
 
 

DUBLIN SAN RAMON SERVICES DISTRICT 
Board of Directors 

 
NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING        
TIME:  6:00 p.m.                   DATE:  Tuesday, February 17, 2015 
PLACE: Regular Meeting Place 
   7051 Dublin Boulevard, Dublin, CA 

AGENDA 
 
(NEXT RESOLUTION NO. 9-15)                                                                                                             (NEXT ORDINANCE NO. 336) 
 

Our mission is to provide reliable water and wastewater services to the communities we serve in a safe,  
efficient and environmentally responsible manner. 

 
BUSINESS:        REFERENCE 
           __________________________ 
           Recommended        Anticipated 
           Action                                 Time 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG 
 
3. ROLL CALL – Members:  Benson, Duarte, Halket, Howard, Vonheeder-Leopold 
 
4. SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS/ACTIVITIES 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT  (MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC) 

At this time those in the audience are encouraged to address the Board on any item of interest that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of 
the Board and not already included on tonight’s agenda.  Comments should not exceed five minutes.  Speakers’ cards are available from the 
District Secretary and should be completed and returned to the Secretary prior to addressing the Board.  The President of the Board will 
recognize each speaker, at which time the speaker should proceed to the lectern, introduce him/herself, and then proceed with his/her comment. 

6. REPORTS 
A. Reports by General Manager and Staff 
 Event Calendar 
 Correspondence to and from the Board 

 
 B. Agenda Management (consider order of items) 
 
 C. Committee Reports 

  Tri-Valley Water Agency Policy Roundtable   February 5, 2015  
 
7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  - Regular Meeting of  District   Approve 

           February 3, 2015   Secretary by Motion 
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Dublin San Ramon Services District            Board of Directors 
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BUSINESS:        REFERENCE 
            __________________________ 
           Recommended        Anticipated 
           Action                                 Time 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Matters listed under this item are considered routine and will be enacted by one Motion, in the form listed below.  There will be no separate 
discussion of these items unless requested by a Member of the Board of Directors or the public prior to the time the Board votes on the 
Motion to adopt.  

 
A. Rejection of Claim – Farmers Insurance as Subrogee 

for Mr. Shihchen Chang 
Administrative 
Services  
Manager 

Reject 
by Motion 

 
B. Accept the Following Regular and Recurring 

Reports:  District Financial Statements, Warrant List, 
and Upcoming Board Business 

General 
Manager 

Accept 
by Motion 

 
9. BOARD BUSINESS 
 

A. Discuss Drought Management Program General 
Manager 

Provide 
Direction 

5 min

 
B. Accept Water Supply and Demand and Drought 

Response Action Plan Status Reports and Find that 
the Need for the Community Drought Emergency 
Still Exists 

General 
Manager 

Accept  
by Motion 

10 min

 
C. Asset Management Program and the Development of 

the 10-Year and 2-Year Capital Improvement 
Program 

Engineering 
Services 
Manager 

Receive 
Presentation 

10 min

 
D. Coordination between Land Use Planning Agencies 

and Water Supply Agencies for Water Service to 
New Development 

General 
Manager 

Receive 
Presentation 
& Provide 
Direction 

20 min

 
10. BOARDMEMBER ITEMS 

 Submittal of Written Reports from Travel and Training Attended by Directors 
 

11. CLOSED SESSION   
 
A. Conference with Legal Counsel – Anticipated Litigation. Significant exposure to litigation 

pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Government Code Section 54956.9: One 
case.  Receipt of claim from Farmers Insurance as Subrogee for Mr. Shihchen Chang 
pursuant to the Government Claims Act (Government Code §§810-996.6) 
 
 

5 min 
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Dublin San Ramon Services District            Board of Directors 
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BUSINESS:        REFERENCE 
            __________________________ 
           Recommended        Anticipated 
           Action                                 Time 
 

B. Conference Involving a Joint Powers Agency pursuant to Section 54956.96 
(Livermore-Amador Valley Water Management Agency (LAVWMA))  
 
Discussion will concern: Conference with Legal Counsel (Government Code 54956.9(d)(4))  
                                          Anticipated Litigation – Initiation of litigation 
                                          Number of potential cases: 1 case 
Name of District representatives on LAVWMA Board:  Director Benson, Director Howard 
Other Attendees:               Bert Michalczyk, General Manager 
                                          Dan Gallagher, Operations Manager  
                                          General Counsel Carl P. A. Nelson 

  10 min 

 
C.  Conference with Real Property Negotiator-Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8  

Property:                         Potential Water Supply Contract 
Agency Negotiators:       Bert Michalczyk, General Manager 

 Dan Gallagher, Operations Manager 
 John Archer, Administrative Services Manager 
 Carl P.A. Nelson, General Counsel 
 Robert B. Maddow, Assistant General Counsel 

Negotiating Parties: East Bay Municipal Utility District and Yuba County Water Agency 
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms

20 min

 
12. REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION 

 
13. ADJOURNMENT   
 

BOARD CALENDAR* 
 

Committee & Board Meetings  Date   Time  Location 
DERWA     February 23, 2015 6:00 p.m. District Office 

  Special LAVWMA   March 2, 2015  6:00 p.m. District Office 
Regular Board Meeting   March 3, 2015  6:00 p.m. District Office 

 
*Note:   Agendas for regular meetings of District Committees are posted not less than 72 hours prior to each Committee meeting 

at the District Administrative Offices, 7051 Dublin Boulevard, Dublin, California 
 

All materials made available or distributed in open session at Board or Board Committee meetings are public 
information and are available for inspection at the front desk of the District Office at 7051 Dublin Blvd., Dublin, 
during business hours, or by calling the District Secretary at (925) 828-0515.  A fee may be charged for copies.  
District facilities and meetings comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  If special accommodations are 
needed, please contact the District Secretary as soon as possible, but at least two days prior to the meeting.   
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DRAFT 

DUBLIN SAN RAMON SERVICES DISTRICT 
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

February 3, 2015 

A regular meeting of the Board of Directors was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by President Edward R. 
Duarte.  Boardmembers present:  President Edward R. Duarte, Vice President D.L. (Pat) Howard, 
Director Richard M. Halket, Director Dawn L. Benson, and Director Georgean M. Vonheeder-
Leopold.  District staff present:  Bert Michalczyk, General Manager; Rhodora Biagtan, Interim 
Engineering Services Manager; John Archer, Administrative Services Manager/Treasurer; Dan 
Gallagher, Operations Manager; Robert B. Maddow, Assistant General Counsel; and Nancy Gamble 
Hatfield, District Secretary. 

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

3. ROLL CALL - Members:   Benson, Duarte, Halket, Howard, Vonheeder-Leopold

4. SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENTS/ACTIVITIES

General Manager Michalczyk introduced the District’s new Engineering Services Manager
Dan McIntyre.

Mr. Michalczyk also thanked Assistant General Counsel Maddow for attending the meeting
in Carl Nelson’s absence.

Mr. Michalczyk and Director Vonheeder-Leopold presented the impressive California
Association of Sanitation Agencies 2014 Technological Innovation and Achievement Award
for the Residential Recycled Water Fill Station to Operations Manager Gallagher.  In January,
the District was presented with the achievement at the CASA conference in Palm Springs.

The Board thanked and complimented Mr. Gallagher and his team for earning the recognition.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT (MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC) – 6:05 p.m.

Mr. Dan McIntyre addressed the Board and expressed his appreciation in joining the District.
He has been working for the City of Livermore for nearly 25 years.

The Board welcomed Mr. McIntyre to the District as the new Engineering Services Manager.

