excellence in Comprehensive Planning (Large Jurisdiction) 
2018 

• APEX Grand Award for Publishing Excellence in catego 
Government Publications · 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

Regional Flood Management Plans 
(RFMP) 

The six RFMPs, led by local 
agencies, were critical to 
developing the 2017 CVFPP 
Investment Strategy. The regional 
plans provided important regional 
perspective on investment 
priorities, ability and willingness to 
pay and cost sharing capabilities. 

, __ .._.....,... .... ... -­............. --...-~ .... 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

Investments in Flood Protection (2017 CVFPP U;pda 

The State's past investments in flood management have 
to improve the flood system. For example, investments overt 
past decade prevented the impacts of the 2017 storm eve·nts 
from being much worse. Critical repairs, forecast-coordi.nated 
operation of dams, improved and new infrastructure, and 
informed floodplain management helped prevent floodi.ng in 
many regions in California. 

All elements of the flood system are aging and vulnerab'le; 
we must look ahead: $17 to $21 billion of investmen· · 
needed over 30 years in the Central Valley. s.~~;t.! 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

0 0 e 
STATE FEDERAL LOCAL 

General Fund USACE Programs Benefit Assessments 

General Obligation Bond FEMA Programs Special Taxes e + I Federal Ecosystems Programs 

Sacramento/San Joaquin 
Drainage District 

River Basin 
Assessments 

State Flood 
Insurance Program 

• Reutilize this district, originally 
established in 1911. 

• Establish river basin specific 
assessments across the State. 

• Augment/replace the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
with a State-led program. 

• Generate revenue for operations and 
maintenance and local share of capital 
improvements. 

• Generate and return revenue to individual river 
basins to be shared across all integrated water 
management activities in that watershed. 

·Generate revenue for insurance protection 
and investment to lower flood risk. 
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Public Law 84-99 Status as of February 22, 2019 

46.7% 

Systems Miles of Levee 

78.5% 
(805,455 

f----- People} 

Population 

• Inactive 

Active with LOI 

• Active without LOI 



Flood Protection in the Central Valley 

USACE Definition of a Levee System 
"A levee system comprises of one or more levee 
segments and associated features which 
collectively provide flood, storm, or hurricane 
damage reduction to a defined area. Failure of 
feature or segment within a levee system 
constitutes failure of the entire system. The levee 
system is inclusive of all features that are 
interconnected and necessary to ensure p 
of the associated separable flood pi · 



USACE Defined Levee Systems:) -~= 
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Board Resolution No. 2018-06 

Acceptable Operation and Maintenance 
of the State Plan of Flood Control 

• Confirms the State's standards for OMRR&R ·of 
SPFC facilities 

• Acknowledges USACE requires SPFC facilities to 
operated and maintained in accordance w·ith 
Federal Regulations and O&M Manuals 

• Asserts the State's long term goal of improve.d 
operation and maintenance includes workin& 
toward Public Law 84-99 eligibility and 
with O&M manuals 



Board Resolution No. 2018-06 

Acceptable Operation and Maintenance 
of the State Plan of Flood Control 

• Confirms sustainablE. funding is a State :prlotity 

• Acknowledges the State's commitment to work:ing 
with maintaining agencies to improve O&M 

• Encourages the System-wide Improvement 
Framework (SWIF) as a tool for compliance. 





1913 Reclamation Board Act 

® In 1913, the legislature authorized the Reclamation Boa 
assume responsibility for protecting the vulnerable areas 
constructing flood control works with funds raised by direct 
assessment on the benefitted land. 

® Purpose of the Act: to carry into effect the plans of the 
California Debris Commission for the control of the flood 
waters of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and their 
tri b uta ri es. 

® The Act also empowered the Board to: 
• Acquire lands and rights-of-way for project elements, 
• Enlarged the Board's membership from 3 to 7, and 
• Created SSJDD and placed it under control 

management of the Board. 



Legal Description of SSJDD 

The legal description is 13 
pages in length and 
references the boundaries 
of 19 counties, 12 
tributaries, 2 ranchos, the 
Yolo Bypass, Rio Vista 
corporate city limits, and 
public land calls. 
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SSJDD 
Boundaries 

® Approximate 
Dimensions: 

o Length: 200 miles 
o Perimeter: 600 

miles 

® The boundaries of the 
district are set forth 
and described in 
Chapter 170, Statutes 
and Amendments to 
the Codes, California, 
1913 (Added by Stats. 
1943, Ch. 369) 
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252 STATUTES OJ' CALIFORNIA. 

CHAPTER 170 . 

.An act to at1,etld a-11 act etzlitlea '' Ati act appt·ovihg t1Je t•epot•t 
of tho Oulifo,·11ia llib?ia co~)tJni.9.tliOI~ t•·a'ut')littctl to the 
apeaket· of tlte 1to1tse of rep,·css~ntalives by tits secretary 
of war on JJt1~B 27, 1911, d.irectiJlO t1'e appt·oval of pZa.tu 
of t•eclatnation, aZo~ng tlte Sacramento rivtH" or its t1•ibu .. 
~a,;es o1· 1tpon t.1tc stvatnp lands r.&djtJcet~rt ~o said -teivet', 
iti1·ectit1g i1te state e·nyt,,-,cer to p?·ocuro data a·1ul taaks 
&ltroe ys a'lld e:~;an~i1rati01ls f o1· the pnrpoge of pet•fecting 
tile plt.V118 contflined in sai(L ''eport of tile Cftlif orilta clcbJ·i~ 
ootnmissiott. afl d to malttc re1Jort th,er·cof, ma1cing a·lt appt·o­
p~·iation to pay tTea cxpc1tSOS of sttch exa)Jti,tat·ious a11d 
s-u.rt~oys, tJ.nd cJ·eatittg a, t·eclan1«ti071 board attd defin:i'llg 
its powcJ•s,'' at;pt·ove.a Decentber 24th., 1911; by ame·nd­
i'li9 sectio11s 07lc, tln·ce mnd fou.r of said act, a·nd add.f.·110 
sizteet& 1t6W secl iolls to said act to be designated as sec .. 
tiot'i.s fi,ve, si:c, sctJen, eight, 1lt1lC, t6n, elev{Jin, twelve, l1tir­
teen, fourtec1&, flfte()tJ, sixteen, sixltetl a-nd ono 1zalf, soven­
term, eigltteBn and '11inotee1"&.: creali1lg a drai1zogo distt·ict 
to bB ltnoUJ1J oa Hac1·amt1tJto a111l San J oa!JltitJ drai11age 
district, a.ppoi111i-ng of a t·eclat'll atiiJtt boarcl, providing for 
the nU~?aagcnleni o~nd COi1 t1·ol of said d,i stt~ict a1t.a de fin i~g 



SSJDD Assessments 

• SSJDD Assessments executed from 1914 
through 1920's. 

• Funds from SSJDD assessments were used ta 
construct major flood control projects in the 
Sacramento Valley. 