6. REPORTS

A. Reports by General Manager and Staff 
 Event Calendar – General Manager Michalczyk reported on the following: 
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o On Thursday, February 5, 2015 at 5 p.m. the Tri-Valley Water Policy Roundtable
Ad Hoc Committee will meet at the City of Pleasanton Operations Center.
Directors Halket and Vonheeder-Leopold are the designated representatives.
Other Directors have mentioned they also plan to attend the meeting.  Because the
meeting was not noticed as a special meeting of the Board, those Directors should
limit their participation to that of an observer.

o On Tuesday, February 17, 2015 staff would like to hold a workshop at 5 p.m. prior
to the Regular Board meeting to discuss long-term water supply for the District.
Directors agreed.

o On January 29, 2015 a new recycled car wash opened near the new Target store in
eastern Dublin.  It may be the first of its type in California.  Staff spent a lot of
time with the owner on this permitting.

o CSDA has a call for nominations for a region vacancy, specifically the Bay Area
Network.  The Director seat would complete a current term that concludes in
Calendar Year 2015.  If any Director is interested, they are asked to notify staff by
February 20, 2015 so necessary preparations can be made for approvals by the
District Board.

 Correspondence to and from the Board on an Item not on the Agenda - None 

B. Agenda Management (consider order of items) – No changes were made 

C. Committee Reports – None 

7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Regular Meeting of January 20, 2015

Director Vonheeder-Leopold MOVED for the approval of the January 20, 2015 minutes.
Director Benson SECONDED the MOTION, which CARRIED with FIVE AYES.

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

Director Halket MOVED for approval of the items on the Consent Calendar.  Director Benson
SECONDED the MOTION, which CARRIED with FIVE AYES.

A. Approve Agreement and Permit for Conversion of Alameda County Facilities to Use 
Recycled Water for Irrigation and Other Non-Potable Use between Dublin San Ramon 
Services District and Alameda County – Approved – Resolution No. 6-15 

B. Adopt Pay Schedule in Accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 2, 
Section 570.5, Requirement for a Publicly Available Pay Schedule and Rescind 
Resolution No. 66-14 – Approved – Resolution No. 7-15  

C. Approve the Nomination of Board Member Georgean Vonheeder-Leopold to the 
California Association of Sanitation Agencies Board of Directors – Approved - 
Resolution No. 8-15 

9. BOARD BUSINESS
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A.  Discuss Drought Management Program 

 
The General Manager reported that a large storm is expected to hit the Bay Area later 
this week but significant snowpack is not expected in the Sierras.  Foothill reservoirs 
continue to be well below normal for this time of the year.  There will be more clarity 
on the 2015 water supply situation in late March to early April. Staff is not 
recommending any changes to the 2015 Drought Management Plan at this time. 
 
No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 
 
The Board discussed the topic. The Board did not direct staff to develop any changes 
to the program. 

 
B. Receive Presentation and Discuss Nutrients in the San Francisco Bay and Impact on 

District Facilities 
 
Operations Manager Gallagher gave a PowerPoint presentation titled “Nutrients in the 
San Francisco Bay.”  In advance of the District’s Wastewater Treatment Plant Master 
Plan, staff wanted the Board to receive this presentation on the matter of upcoming 
nutrient limitations for discharges to the San Francisco Bay.  
 
No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 
 
The Board discussed the topic; no action was taken. 
 

C. Receive Briefing of OPEB (Other Post-Employment Benefits) Report for Dublin San 
Ramon Services District 
 
Administrative Services Manager Archer gave a detailed PowerPoint presentation on 
the funding status of the District’s Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB).  OPEB 
is for the purpose of funding medical and dental coverage for retirees.  The District 
contracts with CERBT (California Employers’ Retiree Benefit Trust—a CalPERS 
entity to provide the retiree medical fund administration).  As of July 1, 2013 the 
District’s OPEB obligation was 101.5% funded. 
 
No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 
 
The Board discussed the topic and endorsed the District continuing to implement 
funding Strategy No. 1 for FYE 2016. 
 

D. Receive Briefing of PERS (Public Employees’ Retirements System) Actuarial Report 
for Dublin San Ramon Services District 
 
Administrative Services Manager Archer gave a PowerPoint presentation on the 2014 
Retirement Funding for the District’s retirement plan.  The District has active 
employees on two retirement plans:  Miscellaneous 2.7% at 55 and Miscellaneous 
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2.0% at 62.  As of June 30, 2013 the CalPERS actuarial valuation shows the District 
is funded 76.7%, with an unfunded liability of $16.836 million.    
 
No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 
 
The Board discussed the topic and referred the matter to the Board’s Financial Affairs 
Committee with direction to develop a recommendation to reasonably eliminate the 
outstanding liability. 
 

E. Discuss the Mission Statement, Vision Statement and Core Values to be Incorporated 
into the Fifth Edition of the District's Five Year Strategic Plan - FYE 2016 - 2020 

 
General Manager Michalczyk reviewed with the Board the District’s current Mission 
Statement, Vision Statement and Core Values.   
 
No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 
 
The Board discussed the topic and by consensus tentatively agreed to the following 
for the Mission Statement, Vision Statement and Core Values: 
 
Mission Statement 
Our mission is to provide reliable and sustainable water and wastewater services to 
the communities we serve in a safe, efficient and environmentally responsible manner. 
 
Vision Statement 
1. Maintain long-term financial stability with appropriate rate and fee structures 

that  support at least a credit rating of AA;  
2. Secure a more diversified water supply for the communities we serve;  
3. In cooperation with our partner agencies implement an integrated Valley-wide 

recycled water distribution system;  
4. Diversify use of biosolids in an environmentally sound manner;  
5. Enhance our ability to respond to emergencies and maintain business continuity; 
6. Continue to foster a culture of safe operations District-wide;  
7. Deliver utility services more efficiently and effectively by continuing to work 

with regional partner agencies on Tri-Valley integration;  
8. Maintain a highly qualified, motivated and innovative workforce to ensure a 

high performing organization;  
9. Enhance our public information, education and outreach methods to ensure 

public awareness of issues important to the communities we serve;  
10. Use technology throughout the District to improve operations and efficiency 

while securing that technology against external threats; 
11. Use asset management data to improve maintenance, capital project decision 

making and financial planning; and 
12. Complete planning and implementation, as appropriate for a permanent District 

corporation yard. 
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Core Values 

F. Discuss and Provide Direction Regarding a Change to Format of Minutes for Board 
Meetings 

General Manager Michalczyk reviewed the possible revision to the style and format 
of the Board meeting minutes and the reasons for the suggested change.  

No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 

The Board discussed the style of minutes and the fact that Board meetings are video 
recorded and available on the District website.  By consensus, the Board supported a 
Brief Summary minute format.  The Board directed to have this matter put into the 
form of a policy and brought back for consideration. 

G. Implementation of New Logo on Five District Signs     

Community Affairs Supervisor Stephenson reviewed the new signage that will be at 
the District Office on the archway at the front of the building, the logo behind the dais 
in the Boardroom, the removable signage on the lectern in the Boardroom, the signage 
in the east lobby wall and the revised signage at the entrance to the Regional 
Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

No members of the public addressed the Board on this topic. 

CORE VALUE CORE VALUE QUESTION 

1. 
Protect Public Health and 

the Environment 
Does the decision protect public health and the environment? 

2. Sustain Financial Stability
Does the decision sustain or contribute to the financial 
stability of the District? 

3. Be Open and Transparent 
Is the decision being made in an appropriately open and 
transparent manner and has public input been considered? 

4. 
Fairness, Respect, Honesty 

and Ethics 
Does the decision treat all concerned fairly, respectfully, 
honestly and ethically? 

5. Operate Safely 
Does the decision promote a safe environment for the 
community and the workforce? 

6. 
Provide High Quality 

Customer Service 
Does the decision reflect high quality customer service? 

7. 
Provide Sustainable, 

Efficient, Reliable and 
Secure Services 

Does the decision maintain or enhance the District's 
sustainability, efficiency, reliability and security? 

8. 
Perform at a High 

Standard 

Does the decision or action lead to a high performing, highly 
qualified, motivated, safe and innovative workforce and an 
adaptable organization? 
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The Board, by consensus, was agreeable with the proposed signage. 
 

10. BOARDMEMBER ITEMS   
 
Director Vonheeder-Leopold submitted a written report and gave a detailed account about the 
many sessions she attended at the January 21-23, 2015 CASA conference held in Palm 
Springs.  She requested Ms. Hatfield and her staff not staple the agenda packets, but instead 
binder clip them. 
 
Director Benson submitted written reports and gave summaries about the East Bay Leadership 
Council Dinner on January 22, 2015 and the Special District Leadership Academy Conference 
in Napa on January 25-28, 2015.  She noted there will be an Imagine H20 event on March 18, 
2015 at the Palace Hotel in San Francisco.  Director Benson also commented there is a vacant 
seat on the state board for CSDA for the remainder of 2015.   
 
President Duarte agreed that when he attended the Special District Leadership Academy 
Conference he, too, was impressed that the District has instituted and addressed many of the 
suggestions and ideas and policies that he learned about at that training.  He submitted a 
written report and gave a summary of the topics discussed at the CCSDA meeting he attended 
on January 30, 2015. 

 
11. CLOSED SESSION        

 
At 8:12 p.m. the Board went into Closed Session. 
 
A. Public Employee Performance Evaluation – Pursuant to Government Code Section 

54957  
Title:  General Manager 

 
12. REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION  
 

At 8:20 p.m. the Board came out of Closed Session.  President Duarte announced that there 
was no reportable action. 

 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 

President Duarte adjourned the meeting at 8:21 p.m.  
 
 Submitted by, 
 
 
 
 Nancy Gamble Hatfield 
 District Secretary 
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H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\Farmers Insurance (S. Chang) - Reject Claim\S&R - Reject Claim (Farmers Insurance_S. Chang).docx 

Recommendation: 

The Administrative Services Manager recommends the Board of Directors reject, by Motion, the property damage claim 
filed on January 9, 2015 against Dublin San Ramon Services District by Farmers Insurance as Subrogee for Mr. Shihchen 
Chang of Dublin, California. 

Summary: 

On January 9, 2015, the Interim Organizational Services Manager received a claim from Farmers Insurance to recover costs 
in the amount of $2,814.60 for damage to a personal vehicle owned and operated by their insured, Mr. Shihchen Chang. 

Farmers Insurance, on behalf of Mr. Chang, is requesting reimbursement for damages related to an incident that occurred 
in the early morning of Wednesday, December 3, 2014 on Positano Parkway in Dublin, approximately 69 feet north of 
Vinton Avenue.  On the date of the incident, Mr. Chang states that he was traveling westbound on Positano Parkway 
toward Fallon Road when his vehicle struck an open manhole which caused damage to the front and rear tires/wheels on 
the passenger side of the vehicle, as well as damage to his vehicle’s front bumper and grill.  Mr. Chang further states that 
he did not see the open manhole due to the darkness.  Staff from the City of Dublin’s maintenance contractor, MCE 
Corporation, responded to the location of the incident and placed the manhole cover back in position. 

On advisement of the District’s insurance adjusters, Carl Warren and Company, staff recommends the Board reject the 
claim as the manhole is not owned and maintained by Dublin San Ramon Services District.  The District investigation has 
concluded that the manhole is a storm drain which is owned and maintained by the City of Dublin.  Upon rejection, a 
denial notice will be forwarded to the claimant’s insurance company, Farmers Insurance, in compliance with the California 
Tort Claims Act. 

The claimant’s insurance company has been notified that this matter will be considered by the Board at this regularly 
scheduled meeting. 

Agenda Item  8A  

Reference 

Administrative Services Manager 

Type of Action 

Reject Claim 

Board Meeting of 

February 17, 2015 
Subject 
Rejection of Claim - Farmers Insurance as Subrogee for Mr. Shihchen Chang 

 Motion  Minute Order  Resolution  Ordinance  Informational  Other 
REPORT:  Verbal  Presentation  Staff J. Archer  Board Member 

Committee Review Legal Review Staff Review

COMMITTEE 
--- 

DATE 
-- 

RECOMMENDATION 
--- Yes 

ORIGINATOR 
M. Gallardo 

DEPARTMENT 
Admin Services 

REVIEWED BY 

ATTACHMENTS None
 Resolution  Minute Order  Task Order Staff Report Ordinance 
 Cost 

$0 
 Funding Source 

 A.     
 B.     

Attachments to S&R
1. Claim filed by Farmers Insurance for Shihchen Chang
2. Letter - Invite to DSRSD Board Meeting (dated 2/3/15)
3. DSRSD Investigation Photos - Positano Parkway @ Vinton
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H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\Regular and Recurring Reports\Regular and Recurring Reports  021715 SR.docx 

Recommendation: 

The General Manager recommends the Board, by Motion, accept the attached regular and recurring report(s). 

Summary: 

To maximize openness and transparency and to allow the Board to be informed about key aspects of District business and 
to provide direction when appropriate, the Board directed that various regular and recurring reports be presented for 
Board acceptance at regular intervals.  This item is routinely presented to the Board at the second meeting of each 
calendar month.  

Attachment 1 summarizes the current regular and recurring reports; the actual report(s) are themselves attachments to 
Attachment 1.  Report(s) presented this month for acceptance are: 

 District Financial Statements;
 Warrant List; and
 Upcoming Board Business.

Agenda Item 8B 

Reference 

General Manager 

Type of Action 

Accept Report(s) 

Board Meeting of 

February 17, 2015 
Subject 
Accept the Following Regular and Recurring Reports: District Financial Statements, Warrant List, and Upcoming Board 
Business 

 Motion  Minute Order  Resolution  Ordinance  Informational  Other 
REPORT:  Verbal  Presentation  Staff B. Michalczyk  Board Member 

Committee Review Legal Review Staff Review

COMMITTEE 
--- 

DATE 
--- 

RECOMMENDATION 
--- Not Required 

ORIGINATOR 
B. Michalczyk 

DEPARTMENT 
Executive 

REVIEWED BY 

ATTACHMENTS None
 Resolution  Minute Order  Task Order Staff Report Ordinance 
 Cost 

$0 
 Funding Source 

 A.     
 B.     

Attachments to S&R
1. Summary of Regular and Recurring Reports
2. 
3.
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H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\Regular and Recurring Reports\Attachment A 0201715.docx 

SUMMARY OF REGULAR AND RECURRING REPORTS 

Ref. Description Frequency Authority Last 
Acceptance

Acceptance at 
this Meeting? 

Next 
Acceptance 

A Water Supply and 
Conservation Report 1 2 

Monthly 

Board 
Direction 

Jan 2015 YES March 2015 B District Financial 
Statements 3 

C Warrant List 

D Upcoming Board 
Business 

E 
Strategic Work Plan 
Accomplishments 
Report 

Annually. 
Fiscal Year 

Cycle 

Oct 2014 

Aug 2015
F Employee Retention 

Statistics4 
Aug 2014 to 

Per. Com. 