• SSJDD Assessments were created on the 
premise that the beneficiaries 



List of SSJDD Assessments 

Assessment 
Number 

7 

~~~ 

Associated Project 

General Assessment 
Sacramento River Outlet Project 
Sacramento By-Pass Project 
Fremont Weir Project 
Freep9~_ ~~yee prqject 
Sutter-Butte By-Pass Project 
fe~tn~_r ~iy~r Project 
Hood Levee Project 



SSJDD Assessed $ & Timeline 

Assessment 
Number Associated Project(s) 

-

General Assessment ! 
-

Sacramento River Outlet 
Project 

Sacramento By-Pass 
Project 

- - ----~-

Fremont Weir Project 

Freeport Levee Project t 
~-

Sutter-Butte By-Pass 
Project 

Feather River Project 

Total When levied 

$250,000- June 1914 
- -

$1,500,000 Aug.1914 
Dec.1918 

$1,095,000 Aug.1914 
Feb.1916 

-

$219,000 Aug.1915 
May 1916 

$219,000 Jan.1916 

$1 0,624,522 Nov. 1917 
Dec.1918 
Sept. 1920 

$370,800 Oct. 1919 



Suits Against Assessment 1 
um er Number Owner 

(!J·l!lili'J Suits 
I _- ----

PI in iff In 1913, a 1large num 
Butte I 3 I 6 I suits were initiated by 
Glenn I 7 I 143 I landowners i~n differe1nt 

Colusa I 67 I 105 1 
counties to annuii_'Ge 
Assessment No. 1. 

Yuba 3 35 

Sutter 1 1 

Yolo 6 6 

Sacramento 7 9 

Solano 0 0 

San Joaquin 1 19 

Contra Costa 0 0 

Stanis las 0 0 

Merced 6 6 

Madera 1 1 

Fresno 0 0 



Landmark Suit Against SSJDD 

® In 1913, Miller & Lux, Inc. firm challenged the Recl.ltmatJon 
Board's Assessment No. 1, which levied a tax of five oeJnts a 
acre on San Joaquin Basin lands. 

® Miller & Lux had acquired land on both sides of the S,an JOarq 
River, for a distance of 100 miles from Modesto to Mad,eta. Tltl 
corporation owned 700,000-acre land in the valley. 

® Miller & Lux argued that the assessment was unconstitut1.onal 
under t he 14th Amendment to the US Constitution :on three 
grounds: 
1. No flood control plans had yet been made for the Sa.n Joaquin (l5l 

prerequ isite of assessment); 
2. The assessment was not calculated on the basis of benefits; .find 
3. The f irm derived no benefits from the purposes of the assessnne 

® The assessment was ultimately upheld by the Callfornia .a 
Supreme Court 



Landmark Suit Against SSJDD 

® Miller & Lux, Inc., v. Sacramento & San Joaq:U:I 
Drainage District, 256 U.S. 129 (1921) 
• u ••• the doctrine has been definitely settled that in th-e 

absence of flagrant abuse or purely arbitrary actlo:n· a 
State may establish drainage districts and tax. lands 
therein for local improvements, and that none of .suc-h 
lands may escape liability solely because they wlll not 
receive direct benefits." 



Levy & Collection of Assessments 

"The Board shall levy and cause to 
be assessed, equalized and 
collected in the manner provided in 
this part, an assessment to the 
amount of the estimate upon land 
included in the district by the 
change of boundaries, according to 
benefits in the manner provided in 
thiS pa rtD" (CA Water Code Section 8760, 
Added by Stats. 1943, Ch. 369.) 



Basis of Assessment 

"In determining the benefits that 
will or may accrue to each 
particular tract of land by the 
construction or maintenance of the 
works contemplated by any project 
or unit, the works of the project or 
unit shall be considered as a whole 
and land shall be assessed for the 
works embraced in the project or 
unit only in the proportion that it 
will or may be benefited by the 
construction of the entire works 
embraced in the project or unit." 
Water Code § 8757 (Added by Stats. 1943, Ch. 
369) 



SSJDD Feasibility Study 

Purpose: 

To evaluate the feasibility of -a state assessme 
to provide funding for SPFC projects and 
maintenance 

® Advantages: A valley-wide assessment co;uld 
contribute to several CVFPP Goals inc'ludi1ng 
• Improved operation and maintena.nce ('Q,&:M} 

through sustainable funding 

• Improved institutional support 

• Improved flood risk man~~ 



SSJDD Feasibility Study 

Contribute to the lmolementati 
CVFPP Update- Board Resolution 20·17-10·: 

... s ... ~, 

• Resolution 14 - "adequate funding is n 
• Resolution 15 - "current O&M fundji,ng 1is $3 

annuallym .. estimated required funding is ·$131 
annually ... '? 

• Resolution 17 - the Board is committed to 
"adequate funding for .. . O&M and su~pports 

study of the viability of a SSJDD Assessm 



CVFPB Website http:/ jcvfpb.ca.gov; 
http:/ jcvfpb.ca.govjcvfpp 

0 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) is the State regulatory agency responsible for 
ensuring that appropriate standards are met for the construction, maintenance, and protection of the 

flood control system that protects life, property, and wildlife habitat in California's vast and diverse 
Central Valley from the devastating effects of flooding. CVFPB issues encroachment permits and works 

with other agencies to improve the flood protection structures, enforces removal of problematic 

encroachments, and keeps watch over the Central Valley's continually improving flood management 
system. 

• March 29, 2019 - Regular business meeting begins at 9:00 a.m. 

Title 23 Update- Article 8, Standards 

• The Board has released the final draft of the updated Title 23, Division 1, Article 8, Standards. This 

draft is a revision of the last draft circulated in the fall of 201 

Wade 

Crowfoot 

Visil Website 

Mission Statement: " To reduce the risk of 
catastrophic flooding to people and property within 

the California Central Valley. • 

[WE-BCAST ] [ CALE_NDAR] 

[ CVF~P ] 

2017 STORM DAMAGE 
EMERGENCY REHABILITATION 
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Potential Fees- State Intervention ~J. E~'.T2';s;.\.}~::c:i: 

Fee Example Scenarios 
1. The following table provides exam pi 

farms would approximately rela 

Crop 

Alfalfa 

Almonds 

150 

150 

Trees I 150 

Rice 

(b} State-wide averages, 

2. The following table prov 
municipal water supplier a 

ter Supply 

Semiconductor Factory (Industrial) 

fee rates for eight hypothetical 

Cost per 
Acre 

Tota l 
Cost 



"L.! 
~of J 

_gocklon · .• , 

. sa-:$ 

..... ~oaqui'n ­
County • 
'·t.lo. 2 i-:;_ 

~--

" Lockeford 
,.... Community 

Service Dima 

Unden County 
W.ter , 

Diatric:t 
I 

Stockton Eu~ 
w .. ar Dlltrlct l 

;--oaida{i . ""...., 
lrrigatlan 
~ 

I' 









p 

-~~ T 

Sll'fac:ewater lntow 

• a.. 
net o, Grou~tar latte 

E 

~ 

.! 

1,500 

1,000 

~~ 
~ 

500 
~ 
~ 
< 0 ... 
5 
0 ·SOO 
"" .... 

·1,000 

·1.500 

~ ~ 
r=::JOeep Percolation(+) 
c=I!Boundary Inflow(-+-) 
r=::JNet SUbsurface Inflow(+) 

~ ~ 

" 

• ' ~ .• :, ; . r r '~ .. ~ . · .: 
,._.,. .t -. _ ·_...I . t • .' .~' , • • - V •. • ....... ' ' J 

GWA .· 
AJq 

ru r1 ~ - q: 

0 
N 

' ~ 

~ 

§: 

0 "' 

~ 

§: ~ 
Model Year I Water Year 

c:::J Gain from Stream (+) 
c:JOutflow to Root Zone(-) 
c:::JChanee in Stor.1ec 

' . 

~ 

~ 

-

"' N 

~ 

!!! 

:;: 

~ 
"' "' 
~ 

c:::JPumpine (-) 
~ Rccharae (+) 

rt r 
-~ 

"-..:: 

~ 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ 

g 

- cumulative Ch;mce in Sto~~ 

2,000 

1.000 ~ 

" 0 !! 
~ 

-1.000 .: 

~ 
-2.000 1 

u 

" -3,000 "i 
~ 

.-4,000 a 
-5,000 



















Bundle 1 
{Administrative I 

Information; Plan 
May1 I May8 I June 5 I June 12 I July 10- I 

Aug25 
Sept 15 I Oct15 I Nov5 I Nov13 I Dec/Jan 

Area; HCM) 

--
Bundle 2 

I I I {Water Budget -I June 5 June 12 July 1 July 10 I July 10- I Sept 15 I Oct15 I NovS I Nov13 I Dec/Jan 
at basin-scale) 

Aug 25 

Bundle 3 
{Undesirable 

Results & 
Minimum I June 5 I June 12 I July 1 I July 10 I July 10- I Sept 15 I OctlS I Nov5 I Nov13 I Dec/Jan 

Thresholds, Aug25 











ATTACHMENT 
III. C.3 



'-Q o en (I) 
:::r-1\) c.o Q) 

Q ..,n -o ~ ..... 
(0 0 -a a Q) ...... 

-EI 

0 



The Existing Legal Framework 

> The CVFPB may levy an assessment upon any lands within 
the Drainage District. (Water Code, § 8750.) 

> Any assessment levied must be apportioned according to 
the proportional flood control benefit provided by the 
Drainage District. (Water Code, § 8788.) 

> In determining the benefits that will or may accrue to each 
particular tract of land by the construction or maintenance 
of the works contemplated by any project or unit, the works 
of the project or unit shall be considered as a whole and 
land shall be assessed for the works embraced in the 
project or unit only in the proportion that will or may be 
benefited by the construction of the entire works embraced 
in the project or unit. (Water Code, § 8757) 

2 



Policy and legal Questions 

> Will the funds raised be used only for OMRR&R, or 
capital expenditures too? 

> Will the CVFPB create subunits, with funds from 
each subunit going to benefit the subunit, or will 
funds be collected only from a larger area? 

> How will the bounds of the assessed area be set? 
- Lands adjacent to waterways? 

- Lands subject to inundation from 1 00-year or 200-year event? 

- Lands in 1 00-year or 200-year floodplain? 

- Lands benefiting from the system? 

- Lands burdening the system? 

- Other? 

3 



Policy and Legal Questions 

> Who will decide how funds will be expended? 

> Will this new source of funding reduce the 
appropriation of general funds? 

> How should we consider the varied assessments 
already paid by landowners in the basin, and 
should this be a factor for where money is sent? 

> Would amendment of the SSJDD law require a 
simple or two-thirds majority of the legislature, and 
how does that affect what policy should be 
proposed? 

> Will funds be used only for systemwide benefits, or 
also on local benefits? 

4 
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Sallah, Melanie 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Jacklyn Shaw <jacklyn.el.shaw@icloud.com> 

Tuesday, February 19, 2019 12:48 PM 
Vi llalpando, Kelly; Nakagawa, Brandon; Balaji, Kris 
Elliott, Bob 

USACE/PacificDeltaDREDGING., include Lodi/RioVistaToAntioch +Press alerts on 
Marijuana Crops harm? Fwd: February 20, 2019 - Advisory Water Commission Meeting 
Agenda 
AWC Agenda 02202019 with attachments sea rchable.pdf 

On 2/19/2019 from jjjjshaw@verizon.net: 
Dear Kelly V., Staff & Water Commissioners/A WC, San Joaquin County: 
RE: West of Lodi would sure appreciate your long awaited action on my/our request, since 2015 at 
A WC/sjcgov.org, for USACE/Corps Engineers to restore Deep, PURE Dredging from Rio Vista 
(Highway 12 straightaway to Lodi) towards Antioch Bay. 
We appreciate the email and mailing for notes. Finally, we read justification for US ACE/ engineers for flooding 
questions to benefit Stockton and Lower South Delta River. As advised, I'd written to USACE/Sacramento and 
people were tlu-illed for jobs in that County. Then we learn that for Lodi Westward the contact is USACE 
Pacific (San Francisco). Lodi westward goes by Highway 12, straight to Rio Vista, the heart of the Delta 
River. Yes WID abstains for the ultimate reality of all for one or one for all , for SJCounty. Meanwhile, being 
ignored may lead to abstention. However, that does not mean that no comments mean that all are happy 
campers, like 3rd to 5th generation families of 100-200 years. 
May I kindly make this written request: Please include west ofLodi and Rio Vista, in restoring the DEEP, 
PURE DELTA DREDGING. (Before, I'd mentioned that a late basic engineer from Terminous said that he'd 
done dredging on all the islands. He said that Deep, Pure Dredging purtfies the soil by aeration and 
absorption . The request is for DREDGING from RIO VISTA towards Antioch Bay. Our concern is increased 
soil salinity the past 10 years with five year drought and more cycles. Moreover, a USACE Delta engineer says 
that the wetlands are polluted. It was shocking to hear at the CVWR!Flooding workshop that Levee 
Maintenance was 80% Non-Compliance (July 2015). 
Coincidentally, former US Senator (B. Boxer, alleged interest in water bonds) transferred funds for Delta 
Dredging to Washington State (Sacramento Bee, 2014, as cited before). Then Whoa and behold, we had 
"flooding 11

, supposedly as justification for the Delta Tunnel/s. (Given some politicians, they probably planned 
that option from the start, as if only one Tube under the Delta River.) Yes, west ofLodi will be directly 
impacted with dusty, itchy "peat snakes" in Delta breeze (1 0 to 40 mph). We could wait for the ugly Nutria to 
eat the itchy "peat snakes" (or vice versa) . But West of Lodi would sure appreciate yam long awaited action, 
since 2015 at A WC, for USACE/Corps Engineers to restore Deep, PURE Dredging from Rio Vista (Highway 
12 straightaway to Lodi) towards Antioch Bay. Can this be forwarded to other Commissioners or entered for 
Public Comments? (Regretfully, I cannot afford the time. Here is three minutes above and then below in 
opportunity to pmticipate.) 

In God we Trust, 
J acki Lauchland Shaw 
Prof-Author & Grower 
Lodi, CA 95242 

P.S. We see many cities represented at county water meetings, taxes paid by county dwellers. We hear that 
Narcotic crops (marijuana "et al", pun intended) use more water than vineyards, which use the least. Can we 
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please have public health service releases in news/media - to alert/alarm the community-at-large of the 
economic and social harm of Marijuana. (Farm Bureau hosted Channel3 & 10, plus Fox 40 is local.) 
From Imprimis (A. Berenson, Jan. 2019) we learn research shows repercussions, "Marijuana, Mental Illness, 
and Violence" : After an exhaustive review, the National Academy ofMedicine found in 2017 that ' cannabis 
use is likely to increase the risk of developing schizophrenia and other psychoses; the higher the use, the greater 
the risk."' 
He adds, "Far less work has been done on mariijuana than on alcohol, in part because advocates have 
stigmatized anyone who raises the issue. But studies showing that marijuana use is a significant risk factor for 
violence have quietly piled up." 
Further, it impacts the job oppmiunities of young adults and older. Maybe we need to recognize work quality in 
businesses (Made in USA), as a positive approach? 
Thanks, jels, 2119/2019 

Cc: 
bruceb@sjfb.org 
"cwinn@sj gov.org" <cwinn@sj gov.org> 
AndyC Wid <widinigation@gmail.com> 
"tpatti@s j gov .org" <tpatti@sj gov. org> 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Villalpando, Kelly" <krvillalpando@sjgov.org> 
Subject: February 20, 2019 -Advisory Water Commission Meeting Agenda 
Date: February 15,2019 at 11:32:28 AM PST 
To: "Nakagawa, Brandon" <bnakagawa@sjgov.org> 

Good morning, 

Attached is a copy of the agenda packet for the February 20, 2019 Advisory Water Commission meeting, 
which wil l t ake place at 1:00 p.m. The meeting wil l be held at the Public Hea lth Conference Room, 1601 
E. Hazelton Ave., Stockton, CA. 

Have a great weekend! 

Kelly R. Villalpando 
Management Ana lyst II 
Public Works- Water Resources 
{209) 468-3073 
KRVilla lpa ndo @sjgov.org 
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A sign opposing a proposed tunnel plan to ship water through the Sacramento-San Joaquin River 
Delta to Southern California is displayed near Freeport, Calif., in 2016. (Rich Pedruncel li I 
Associated Press) 

A potential grand compromise to settle a decades-long water fight 
has been obvious for years but blown off. Now Gov. Gavin Newsom 
is forcing all combatants to consider it seriously. 

California's water future hinges on the ultimate deal. 
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Fomeral procession will follow Nipscy llussle's 
Staples Center memorial 

The battle has been over whether to bore two monster water tunnels 
under the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta or to build none at 
all. The solution: Duh. One tunnel. 

Newsom decreed one tunnel as the likely sweet spot for a deal last 
week in delivering his first State of the State address. 

It's an answer neither side patticularly likes but seems resigned to 
reluctantly accept . 

"Sometimes when you come up with an idea that nobody likes it's a 