G Outstanding Receivables 
Report District Code Aug 2014 

H 
Employee and Director 
Reimbursements 
greater than $100 5 

CA 
Government 

Code 
Aug 2014 

I Board Committee Goal 
Status Report 

Annually, 
Calendar 

Year Cycle 

Board 
Direction Jan 2015 Jan 2016 

J 
“No Net Change” 
Operating Budget 
Adjustments As they 

occur but 
not more 

frequently 
than 

monthly 

Budget 
Accountability 

Policy 
(See Note A) 

None in FYE 
2014 

Before end of 
month after 
occurrence 

K Capital Outlay Budget 
Adjustments Jan 2015 

L Capital Project Budget 
Adjustments Oct 2014 

M Unexpected Asset 
Replacements Dec 2014 

Note A:  For the current fiscal year the totals for these reports are as follows: 

Category YTD This Meeting Total
“No Net Change” Operating Budget 
Adjustments $0 $0 $0

Capital Outlay Budget Adjustments $13,453 $0 $13,453
Capital Project Budget Adjustments $45,000 $0 $45,000
Unexpected Asset Replacements $35,751 $0 $35,751

1 Monthly during Community Drought Emergency; monthly during the winter season in non-drought years. 
2 Separate agenda item presented to Board as a Board Business item during Community Drought Emergency. 
3 Except in July. 
4 In Jan 2015 administratively moved to FY rather than CY cycle to accommodate data access issues which are  
reported on CY cycle 

5 Reimbursements also reported monthly in the Warrant List (Item C). 
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TENTATIVE BOARD ITEMS 2/11/2015 5:17:03 PM

Board Mtg Agenda Item

Admin

Affairs

Financial

Affairs

Technical

Affairs

Executive TVWPR

3/3/2015

2-Year CIP Plan Presentation 4/21/2015

Approve Master Consulting Agreement with _____ for the WWTP/Biosolids Master Plan (CIP 14-P004)

Drought Related Customer Issues and Concerns

Policy - Records Retention Schedule Policy Update

CIP 10-Year Plan Presentation 4/21/2015

Consider Appeal by {name} of Staff Denial of a Waiver of Enforcement Action Related to Violation of Water Use 

Limitations

Approve Developer Reimbursement Agreement with Bay West for the OSH Sewer Replacement Project (CIP 08-

2102)

Consider Appeal by {name} of Staff Denial of an Exemption to Water Use Limitations

Proposed DERWA O&M Budget

Proposed LAVWMA O&M Budget

Policy - Conversion of Board Minutes to Brief Summary Format

457 Plan Administration - Delegation of Authority

Conference with Labor Negotiators Pursuant to GC Section 54957.6 Agency Negotiators:Bert Michalczyk, GM 

EE Org:1.	Mid-Management Employees’ Bargaining Unit (MEBU) Add'l Attendees: M. Gallardo & GC C. Nelson

1
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Board Mtg Agenda Item

Admin

Affairs

Financial

Affairs

Technical

Affairs

Executive TVWPR

3/3/2015

Approve Agreement with HydroScience for Design Services for Component 2 (Western Dublin) of the Recycled 

Water Expansion Phase 1 - Distribution to Western Dublin and Alameda County Facilities (CIP 15-R009)

Debt Disclosure Training

Strategic Plan Goal Review by Board

3/17/2015

Policy - Infrastructure Responsibilities and Funding

Consider Appeal by {name} of Staff Denial of a Waiver of Enforcement Action Related to Violation of Water Use 

Limitations

Policy - No-Net Demand Service

Policy - Annexation and Utility Extension

Accept Water Supply and Demand and Drought Response Action Plan Status Reports and Find that the Need for 

the Community Drought Emergency Still Exists

Consider Appeal by {name} of Staff Denial of an Exemption to Water Use Limitations

Drought Related Customer Issues and Concerns

Budget- New Programs

Policy - Update to Green Business Policy

Regular and Recurring Reports: February District Financial Statements, (list)

2
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Recommendation: 

The General Manager recommends the Board of Directors receive comments from the public related to the District’s 
Drought Management Program, discuss those as appropriate and, by Consensus, provide appropriate direction to staff 
and/or Board Committees for follow-up or action at future Board meeting. 

Summary: 

On May 5, 2014 the Board established the District’s Drought Management Program for 2014; on December 2, 2014 the 
Board took various actions to extend the Drought Management Program through June 30, 2015.  The elements of the 
program include the following: 

 Declared a Community Drought Emergency;
 Established Water Use Curtailment Goals;
 Adopted Water Use Limitations;
 Adopted Penalties and Enforcement Provisions (subsequently amended on August 5, 2014);
 Adopted Water Shortage Rate Stage 3;
 Approved a Wise Water User Credit for 2015;
 Approved an Enhanced Rebate Program;
 Endorsed the 2015 Drought Response Action Plan; and
 Approved budget amendments for FYE 2015 related to Drought Management Activities.

The various aspects of the Drought Management Program affect all customers of the District in various ways.  To be as 
open and transparent as possible, the Board wishes to allow the public an opportunity to address the Board on the various 
aspects of the Drought Management Program in a manner that can lead to a productive outcome.  The public may always 
address the Board under the “Public Comment” portion of the Board agenda.  However, for public comment made at that 
time, the Board is precluded from having substantive discussions in response to the public comment received.  This agenda 
item allows the Board to engage in a substantive discussion of issues that may be raised by the public and also to provide 
staff or a Board Committee appropriate direction related to the Drought Management Program in a timely fashion.  This 
item will be a standing item on the Board agenda throughout the duration of the Community Drought Emergency which 
is currently scheduled to expire on June 30, 2015. 

Agenda Item 9A  

Reference 

General Manager 

Type of Action 

Provide Direction 

Board Meeting of 

February 17, 2015 
Subject 
Discuss Drought Management Program 

 Motion  Minute Order  Resolution  Ordinance  Informational  Other 
REPORT:  Verbal  Presentation  Staff B. Michalczyk  Board Member 

Committee Review Legal Review Staff Review

COMMITTEE 
--- 

DATE 
--- 

RECOMMENDATION 
--- Not Required 

ORIGINATOR 
B. Michalczyk 

DEPARTMENT 
Executive 

REVIEWED BY 

ATTACHMENTS None
 Resolution  Minute Order  Task Order Staff Report Ordinance 
 Cost 

$0 
 Funding Source 

 A.     
 B.     

Attachments to S&R
1.       
2.       
3.
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Recommendation: 

The General Manager recommends the Board of Directors, by Motion, (a) accept the Water Supply and Demand Report 
and the Drought Response Action Plan Status Report, and (b) find that there still exists a need for continuing the 
Community Drought Emergency which the Board initially declared on May 5, 2014 and which the Board recently extended 
through June 30, 2015. 

Summary: 

On May 5, 2014 the Board declared a State of Community Drought Emergency.  On December 2, 2014 the Board extended 
the duration of the State of Emergency through June 30, 2015.  As part of those actions, the Board directed the General 
Manager to inform the Board, on a monthly basis while the State of Emergency remains in effect, of: 

 Developments regarding the water supply available to Zone 7 and the District;
 The water demand in the District’s service area and in the Tri-Valley;
 Operational issues encountered or anticipated to be encountered related to the effect of the limited water supply

on the District’s water system;
 Pertinent policy level decisions made at the local, regional and state level related to the drought; and
 Other information relevant to the continuing need for the State of Community Drought Emergency.

The Water Supply and Demand Report, included as Attachment 1, provides the requested information and is the basis for 
the Board’s finding of a continuing need for the State of Community Drought Emergency.  Based on information in the 
report, there is no substantial change in conditions that would warrant the Board changing or rescinding the Community 
Drought Emergency at this time. 

In addition, when the Board endorsed the Drought Response Action Plan, it directed that a monthly status report be 
prepared documenting activities undertaken on the various aspects of the Drought Response Action Plan and the results 
achieved; Attachment 2 provides that information.  This is the first report for 2015 and has been revised from earlier 
reports in 2014 to reflect the Drought Response Action Plan for 2015 adopted by the Board on December 2, 2014. 

Agenda Item 9B 

Reference 

General Manager 

Type of Action 

Accept Reports and Make Finding  

Board Meeting of 

February 17, 2015 
Subject 
Accept Water Supply and Demand and Drought Response Action Plan Status Reports and  Find that the Need for the 
Community Drought Emergency Still Exists   

 Motion  Minute Order  Resolution  Ordinance  Informational  Other 
REPORT:  Verbal  Presentation  Staff B. Michalczyk  Board Member 

Committee Review Legal Review Staff Review

COMMITTEE 
--- 

DATE 
--- 

RECOMMENDATION 
--- Not Required 

ORIGINATOR 
B. Michalczyk 

DEPARTMENT 
Executive 

REVIEWED BY 

ATTACHMENTS None
 Resolution  Minute Order  Task Order Staff Report Ordinance 
 Cost 

$0 
 Funding Source 

 A.     
 B.     

Attachments to S&R
1. Water Supply and Demand Report
2. 2015 Drought Response Action Plan Status Report
3.
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ATTACHMENT 1 to S&R 
WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND REPORT 

Page 1 of 17 

The information in this Water Supply and Demand Report is current through Jan. 31, 2015. 

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND  

As documented herein, there have been no changed conditions or situations that would 
warrant changes to or the rescission of the State of the Community Drought Emergency. 

On May 5, 2014 the Board declared a State of Community Drought Emergency. On December 2, 
2014 the Board extended that State of Community Drought Emergency through June 30, 2015. 
The Board also directed the General Manager to inform the Board, on a monthly basis of each 
calendar month that the Declaration remains in effect, of: 

1. Developments regarding the water supply available to Zone 7 and the District;
2. The water demand in the District’s service area and in the Tri-Valley;
3. Operational issues encountered or anticipated to be encountered related to the effect

of the limited water supply on the District’s water system;
4. Pertinent policy level decisions made at the local, regional and State level related to the

drought; and
5. Other information relevant to the continuing need for the State of Community Drought

Emergency.

This report satisfies that direction for the month of February 2015 (report complete through 
January 2015) and serves as the basis for the Board’s consideration of the continued need for 
the State of Community Drought Emergency.  

1 - DEVELOPMENTS REGARDING THE WATER SUPPLY 

While there was significant rain in the month of December, snowpack and reservoir storage 
are significantly below normal at the end of January. Plus, it is too early in the Water Year to 
draw any conclusions about how the remainder of the year will develop. As such, the 
continuation of the State of the Community Drought Emergency is warranted. 

In terms of the supply, Water Year 2015 began on October 1, 2014 and four months of data is 
now available. This period now includes one of the three traditionally wettest months of the 
season (those being January, February and March). The following is a summary of the most 
hydrological information available as of January 31, 2015. A seven year historic summary of this 
same information is presented in Table 1 below. Table 2 presents a month by month summary 
for the current water year showing how the situation evolved over the course of the winter 
season.  

Precipitation to Date.  WY 2015 Northern Sierra precipitation for the Water Year 
2015 has dropped dramatically during January and is now below average for the year at 
86% of normal for this point in the year in the Sacramento and Feather River basins 
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where our water supply physically originates. However, there are 8-10 weeks of the 
traditional wet season remaining so conditions can still change dramatically.  
 
Forecast Precipitation.  The National Weather Service’s Climate Prediction center 
is forecasting approximately average precipitation through the middle of April 2015.  
 
Snowpack. Snowpack (really snow water content) also dropped very significantly and 
stands at only 15% of normal in the Northern Sierra. 
 
Reservoir Storage. Lake Oroville is filled to only 41% capacity and is 62% of what it 
would normally be at this time of the year; both of these remained steady during 
January as runoff from the December rains approximated matched reservoir outflows 
during January. 
 
Unimpaired Runoff. DWR projects that unimpaired runoff in the Sacramento River 
watershed is expected to be about 65% of normal and that there is only about a 20% 
chance of normal runoff in 2015. 
 
Water Year Type. DWR is currently classifying the water year as “Critical” in terms of 
unimpeded runoff from the Sacramento River watershed.  
 
Drought Conditions. The United States Drought Monitor presents the drought situation 
in the western United States. This Drought Watch factors in not only precipitation but 
also includes temperature, soil moisture and evaporative potential due to wind. The 
Drought Monitor classifies the District’s service are as being in a state of “Exceptional 
Drought” (the worst category) and categorizes 77.5% of the entire State of California in 
either Exceptional Drought or Extreme Drought Conditions. 
 
DWR Allocation. In January, DWR increased water allocations to its contractors 
from 10% to 15% for 2015 supposedly on the optimism from the December storms. 
 
Zone 7 Supply.  The District has submitted its “normal” supply request for Calendar 
Year 2015 to Zone 7. Zone 7 has not yet acted on that request, informally stating that they 
will not do so until April 2015. 
 
Possible Water Transfers. On November 19, 2014 the Zone 7 Board conceptually 
approved a water exchange with Contra Costa Water District on 2,500 AF for 2015 and 
separately approved the Fifth Amendment to the Yuba Accord which has yielded an 
average of about 550 AF per year for the past several years. The District has opened 
discussions with YCWA about a possible 500-1,500 acre foot water transfers for 2015 
which water would be diverted for the District by EBMUD at Freeport and wheeled 
through its system to the District’s service area.  
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2 - WATER DEMAND 
 
There have been no substantial changes to the water demands in either a positive or negative 
way. As such, the continuation of the State of the Community Drought Emergency is 
warranted.  
 
Water demand (really water furnished to District customers) is monitored on a weekly basis. 
The declaration of Community Drought Emergency calls for system wide water use curtailment 
of twenty five percent (25%) overall with five percent (5%) coming from indoor curtailment and 
fifty to sixty percent (50-60%) from outdoor curtailment as compared to the same period in 
calendar year 2013. Zone 7 has not yet provided the District with a 2015 water delivery 
allocation schedule that incorporates the overall 25% curtailment goal in accordance with the 
terms of the District – Zone 7 Water Supply Contract. Thus, the District continues to use the 
adjusted delivery projections for 2014 as the standard until an allocation letter is received.   
 

Annual Demand. Since the beginning of 2015 the District’s service area has used 
543 AF of water as compared to 583 AF used during the same period in 2013; this 
represents an overall system wide curtailment of 7.0%. 

 
Actual Usage vs. Zone 7 Delivery Allocation.  The District monitors how demand 
in the District’s service area in 2015 has tracked as compared to the adjusted Zone 7 
allocation schedule for 2014 (one has not yet been received for 2015). Under that 
assumption, allocated deliveries in 2015 would be 738 AF. Given the actual demand in 
the District’s service as above for the same period, the District’s service area thus used 
26.4% LESS water than allocated for the calendar year to date.  

 
Gallons per capital per day. The District monitors this metric on a monthly basis as of 
the end of each calendar month as part of monitoring our 20% by 2020 mandated 
usage. In the month of January 2013 the District delivered water at a rate of 85.8 gpcpd 
while in January 2015 the rate was only 73.6 gpcpd representing a 14.2% reduction. On 
a “residential use alone” basis water use in January 2013 and 2015 were 52.9 and 45.4 
gpcpd, respectively representing a 14.2% usage reduction.  It should be noted that on 
January 1 revised new population estimates from the State of California were 
incorporated into the metrics which had the net effect of increasing per capita 
consumption all other things being equal. 
 