fair compromise, and sometimes it just means it's a bad idea," says 
J effrey Kightlinger, general manager of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California. 

The MWD is the twin-tunnel project's principal backer- aside from 
former Gov. Jerry Brown- and it's biggest bankroll cr. 

"I can't imagine us walking away from one tunnel just because it 
doesn't work as well as two tunnels," Kightlinger says. 

On the other side is a coalition of delta farmers, local communities, 
environmentalists and northerners who fear a "water grab" by big 
cities, especially in Southern California, and by San Joaquin Valley 
corporate farmers. 

"We're delta people and we don't like tunnels," says Barbara 
Barrigan-Parrilla, executive director of Restore the Delta. "Our plan 
is a 'no tunnel' plan. 

More from George Skelton » 

"But I swore under oath at a state water board hearing that we 

would evaluate any new project with fresh eyes. One tunnel can still 
cause a tremendous amount of damage. But we have to see what 
type is proposed and what the design is." 
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Later, in,...a statement that was striking for conri!iatio~1 -a ··aritj• i.D 
aggj TOPICS "'\ SEARCH 

today's polarized politics- Barrigan-Panilla mged tumtd 
opponents to cool it before they start atif<ftil~i.lfl.@N6WSdntl~~~cts>r 99¢ 

offering. Avena tt l mdicte'd on 36 Funeral procession will fo llow Nipscy llussle's 
counts of tax dodging, Staples Center memorial 
per!urt'tMt~stlwe~lu~t~nd be grateful,'' she said. "After more than 12 years 

of daily combat with two prior governors, Gov. Newsom heard us. 
That is huge .... We matter .... This is a major shift in the water 
narrative of California. 

"Expecting a California governor, who must represent the interests 
of all its people, to pick one side only in California's ongoing water 
battles is simply unrealistic .... lie is not going to alienate a sizable 
and powerful water industry. 

"Dance, sing, have a few drinks and celebrate." 

Coverage of California politics » 

That style of candor and pragmatism has become an endangered 
species in Sacramento and Washington, although Newsom seems to 
be t rying to salvage some semblance of it. 

In his State of the State address, the new governor might have been 
a tad na1ve when he declared: "We have to get past the old binaries, 
like farmers versus environmentalists, or North versus South." 

Good luck trying to coax valley farmers and coastal fishing interests 
into singing "Kumbaya." The more delta water is delivered to crops, 
the less there is for struggling salmon. 

Newsom used his speech to pare back both of Brown's signature 

legacy projects: the $77-billion bullet train and $17-billion twin 
tunnels. He could have let both linger for a while but decided to 
clear the air soon after taking office. 

He asserted "there simply isn't a path" financially to lay tracks from 
Los Angeles to San Francisco, as planned, and announced he'll focus 
on completing a high-speed rail line between Merced and 
Bakersfield. He objected to calling it a "train to nowhere." 

On the delta, he said: "I do not supp01t the Water Fix"- Brown's 
name for the project- "as currently configured. Meaning, I do not 
support the twin tunnels .... I do support a single tunnel. The status 
quo is not an option. 

"Our approach can't be 'either/or.' It must be 'yes/and.' Conveyance 
and efficiency. And recycling projects like we're seeing in Southern 
California's [MWD], expanding floodplai ns in the Central Valley, 

groundwater recharge like farmers arc doing in Fresno County. We 
need a pmtfolio approach to building water infrastructure." 
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The pric.f tag for a single tunnel is estimated at $11 biJiion, 'Jaid fr:n· 
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At the heart of the water fight has been whether the delta should be 
Avenatti i ndict~d on 36 Funeral procession will,f~llow Nipsey Hussle's 
counts tllEtil~tOO~ti}:~nique wi ld life est:u~p~!li#JP~h-Wi'B~n and small 
per!u~~ffllt1ttil~~lilitll¥runity, or a plumbing fixture. A 2009 law says it Peli 

should be managed as both. But that seems an impossible needle to 

thread. And power politics has always favored the plumbing fixture. 

The delta supplies water for 25 million people and 3 million acres of 
cropland. Giant pumps at the delta's southern end feed aqueducts, 

reversing river flow and confusing small salmon headed to the 
ocean. The fish often get gobbled up by lurking predators or the 

pumps. So the pumps sometimes are shut down, angering farmers. 

Brown's solution was to dig two 35-mile, 40-foot-wide tunnels from 

the delta's north end, carrying fresh Sacramento River water under 

the estuary d irectly to the aqueducts. Don't run the pumps so much. 

Opponents complained this would rob the interior delta of fresh 

water needed for people, crops and fish - not to mention the chaotic 
mucky mess created by a decade of tunnel burrowing in this bucolic 

backwater. 

But one hmnel might be more tolerable. Would one work? 

Better than none, say valley and southern water interests. 

It depends on the tunnel size and how it's operated, both sides say. 

Brown was obsessed with twin-t unnel vision. Newsom has a more 

realistic view. 
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EXPERT BLOG > DOUG OBEGI 

Dec. 2018 Bay-Delta Agreements 
Were Only Smoke and Mirrors? 
February 19, 2019 

Ooug_Qbegi 

It's becoming clear that the voluntary settl ement agreements presented to the State 

Water Board last December as part of the so-called "grand bargain" were nothing more 

than smoke and mirrors. Those agreements purported to increase flows in our rivers 

and through the Delta and to propose significant new investments in habitat 

restoration. However, recently released modeling data indicates that the voluntary 

settlement agreements announced last year would result in less water flowing through 

the Delta than today, and publicly available information shows that the agreements 

were largely double-counting habitat restoration projects that are either already 

required or planned using public fund s. 

There's no question that we need to increase wotections for California's rivers and 

Bay-Delta estuary if we're going to prevent the extinction of our native fish and wildlife, 

sustain thousands of salmon fishing jobs in California, and restore the health of the 

largest estuary on the west coast of the Americas. For example, on average nearly 

80% of the water that would flow in the Tuolumne River is diverted, with as much as 

90% diverted in drier years, devastating the river's historic sa lmon runs. 

hltps://www.nrdc.org/experts/doug-obegi/dec-2018-voluntary-agreements-would-reduce-bay-delta-flows 1/6 
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Where does the water go today? 
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As a result, in December the State Water Board adopted new standards that would 

largely maintain existing flows in the Stanislaus River and would nearly double flows in 

the Tuolumne and Merced Rivers, even though those standards are mgnificantly less 

water than scientists with state and federal agencies have concluded is needed. In 

addition , last July the State Water Board released a Framework of its proposal to 

increase Delta outflow by 1.3 mi llion acre feet per year on average, which also would 

require better management of upstream reservoirs to prepare for droughts and the 

adoption of pumping restrictions in the Delta similar to those in effect today. 

In the wan ing days of the Brown Administration, some officia ls touted the voluntary 

settlement agreements as an alternative to the State Water Board adopting its long­

studied and long-anticipated flow standards. Yet as the Trump Administration moves to 

eviscerate environmental wotections in the Bay-Delta, modeling by the U.S. Bureau of 

Reclamation demonstrates that the combination of the voluntary flow settlements and 

these rollbacks of protections for endangered species wou ld actually increase water 

diversions from the Delta and reduce the amount of water flowing through the Delta­

the opposite of what the scientific evidence shows and of what the State Water Board 

has concluded is needed. 

https://www.nrdc.org/experts/doug-obegi/dec-2018-voluntary-agreements-would-reduce-bay-delta-flows 2/6 
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For instance, rather than significantly increasing Delta outflows in the February to June 

period as proposed in the State Water Board's Framework, this table from the Bureau 

of Reclamation's January 4, 2019 draft biological assessment shows that in most years 

Delta outflows would be significantly reduced in those months (the red numbers show 

flows would be lower than today). While some farms and cities upstream of the Delta 

would contribute to very modest increases in flow under this proposed settlement, the 

figure below from the Bureau's draft biological assessment shows that the CVP and 

SWP wou ld increase exports from the Delta and divert that water and more under their 

proposal (the blue bar is exports under existing regu latory requirements, the reel bar 

shows higher exports under the voluntary settlement and Trump Administration's 

proposed environmental rollbacks, and the black bar shows zero exports under the 

Bureau's hypothetical basel ine that assumes that the CVP and SWP do not divert any 

water). 

https://www.nrdc.org/experts/doug-obegi/dec-201 8-voluntary-agreements-would-reduce-bay-delta-flows 3/6 
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Figure X2. Total Exports March-June 

It has also become apparent that most of the habitat restoration projects proposed to 

be included in the volunta ry flow agreement are already constructed, already required 

by existing permits, or already planned using public dollars. The Sacramento Bee 

exP-osed some of this double-counting earlier this year, noting that many of the habitat 

restoration projects identified in the agreement were already constructed or required . 

Together with other conservation groups, we compiled th is working draft document that 

identifies whether the habitat restoration projects in the proposed agreement are 

already required or planned using existing funds. The document indicates that the vast 

majority of these projects are not new projects, and instead, appear to be simply a 

repackaging of existing commitments and planned projects. Most of these projects 

would occur in the absence of the proposed voluntary settlement agreement, and they 

should be included in the baseline in the State Water Board's analys is. 

With less water than today and a set of old habitat restoration projects wrapped up in a 

new package, the voluntary settlement agreements presented in December appear to 

be nothing more than smoke and mirrors. 

This is not to say that voluntary agreements in the abstract are unworkable- but the 

details matter. In particular, voluntary agreements cou ld be an important tool to help 

regions reduce their reliance on the Bay-Delta. A Portfo lio Approach to voluntary 

agreements would significantly increase flows (and divert significantly less water from 

the Delta) in all but wet years, and pair those new flows with investments in: (1) local 

and reg ional water supply projects like groundwater recharge, water recyc ling, 

https://www. n l'dc.org/experts/doug-obegi/dec-20 18-voluntaly-agreements-wou ld-reduce-bay-delta-flows 4/6 
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expanding San Luis Reservoir, and improved water use efficiency; and, (2) floodplain 

restoration, which provide multiple benefits including reduced flood risks. Effective 

voluntary agreements should not use the failed approach of 0-1641, which has more 

loopholos than Swiss cheese, but instead should be based on a modified percent of 

unimpaired flow approach that clearly defines the amount of water available tor the 

environment, establishes minimum flows, and gives fishery managers some flexibility 

to shape flows to achieve specific functions. And any such agreements also need to 

include improved reservoir management rules (to ensure adequate water for people 

and the environment during future droughts), and reasonable restrictions on opet·ations 

of the state and federal water projects in the Delta (to ensure that increased flow 

upstream of the Delta isn't just exported by Westlands and Southern California, and 

which stops the Trump Administration from driving native Delta species extinct). 

Real agreements to restore the health of the Bay-Delta need to include real water and 

real habitat restoration, not the smoke and mirrors that were unveiled in December. 

ABOUT THE AUTHORS 

!J 0 Uf:i QJ.l E Gl 
Dit·ector, California River Restoration, Water Division, Nature Program 
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Rep. Harder 
Statement on 
State Water 
Board's Plan for 
San Francisco 
Bay-Delta 
Estuary Plan 
April 3, 2019 I Press Release 

WASHINGTON, DC- Representative Josh Harder 

today issued a statement regarding the State Water 

Resources Control Board's proposal to the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concerning 

revising water quality Standards for the San 

Francisco Bay-Delta: 

''The future of California's water resources must be 

determined by a comprehensive, transparent, and 
science-based review with a Central Valley seat at 

the table. The State Water Resources Control 
Board's proposal to the EPA misses the mark. It 

fails to provide the transparency our community 
deserves. Thousands of pages of information have 

been sliced down into a two-page document, 
which fails to acknowledge harmful effects of the 

proposed 40 percent water grab and blatantly 

'# 
(http:/ /twitter.com/RepJ osh H a r 

f 
(http://www.facebook.com/Rep. 

@ 
(http:/ /i nsta gram .co m/re pj osh h 



ignores the progress made on voluntary 

settlement agreements being negotiated by our 

irrigation districts and water users. 

"Ideally, members of our community should come 

together to create a real solution and not rely on a 

drawn-out lawsuit that will slam the brakes on any 

progress. That's why I joined a bipartisan group of 

Representatives to urge the EPA and the Board to 

take action and conduct a thorough review of the 

state's proposal, ensuring the standards adopted 

are based on sound science. It's time to find a 

solution through voluntary agreements, so that 

our community can move forward with a plan that 

helps secure, better manage, and grow our water 

supply." 

Harder was joined in calling for a thorough review by 

a bipartisan group of Members from California. You 

(http:/ /twitter.com/RepJosh H a r· 

f 
(http://www.facebook.com/Rep 

@) 
(http:/ /i nsta gram .com/repj osh h 

can read their letter HERE 

(https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Nt_EjrYMFDhjKXpxFA4PL9UUHs2zwnMq/view? 

usp=sharing). 
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tunnel options to Cal Water Fix 
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Presentation compares water delivery 
capability, stormwater diversion capability, 
water quality benefits, reverse flows, seismic 
events, project costs 

Governor Newsom sent reverberations through the 

California water community w hen he announced 

during his state of the state address: ''l do not 

support the Water Fix as currently configured. "said 

Governor Newsom. "Meaning, I do not support the 

twin tunnels. But we can build on the important work 
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that's already been done. That's why I do support a 

single tunneL " 

So just what would a one-tunnel project look Like? A 