Tri-Valley Wide Demand. At this time the District does not have information as to 
how the other Tri-Valley Retailers have done to date in 2015. 
 

3 - OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS 
 
There have been no substantial changes to Operational Conditions in either a positive or 
negative way. As such, the continuation of the State of the Community Drought Emergency is 
warranted. 
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Reservoir storage is the single most critical operational parameter that the District monitors 
during the Community Drought Emergency to ensure adequate reserves for health and safety 
and fire-fighting purposes. However, there are other operational challenges related to which of 
the five existing turnouts Zone 7 will deliver water given various constraints that arise from 
operating with very limited amounts of surface water. 

Reservoir Storage. At no time has overall reservoir storage been compromised due to 
the water supply.  In addition, at no time has reservoir storage within any single 
pressure zone been compromised.  Minimum total system storage so far during 2015 
fluctuated between about 6 MG and about 7 MG.  During January the minimum 
quantity that was in storage was 6.06 MG, which occurred at 12:00 PM on January 2.  
This as compared to 6.30 MG required system-wide per standard operating criteria for 
health and safety and fire storage.  Reservoir 10A (approx. 4 MG) remains drained and 
out of service to help preserve chlorine residuals and water quality during the winter 
months when the demand is typically the lowest, so the latter reduces the quantity 
maintained in storage.  However, maintaining lower storage is not considered to be a 
high risk during the winter months when the fire hazard is normally low.  Meanwhile 
staff are investigating possible strategies for maintaining higher chlorine residuals in the 
distribution system once Res 10A is returned to service in the spring. 

System Operation During 2015 Drought Emergency.        During 2015 DSRSD has 
been receiving water only through turnouts No. 2 (Stagecoach Road) and No. 5 (Fallon 
Road). Turnout No. 3 (Camp Parks) is for emergency only and generally is not used.  
Turnouts No. 1 (Dougherty Road) and No. 4 (Arnold) remain out of service at the 
request of Zone 7.   This change allowed Zone 7 to reduce the pressure on their western 
loop from about 90 PSI to about 70 PSI, which allows an increase of about 400 GPM in 
the maximum flow that the wells connected to the western loop can produce. The 
District has been able to move sufficient amounts of water from the two turnouts to 
each District pressure zone where it is needed. 

4 - PERTINENT POLICY DECISIONS  

During the past month there were no new policy decisions made at the Local, Regional, State 
or Federal level that materially altered the water supply situation either positively or 
negatively. As such, the continuation of the State of the Community Drought Emergency is 
warranted.  

2014 Policy Decisions Still in Effect. Over the course of 2014 there have been many policy level 
decisions made at the local, regional, State and Federal levels as have been identified in earlier 
versions of this report during Water Year 2014. Key decisions that remain in effect include: 

 U.S. Dept. of Agriculture declared Contra Costa and Alameda Counties natural disaster
areas due to drought; 

 The Zone 7 Water Agency directed the local water supply retailers and untreated water
customers to assure a 25% total reduction with 5% coming from indoor curtailment and 
50-60% from outdoor curtailment, and adopting mandatory conservation measures to 
achieve these reductions;  
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 The District declared a State of Community Drought Emergency and extended that 
through June 30, 2015; 

 The City of Dublin declared a Local Drought Emergency;  
 The City of Pleasanton approved an urgency ordinance amending their water 

conservation plan as needed to protect the immediate threat of the potentially 
significant drought to preserve public health and safety;  

 The City of Livermore declared a Stage 3 drought emergency; and 
 Governor Edmund G. Brown proclaimed a Continued State of Emergency in the State of 

California and ordered that California residents should refrain from wasting water, 
specifying many practices that waste water and directing urban water suppliers to 
implement drought response plans to limit outdoor irrigation and other wasteful water 
practices. 

 
2015 Policy Actions. The following policy actions have been taken in 2015: 

 Pleasanton took formal action to suspend enforcement of its water use curtailment 
restrictions on January 20, 2015; and 

 Zone 7 has stated that they will not approve the District’s water supply request for 2015 
until at least April. 

 
Water Supply Uncertainties. There also remains a great deal of legal and regulatory 
uncertainty about the reliability of water supplies from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.  This 
uncertainty develops due to interwoven legislation, regulation, legal actions and basic 
hydrology of the Delta.  This situation has existed in some form for several decades but has 
become particularly critical in recent years. It is very likely that the uncertainties will continue 
for at least several years into the future.  Attachment A to this report provides specific 
information about what is driving the various legislative, regulatory and legal uncertainties 
related to the Delta water supply.  
 
5 - OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION  
 
There is no other relevant information to report at this time. As such, the continuation of the 
State of the Community Drought Emergency is warranted. 
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TABLE 1  
TABULAR SUMMARY OF HISTORIC HYDROLOGICAL AND WATER SUPPLY CONDITIONS1  

 WY2007 WY2008 WY2009 WY 2010 WY 2011 WY 2012 WY 2013 WY 2014
Precipitation2 75% 73% 93% 107% 145% 80% 85% 62%
Snowpack3 52% 101% 89% 126% 165% 74% 49% 23%
Oroville Storage 
(% of Normal) 101% 90% 59% 78% 135% 115% 92% 49% 

Oroville Storage 
(% of Capacity) 62% 55% 38% 50% 86% 99% 79% 31% 

Unimpaired Runoff
Percent of Normal 
Year4 53% 58% 64% 84% 138% 63% 64% 39% 

Water Supply Index Critical Critical Dry Below Normal Wet Below Normal Dry Critical
Water Delivery Allocation

DWR to State Water 
Cont. 60% 35% 40% 50% 80% 65% 35% 5% 

Statewide and Regional Conservation 
CA Short Term ---- 20% Strongly encourage conservation and minimal use 20%
CA Long Term --- 10% per capita reduction target by 2015; 20% per capita reduction mandate by 2020

Zone 7 ---- Voluntary 10% 
25% Overall

5% Inside 
50-60% Outside 

DSRSD CONSERVATION SUMMARY 
Pre SB 7X7 Methodology

Target Voluntary 10% Stage I- Vol.  20%  % Achieved5 2.4% 4.5% 13.8% 21.1% 21.5% 26.8%
Post SB 7X7 Methodology

SB 7x7 Baseline 204
2015 Target 183
2020 Mandate 163
UWMP Prediction 138 143
Actual 126 107

                                                 
1 Unless noted, data shown is for end of the Water Year shown. 
2 Percent of Normal; 8 Station Northern Sierra for the water year 
3 Percent of Normal; Northern Sierra Average as of April 1 which is historically peak snowpack for the year 
4 Runoff in percent of average year for Sacramento River watershed 
5 Expressed on a per account basis with the baseline year (July 06 to June 07 for WY 2007 through 2012. 
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TABLE 2 
TABULAR SUMMARY OF HYDROLOGICAL AND WATER SUPPLY CONDITIONS FOR WY 20156 

Oct 2014 Nov 2014 Dec 2015 Jan 2015 Feb 2015 Mar 2015 Apr 2015 May 2015
Precipitation7 108% 75% 129% 86%
Snowpack8 No Data No Data 48% 14%
Oroville Storage 
(% of Normal) 46% 42% 62% 62%

Oroville Storage 
(% of Capacity) 28% 26% 39% 41%

Projected Unimpaired Runoff
Expected 9 No Data 74% 92% 65%
Chance of Normal  No Data 25% 33% 20%

Projected Type of Water Year
WY Classification No Data Dry Below Norm. Critical

Water Delivery Allocation
DWR Allocation No Data No Data 10% 15%

Adopted Statewide and Regional Conservation Targets
California Short 
Term Policy 20% curtailment as compared to 2013; with specific water use prohibitions 