workshop for Metropolitan Water District board 

members compared a single tunnel project at both 

3000 cfs and 6ooo cfs to the California Water Fix 

project, Looking at water delivery capability, the 

ability to divert stormwater flows, water quality 

benefits, reverse flows, seismic events, and project 

costs. 

General Manager Jeff Kightlinger began the 

workshop by noting that they are working closely 

with the Newsom Administration and Looking at the 

various alternatives. The purpose of the workshop is 

to cover the various single tunnel alternatives that 

have been analyzed, including the single tunnel 

alternatives analyzed through the Bay Delta 

Conservation Plan process, as well as the staging 

approach that was previously proposed. Mr. 

Kightlinger reiterated that no final decisions have 

been made, so it's unknown w here things are 

headed at the moment, but they are expecting 

decisions to be made on the new configuration and 

environmental analysis in the next 60 days. 
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Steve Arakawa, Bay Delta Initiatives Manager, began 

by giving background on the State Water Project 

and how it fits into Metropolitan's Integrated 

Resources Plan (IRP). The IRP's goal is to stabilize 

the state water supply; the reliability of state water 

has been reduced over time due to various factors. 

" The IRP identified these diverse approaches to 

meeting the regions water supply, including water 

conservation, local resources development 

maintaining the Colorado River Aqueduct supply, 

and then stabilizing the State Water Project 

supplies," he said. "So when we say stabil.ize the 

State Water Project we are looking to maintain the 

supply the Metropolitan region gets on average -

not to increase supply and develop new supply 

through the state project but to stabilize that supply 

and to develop local supply and new conservation 

to meet the future needs of the region." 

"In many ways, the stabilization of the State Water 

Project really does mean to reinvest in the system to 

make it work for todays needs," he added. 
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Mr. Arakawa then reviewed the various processes 

underway regarding the state and federal water 

project systems and any proposed tunnel 

S:C?0YE)Y?.:0S:E) 

With respect to the existing system: 

The G<?.c:>.~sli.Q?,t~q.Qp.~~C'l.t.ie>.t:~?. .. A9E~~.~.~.t:l.t. 
governs the way in which the state and federal 

projects coordinate their respective operations 

for releasing flow from the reservoirs for 

meeting outflow requirements of the regulations 

and meeting in basin needs upstream. Late Last 

year, the state executed an addendum to the 

agreement that adjusted how the flows and 

exports would be shared: that was executed in 

December. The state is now preparing 

environmental documentation. 

The Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan is 

being updated by the State Water Board who 

has the responsibility to set water quality and 

flow standards in the Delta. There are parties in 

the watershed who are Looking to work with the 

state to reach a voluntary agreement to help 

meet the objectives that are necessary to meet 

the beneficial uses. 

There are Endangered Species Act processes 

that govern the Long-term operations of the two 

projects: there are both federal and state 

requirements: the State Water Project would 

need to meet both the federal and state and the 

federal project needs to meet the federal 

requirements. 

With respect to the new (;()[l\!E)Y?.:t1(~E): 

As with any new project, it would include new 

operational criteria, possibly through the State 
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Water Board's change in point of diversion 

process. 

There would also be Endangered Species Act 

requirements to meet the state and federal 

endangered species Laws; the new project 

would have to get permits for both state and 

federal endangered species act provisions. 

The new project will have to certify 

consistency with the Delta Plan through the 

Delta Stewardship Council's consistency 

determination process. 

There are Army Corps requirements required 

for construction. 

MANAGING DELTA RISKS FOR 
THE FUTURE 

Over the Last several years, Mr. Arakawa said that 

there have been different challenges with regard to 

the water supply reliability or the delivery capability 

of the system. With the changing climate, there w ill 

be changes in runoff patterns, w hich can mean more 

intense storms and more intense runoff periods; 
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there will also be increasing sea level rise to deal 

with. So being prepared to deal with intense storms 

and sea level rise is part of what's necessary to 

manage the Delta risks for the future, he said. 

With regard to seismic issues, USGS scientists that 

looked at earthquake risks in the Delta due to faults 

that either run through or are adjacent to that area, 

and the USGS projected a 2/3rds chance of a major 

earthquake in the range of 6.5 to 6.8 in the next 15 to 

20 years. The state has done a lot of work to 

understand what does that mean in terms of Delta 

levee failures, flooding, and sea water intrusion, he 

said. 

The reduction of wetlands and tidal habitat that 

occurred w ith the channelization of the Delta as it 

was recla imed and put to use for agriculture has 

created risks for the health of the fisheries. There 

are also changing water quality regulations to 

increase public health protection, and the lower 

salinity State Water Project supplies are important to 

managing Metropolitan's supplies, given the 

Colorado River supplies w hich are higher in salt 

content. 
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The chart shows different regulatory decisions over 

time have decreased the capability of water exports 

from the Delta. "It started in the late 1980s with the 

real impacts of the Endangered Species Act in 

reducing export capability with the listings of winter 

run salmon and Delta smelt· others have been listed 

over time," Mr. Arakawa said. "There have been 

other decisions as we!!, including the biological 

opinions in 2008 and 2009 for smelt and salmon. 

That has in effect reduced the f!extbility of the 

system to manage for water supply and If's hard to 

make If up in a different part of the year because 

there are essentially restrictions almost through the 

whole year. so that has really reduced the flexibility 

of the system with the export pump locations being 

in the south end of the Delta." 

In June of 2007, the Metropolitan Board of Directors 

approved the Delta Action Plan Framework, which 

included short. mid, and Long-term actions. At the 

time the Framework was adopted, the Bay Delta 

Conservation Plan process was just getting 

underway, as well as a California court decision in 

2007 that cut back the export pumps for a time. 

Hurricane Katrina had raised awareness of just what 

kind of catastrophic fai lure could occur and how the 

state would need to be prepared. 

In September of 2007, the Board adopted policy 

objectives to support Metropolitan's involvement in 
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the Bay Delta Conservation Plan process as it related 

to the water .S:.S?.~Y..~.Y9..~.S:.~ or water delivery system. 

Mr. Arakawa noted that the staff looks to the criteria 

the Board has adopted to determine whether the 

proposed alternatives are m eeting the adopted 

objectives. 

A LOOK AT ONE-TUNNEL 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED TO 
DATE 

Mr. Arakawa then discussed the one-tunnel 

alternatives that have been proposed and how they 

compare to the California Water Fix. 

When the Bay Delta Conservation Plan process 

began. they started w ith a w hole range of 

alternatives and used a screening process to narrow 

them down to sixteen: those alternatives were of 

various sizes from 3000 cfs up to 15,000 cfs of 

capacity. The reason 15,000 cfs was considered was 

because that is about the capacity of both the State 

Water Project and the Central Valley Project 

combined. They also considered 6 ,000 cfs and 

g,ooo cfs capacities as well as a No Action 
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Alternative considered as part of the environmental 

review. Some options were fully isolated, meaning 

all of the export water went through the new 

.S::.9..QY.~Y9.0.S::.~ · versus a dual.S::.S>..Q.':'.~Y.~.Q.S::.~ where part 
of the water goes through the tunnel project and 

part of it would go through the Delta channels, he 

explained. Cal Water Fix is a dual.S::.9..QY.~Y9D.S::.~ 

project where water would be diverted at both spots 

depending upon the situation with the fisheries and 

the regulatory requirements. 

In 2015, rather than pursuing the Bay Delta 

Conservation Plan as a .~.9. .. ~.i!~! ... S::.9..Q.?..E'?.!.Y?..!.ig.Q .. .P.l.?..O· the 

state reformulated the project pursuing the 

infrastructure portion as California Water Fix using a 

traditional permitting approach and pursuing the 

habitat restoration under the Eco Restore program. 

The state prepared a recirculated environmental 

document with three additional alternatives with 

varying operational requirements. The Cal Water 

Fix was the preferred alternative and that was the 

project that was approved in 2017 in the final 

environmental impact report. 

Of the one tunnel alternatives that have been 

considered, there is a 3000 cfs one-tunnel option, 

and the staged approach, which would have been 

6000 cfs facility. These one-tunnel alternatives will 

be compared to the Cal Water Fix project as well. 

The cost estimates have been adjusted to 2019 

dollars, using a 3% annual increase. The analysis 

also assume both state and federal participation; 

more analysis would be necessary to determine the 

benefits if only the state were the only participants. 

WATER DELIVERY CAPABILITY 

CA Waterfix Water Supply Analysis .. . .. 
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Mr. Arakawa then presented a slide showing the 

delivery capability of the California Water Fix project 

and comparing it to existing conditions, noting that 

it's relevant to the comparison of alternatives. With 

the existing conditions, the system currently has 

about 4.7 MAF average delivery capability. The 

California Water Fix has a delivery capability of 4.7 

MAF to 5.3 MAF, the range being whether or not 

there would be additional spring outflow 

requirements. Staff also considered what future 

deliveries would be available w ithout building 

California Water Fix and estimated that due to the 

Likely ever-tightening regulations, the water supply 

capability could be reduced to 3.5 to 3.9 MAF. 

II We showed those two ranges for both with and 

without the project," he said. II We said that the 

incremental benefit or the supply capabil.!fy that 

we're trying to protect is 13 MAF for both projects, 

so that's a key thing that we used to try to 

characterize the benefit of delivery capability" 
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The northern diversion allows for water diversions 

from the northern intakes when fish are near the 

southern diversion and vice-versa. The southern 

diversion as it is today would be maintained, but the 

new diversion point with three intakes on the 

Sacramento River would allow for more flexibility to 

manage around fish critical situations, he said. 

"In looking at delivery capability, we looked at the 

Cal Water Fix at gooo cfs. and then we looked at the 

one-tunnel option at 6ooo cfs and 3000 cfs," said Mr. 

Arakawa. "Part of what we consider when looking at 

ftexibiflfy is what percentage of the flow of the 

export that would rely on the south end of the Delta 

versus the north end because we know that the 

regulations over the fast number of years have been 

oriented towards reducing exports in the south in 

order to reduce the reverse flows that are going 

towards the export pumps. Those reverse flows 

could be harmful to fish. so we see that as the 

increasing trend out into the future." 

For Cal Water Fix at gooo cfs. about half of the water 

would be diverted on average from the north end of 

the Delta and about half from the south. At 6ooo cfs, 

the percentage that water would be diverted from 

the southern diversion would increase to 56% and at 

3000 cfs, the water would be diverted from the 

south 73% of the time. 

Project Alternatives Comparison 
Oelive Ca abili Benefit 



With Cal Water Fix, the increment was 1.3 MAF; with 

t he 6ooo cfs alternative, it would be goo,ooo AF and 

for the 3000 cfs alternative, it would be 500,ooo AF. 

" This is a way of looking at what kind of water are we 

trying to protect or what kind of delivery capability 

benefit is there for these different options," he said. 

STORMWATER DIVERSION CAPABILITY 

They also Looked at the ability of the alternatives to 

divert water when the intense storms are occurring 

and to store that water, because water storage is 

really key to Living through droughts, Mr. Arakawa 

said. They Looked at water year 2016 which had 

storms that occurred in January, February, and 

March. The blue Line on the chart shows the inflow 

coming into the Delta; any flow above 50-60,000 cfs 

is a relatively Large storm, but event 30-40,000 cfs is 

also a good sized storm. 



II What we d1d was looked at what type of capability 

could these options provide and we started with 

showing what the exports actually were for the State 

Water Project and the Central Valley Project which is 

shown in orange," he said. 

II Then we looked at the different options for new 

intakes in the Delta, what kind of increased capability 

would that prov1de. The green fine is showing the 

3000 cfs capacity alternative and so it shows for 

much of that runoff period, you would have an 

increased capablll!y to divert flow because of that 

high runoff and inflow into the Delta. Theresa 

period of time during that March period where you 

would have to cut back to meet certain 

requirements but for the most part there would be 

increases. For the 6ooo cfs which is the fight blue 

fine, If would prov1de some added capability shown 

there between the green and the blue, and then the 

fast is Cal Water Fix which is shown in yellow. The 

analysis shows that about 300,000 AF could have 

been captured with 3000 cfs intake, about 570, ooo 
AF with 6ooo cfs, and 790, ooo AF with the 9000 cfs." 

WATER QUALITY 



With respect to water quality, w ith California Water 

Fix, Mr. Arakawa said there would be a 19% 

improvement in total dissolved solids and 31% 

improvement in .Q.~5?..r:!.:l..i.9.~· For the 6ooo cfs, the 

improvement would be 15% in dissolved solid and 

24% improvement in .Q.r..2.r:0.\9.~· More modeling needs 

to be done to Look at the numbers for 3000 cfs. 

REVERSE FLOWS 

Reverse flows are an important regulating factor as 

fishery agencies try to minimize the reverse flows as 

they draw fish towards the pumps, particularly Delta 

smelt. 

"If adult Delta smelt get into the south end of the 

Delta during spawning periods Like in February and 

March, then they spawn in that area and then those 

young Delta smelt are in that area and are very 

susceptible to export pumps," said Mr. Arakawa. 

"That's the reason for why they have a regulation 

that Limits the magnitude of reverse flows in the 



Delta. and there's been an increasing trend towards 

limiting exports during th1's fish critical period" 

The graph was prepared looking at what type of 

reverse flow would occur on average during the 

January through June period, which is considered 

the fish sensitive period because of a lot of spawning 