California Long 
Term Policy 10% per capita reduction interim target by 2015 and 20% per capita reduction mandated by 2020 

Zone 7 April 16, 2014: Zone 7 declared a drought emergency within its service area and established curtailments at 25% system-wide (5% 
indoor curtailment and 50-60% outside curtailment) and adopted various mandatory prohibitions 

DSRSD CONSERVATION SUMMARY10 

DSRSD Stage May 5, 2014: declared Stage 3 Drought Emergency and set target curtailment consistent with Zone 7 (25% overall; 5% indoors and 
50-60% outside – all as 2014 as compared to 2013) 

SB 7x7 Baseline 204
2015 Target 183
2020 Mandate 163
UWMP Projection 143 for CY 2014 146 for CY 2015
System Wide 93.0 75.8 66.8 73.6
Residential Only 70.6 59.4 61.7 45.4

6 Data shown is current as of the last day of the month shown 
7 Percent of Normal at this time of year; 8 Station Northern Sierra 
8 Percent of Normal at this time of year; Northern Sierra Average 
9 Projected water year runoff in percent of average year for Sacramento River watershed 
10 Values shown are in gallons / person / day on a total system basis for the month shown excepting “Residential Only” which is Residential Use / No. Residents 
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ATTACHMENT A 

LEGAL AND REGULATORY ISSUES 
 

SIGNIFICANT CHANGES SINCE THE LAST REPORT ARE HIGHLIGHTED 
 
DELTA PLANNING 
 
Bay Delta Conservation Plan:  The Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) is designed to be a planning 
process for meeting the requirements of endangered species laws and achieving the co-equal goals of 
(1) conservation and management of the Delta’s ecological functions and (2) improving current water 
supplies and the reliability of Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) water 
deliveries.  Significant opposition to the Plan and the process has been voiced by residents and entities 
from Delta and Central Valley communities, and by some state and federal water contractors which 
question who will pay for water for wildlife refuges and for environmental uses under the BDCP, as well 
as who will pay for construction and operations costs of any conveyance facilities.  The end of the BDCP 
process cannot now be predicted with any degree of confidence.  In July 2012, the state and federal 
governments announced their joint commitment to a proposed BDCP that would include two gravity-fed 
tunnels with a diversion capacity of 9,000 cubic feet of water per second (cfs), each of which would be 
40 feet in diameter and 35 miles long, plus restoration of 113,000 acres of freshwater marsh, 50,000 of 
which would be restored in the next 15 years.  Current estimates say the tunnels will take at least 10 
years to build, will result in excavation and the need to dispose of 7 million cubic yards of “tunnel 
muck,” and will cost an estimated $24.5 - 28 Billion to construct and operate the conveyance facility as 
well as fund the mitigation and adaptive management for the 50-year implementation period.  Current 
estimates indicate that 60 - 70% of that cost would be paid by water users (and approximately 60% of 
that amount would be paid by SWP contractors), with the balance coming from a variety of state and 
federal sources.  Construction costs for the 9,000 cfs dual-bore tunnel are now estimated at $14.5 
Billion, but since that estimate is based on a 10% design, the draft BDCP says that the actual 
construction costs could be 50% higher or 25% lower than that number.  On December 19, 2014, DWR 
announced that the tunnel plan is being revised to eliminate the 3 large intake pumps on the 
Sacramento River near Hood and Walnut Grove, and instead to put a new pump station near the end of 
the tunnels, adjacent to Clifton Court Forebay.  In other words, when river conditions will not allow the 
water to flow under the Delta via gravity alone, the water will now be pulled across the Delta from the 
south, rather than pushed from the north. 
 

The draft BDCP and draft EIR/EIS were released for public comment on December 9, 2013; the 
comment period was extended twice, and closed on July 29, 2014.  The draft documents were more 
than 41,000 pages.  Approximately 11,000 individual comments were received, including about 9,000 
“standardized” letters from people organized by a group opposed to the BDCP.  DWR’s current schedule 
remains vague, especially since they announced on August 27 that the document would be “partially 
recirculated” in early 2015. The general scope of the recirculated document was announced on 
December 19, but no schedule for its release was provided.  Intended beneficiaries do not yet fully know 
what benefits they can anticipate, and federal agencies have given no indication if or when they will do a 
feasibility analysis that is required before federal funds for the implementation of the BDCP could be 
appropriated.  Current estimates are that only about 25% of CVP contractors would actually receive any 
water supply benefits if the project is fully implemented.  The principal unknown is how the new system 
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would be operated, which will determine water supply, water quality, and fisheries impacts.  Fisheries 
agencies have suggested that current science requires high flows through the Delta and to the sea; such 
flow requirements would mean that future exports would be less than what contractors currently 
receive.  Export contractors – especially irrigation entities -- are hoping to see far lower flows for fish 
and water quality protection so that farmers and ranchers can avoid having to pay large amounts of 
money for less water.  In July 2013, federal agencies submitted comments on the administrative draft 
EIR/EIS which raised numerous difficult issues; some commentators have suggested that the federal 
fisheries agencies may believe that the proposed project may not be “permittable” under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA).  The interplay between state and federal fisheries agencies and the CVP 
and SWP will be critical to ultimate governmental determinations concerning the proposed BDCP.  One 
month after the comment period on the Draft EIR/EIS closed, the US EPA sent a 43-page letter to the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service asserting that as proposed, the BDCP would violate federal standards under 
the Clean Water Act, and the letter is viewed by many participants in BDCP the process to be a major 
setback.  A recent addition to the list of interagency issues concerns the 1986 Coordinated Operations 
Agreement (COA), which was intended to ensure that the SWP and CVP each receives its share of 
available Delta water, and carries its fair share of obligations such as water releases for Delta water 
quality.  Over time, the relative proportion of water available for CVP exports has deceased in an 
unanticipated amount, while the relative proportion of export water going to the SWP has increased in a 
similarly unanticipated amount, and the SWP has been carrying a much smaller water quality burden.  
Some analyses show the imbalance totaled as much as 400,000 AF per year of export water in past 
years, and both Reclamation and some federal export contractors (primarily in the San Joaquin Valley) 
want that imbalance corrected and the COA renegotiated before beginning to consider how any BDCP 
operations criteria will be determined, and even whether the US can be a partner in the BDCP.  
Renegotiation of the COA after 30 years would be very controversial, would entail CEQA and NEPA 
documentation and consideration under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts, and may need 
Congressional action. 