activity and key migration is occurring in the Delta. 

"There's the reverse flows that we have today which 

is shown towards the /eft and is close to 2000 cfs, 

but as you increase the capacity of the north Delta 

intake, that has the effect of reducing reverse flow. 

In some cases, if the capacity 1's farge enough. it can 

make that a net average positive flow. which is flow 

going towards the Suisun Bay area rather than up 

towards the export pumps. The reason this is 

important is because the size of the facility is related 

to the ability to correct for the reverse flow because 

if you divert from the north end of the Delta. that 

water doesn't have to be drawn towards the export 

pumps. It's actually water that would go through the 

tunnel and down to the aqueduct and not have to be 

transversing through the south Delta channels." 

Mr. Arakawa said that there is updated information 

on what the regulatory requirements would look like 

for the various alternatives. "The existing average is 

around -1900 or -2000 cfs," he said. "The Cal Water 

Fix option would have made If slightly poslfive at +53 

on average; that's net positive towards the Bay. 

rather than towards the export pumps. The 6ooo cfs 

would have -345 and the 3000 cfs would have a 

higher negative flow at -6Bo cfs. That gives you an 

1dea of where we are today at close to 2000 and that 

what these two options would provide for th1's fish 

sensitive time of .January through .June." 

SEISMIC EVENTS 



The state has done a detailed analysis of what could 

potentially occur during a seismic event. They 

compared the capacity of the gooo cfs of Water Fix 

and the capacity to 6ooo and 3 000 as those three 

projects would still be operated to some criteria. 

" Without the south Delta pumps being able to 

operate, you wou!dn 't have any ability to divert from 

the south end of the Delta because of the levee 

failures, the flooded islands, and the salt water 

intrusion," Mr. Arakawa said. "Comparing this, the Cal 

Water Fix would have the capability through this 

modeling deliver 3.8 MAF in a g iven year: 6ooo cfs 

would have 2.9 MAF, and 3000 would have 1.6 MAF 

The two projects, CVP and SWP are about 49 MAF 

together. 47 to 49 MAF So you would have some 

reduced capacity from not having those south Delta 

pumps but you would stiff have some capacity 

because of the north diversions." 

PROJECT COSTS 



Last July, the Metropolitan Board approved the 

California Water Fix project at $16.7 billion in 2017 

dollars. For comparison purposes. the slide shows 

the cost for the 6000 cfs at $11.1 billion and the 3000 

cfs at $g.2 billion in 2017 dollars. To adjust the 2017 

dollars to 2019 dollars, they applied a 3% annual 

increase. The California Water Fix would be $17.7 

billion, the 6ooo cfs would be $11.8 billion, and the 

3000 cfs would be $9.7 billion. 

"I think the key thing to keep in mind with the cost 

estimate is that one is that were still utilizing a lot of 

the detailed work that was done over a period of 

time to really get a sound cost estimate," Mr. 

Arakawa said. "It also considered that 1f only one 

tunnel is built, that would reduce a good amount of 

cost But then when you go to a reduced capacity 

with one tunnel, that would save you some money 

but it's not proportional When you go from two 

tunnels to one tunnel, you have a lot of cost savings 

but then when you reduce the one tunnel in 

capacity, youre still spending money for different 

types of facilities like intakes and alignment right of 

way, and tunnel construction." 

IN SUMMATION ... 

Project Alternatives Comparison 
Summary 

MWD 



Approved 
9,000 cfs 6,000 cfs 3,000 cfs --- --

Delivery Capability I 
Improvement 1.3 MAF 900,000AF i SOO,OOO AF ' 

Delivery Capability 
After Earthquake 3.8 MAF 2.9 MAF . 1.6 MAF 

Reverse Flow Improvement 
(Jan-Jun) +53 -354 -680 

Water Quality Improvements . Total Dissolved Solids 19% 15% TBD . Bromide 31% 24% TBD 

Transfer Capacity 
(@50% exceedance} 1.1 MAF 0.8 MAF TBD 

-----
Based on preliminary MWD staff analysis 

The chart above shows how each of the alternatives 

stack up in terms of delivery capability, earthquakes, 

reverse f lows, water quality improvements, and staff 

even added transfer capacity because being able to 

divert on the north end would provide added 

capacity for water transfers, Mr. Arakawa said. 

" When looking at all of this information, there 5 a 

couple key things that we kind of saw pop out," he 

said. "One is when looking at the comparison of 

capacity and cost, going from gooo to 6ooo, the 

reduced capacity is 33% You're reducing the 

capacity by one-third and you're reducing the cost 

by about a third as well, and so its proportional. A 

large reason for that is you're saving the cost of 

another tunnel being put in, but when you go from 



6ooo to 3000, you're reducing the capacity by 50% 

but the cost savings are not proportional to that 

because you're still having to construct, you're still 

having a certain right otway alignment those kinds 

of things, so It's not as proportional from 6ooo to 

3000." 

The other thing to consider is the resiliency to 

respond to challenges and changes in regulations. 

The lower chart shows the resiliency capability for 

gooo, 6ooo, and 3000 cfs. "I showed you the earlier 

slide of the amount of water diverted from the south 

end of the Delta for the 9000, 49% for the 6ooo, 56%, 

and for the 3000, 73%," he said. "Going less In 

capacity means you just divert more from the south 

end of the Delta. Also that has a change In reverse 

flows going from the 9000 to the 3000, and then the 

delivery capability after earthquakes, the capability 

of 9000 cfs was 38 MAF and then down to 1.6 for the 

3000cfs" 

CONSIDERATIONS AND KEY ISSUES 

Moving forward, Mr. Arakawa said that they will need 

to understand whether the one tunnel C:()r1\:'EiY.ilr1<::Ei 
option would include any capacity either up front or 

eventually for Central Valley Project participation. 

" When Metropolitan took its action to support the 

Cal Water Fix, It was committing to funding the 

remaining cfs to provide for the Investment of the 

CVP at some point possibly In the future, so well 

need to understand whether there will be federal 

participation wlfh the one tunnel approach" 

Some work is common to any tunnel alternative, so 

certain types of geotechnical work or other types of 

studies or plans that would help move the project 

analysis further along would be prudent to pursue 



regardless of the exact capacity of the tunnel, he 

said. 

They also need to determine what level of 

contractor participation Level is achievable and what 

kind of capability and commitment is there from the 

State Water Project contractors to fund the project. 

Met ropolitan w ill need to have discussions at the 

board level for how the cost of any investment 

would be integrated in with their rates. 

There are a number of key issues to be addressed, 

including the size of the faci lity, whether there will 

be federal participation or not , how it w ill be funded, 

and what kind of environmental documents will be 

necessary. There is also the Endangered Species 

Act permits and w hat process would be used to 

work a new alternative through the process. The 

state has asked for a stay of 6o days in the California 

Water Fix at the State Water Board: they will have to 

make a decision on whether to withdraw that 

petition and initiate a new process by May 5. There 

is also the Delta Stewardship consistency 

determination for any reformulated project. 

Due to technical difficulties with the recording, the 

directors quest ions and answer period could not be 

covered. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION ... 
• Agenda, meeting materials, and.webcast 

available by clicking· here. 
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