Some stakeholders (including ACWD, CCWD, EBMUD, SFPUC, San Diego and the San Diego 
County Water Authority, numerous environmental groups, Contra Costa County, and the Contra Costa 
Council, plus 22 Democratic members of the State Senate or Assembly) urged DWR to add a “Portfolio 
Alternative” that would include, among other things, a smaller conveyance facility because their studies 
to date indicate a 3,000 cfs conveyance could meet the BDCP’s and Delta Plan’s water supply and 
ecosystem restoration goals.  DWR now estimates that the capital construction cost for a single-bore 
3,000 cfs tunnel would be $8.56 Billion (down from the previously estimated $11.5 billion).  DWR did not 
analyze this alternative (or the suite of proposed actions making up the Portfolio Alternative) in the EIR.  
Zone 7 signed a multi-agency letter favoring the BDCP proposal and opposing the Portfolio Alternative.  
Recently, the US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) announced that it was initiating a benefits 
analysis as part of Reclamation’s process for deciding whether and how it might make any long-term 
commitment to BDCP; the schedule for that analysis and commitment determination are not known.  In 
early August, 13 federal water service contractors (including EBMUD, Placer County WA, Sacramento 
County WA, the City of Sacramento, CCWD, and Friant, plus the Northern California Water Association) 
expressed an interest in the analysis and an opportunity to be heard.  A number of environmental 
groups have announced opposition to the BDCP, but some agricultural interests that joined them in 
opposing the proposed Peripheral Canal in 1982 support the current proposal.  The key question for 
many water agencies will be their share of the costs burdens for the proposed project.  DWR has 
indicated that up to $1.2 billion will be needed from project beneficiaries for completion of engineering 
and design work once the EIR/EIS is completed.  If the project is ultimately approved and implemented, 
the earliest construction could begin is 2017 (engineering work to date is only at the 10% level), and the 
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earliest date for operation of the new conveyance would be 2027.  Largely because there is not yet an 
approved project, to date there are no firm funding commitments for the costs of construction or 
operation of the proposed facilities.  DWR has estimated overall BDCP costs at about $25 Billion; 
economists have indicated that total costs (including interest on bonds) could approach $67 Billion.  
Entities both inside and outside the “water community” have raised questions about BDCP financing and 
cost-sharing.  On November 14, the State Treasurer’s Office released a new report on financing of the 
tunnels, and estimated that SWP contractors would be expected to pay $248 – 322/AF for the water 
they are entitled to receive under their SWP contract.  CVP contractors who benefit from the tunnels 
would be expected to pay $345 – 367/AF.  The report says that these amounts are expected to be 
required on a “take-or-pay” basis – i.e., the annual payment would be required regardless whether any 
water is received.  On Dec. 10, DWR held the initial negotiation session with the SWP contractors 
concerning amendments to their contracts to cover funding for the BDCP. 

Delta Stewardship Council’s Delta Plan and EIR:  The 2009 legislative package that included the Delta 
Reform Act tried to address long-standing issues about Delta planning and the possibility of insuring 
water supply reliability and simultaneously reaching the co-equal goal of restoring/enhancing the Delta 
ecosystem.  At the heart of this measure was establishment of the Delta Stewardship Council and a 
mandate that it develop a Delta Plan and the necessary environmental analysis by December 31, 2011.  
The goal of the Plan was to provide guidance to state and local agency actions to meet the coequal 
goals.  (That statutory deadline was not met.)  On May 16-17, 2013, the Council adopted the Delta Plan, 
certified the completion of the EIR, and approved the process for implementing the regulations.  The 
adopted Plan contains 14 policies, which the Council has attempted to turn into legally enforceable state 
regulations.   No substantial action based on the Plan will happen very quickly, and the EIR has been the 
subject of substantial criticism from all sides.  Numerous parties, including the State Water Contractors, 
filed suit in Sacramento Superior Court challenging the Plan and arguing that it is not consistent with the 
2009 legislation because it does not achieve the co-equal goals of Delta ecosystem restoration and 
water supply reliability, and challenging the regulations.  Those cases are all pending. 

The Delta Plan called for adoption of Delta flow objectives by June 2014; implementation 
measures to reach those objectives would then be analyzed and recommended to the SWRCB in 
approximately one year after that.  The SWRCB started the process for setting those objectives, in 
conjunction with its triennial review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Delta (WQCP), and 
indicated that it would seek to set flow objectives for “primary tributaries to the Bay-Delta” by June, 
2018.  However, the heavy workload the SWRCB is facing due to the current drought has slowed that 
schedule.  This effort will inevitably be controversial, since an earlier and non-precedential SWRCB 
decision related to flow objectives established criteria that would dedicate between 50% and 75% of the 
available flows in the Delta to in-stream uses, which would result in drastic cutbacks in water available 
for export.  

On December 31, 2012, the SWRCB released its proposed revisions to flow requirements (plus a 
2000-page environmental analysis) for the San Joaquin River and 3 tributaries (Merced, Stanislaus, and 
Tuolumne Rivers), which featured establishment of a threshold of 35% of the unimpaired flow of the 
tributaries to be set aside for Delta protection.  Historically about 20% of unimpaired flow in those rivers 
reached the Delta.  Water users and water rights holders on those rivers are vigorously resisting 
implementation of that threshold, arguing that it would result in a supply cut of 15% in average water 
years, and up to 50% in dry years.  The SWRCB began a hearing on San Joaquin flows on March 20, 2013. 
A “final” version of the WQCP objectives and environmental impact analysis was issued in May, but the 
SWRCB has now postponed any action on this still-controversial subject until an as-yet unknown date.   
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In the 2014 drought, the SWRCB curtailed diversion of water under many water rights (including 
some rights to divert from the Delta and some of its tributaries), and began to analyze the diversion of 
water by farmers and agricultural water districts in the Delta region.  Renewed curtailments may be 
ordered in 2015.  Each of those subjects is essentially unprecedented in California, and further illustrates 
the difficult challenges to water management in general, but in particular in the Delta.   

LEGISLATION 

2014 Water Bond:  The November 2009 water legislation package passed on to the voters the question 
of whether to authorize issuance of $11.14 billion in General Obligation bonds, for which debt service 
payments of about $700 million per year would have to come from the State’s General Fund.  The bond 
issue was to be on the November 2010 ballot, but the Legislature subsequently passed a bill delaying the 
election to 2012, largely because of the state’s precarious financial situation.  On August 13, 2014, the 
Legislature adopted AB 1471, the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014; 
the vote was 77 – 2 in the Assembly and 37 – 0 in the Senate.  33 senators were either authors or co-
authors of the bill, which was signed by the Governor.  It replaced the 2009 bond measure, and called 
for voter approval of $7.545 Billion in new general obligation bonds.  It appeared on the November 
ballot as Proposition 1, and had elements calling for new surface and groundwater storage, regional 
reliability, sustainable groundwater management and cleanup, water recycling and conservation, 
watershed protection, and safe drinking water, especially for disadvantaged communities.  Prop. 1 was 
supposed to be “tunnel-neutral,” and called for spending up to $2.7 Billion on new surface or 
groundwater storage; surface storage projects that could meet the criteria in the measure include the 
proposed new Sites and Temperance Flat Reservoirs, and a further expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir.  
67% of the voters voted for the bond, in a resounding victory. 

Groundwater Legislation:  Governor Brown signed a package of bills in 2014 which will for the first time 
require a degree of oversight of groundwater production in California – all other western states have 
some form of such legislation already.  The major thrust of the bills is to require that local entities in 
each of the several hundred groundwater basins begin now to draft, approve, and implement a plan for 
achieving sustainability of the local groundwater resource (i.e., essentially, an end of over-drafting) by 
2040.  The legislation is not expected to have significant impact in the Tri-Valley area, but may be of 
considerable significance in the Central and Salinas Valleys over time. 

Federal Drought Relief Legislation:  Throughout 2014, efforts were made in both houses of Congress to 
pass drought relief legislation, but the efforts stalled.  Since the mid-term election, renewed efforts in 
the Senate suggested that Senator Feinstein’s bill might move forward in the waning days of the current 
Congress, but in November she decided to await the commencement of the new Congress and to try 
again.  Closed-door meetings on the legislations were called by Sen. Feinstein in late January, but only 
with a few Democratic members of Congress.   The major proponents of the legislation have been 
irrigation interests in the San Joaquin Valley, led by Westlands Water District.  A much more aggressive 
bill was passed in the House, and Pres. Obama’s administration indicated that if a bill in that form 
reached him, it would be vetoed.  Further efforts to pass some form or legislation are expected to come 
from Republican members of Congress from the Central Valley, calling for more water and relaxation of 
regulatory limits on exports. 
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DELTA ECOSYSTEM ISSUES 
 
Delta Smelt and Salmonid Species: Federal litigation concerning the interaction of the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) and NEPA with the operations of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Central 
Valley Project (CVP) and the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) State Water Project (SWP) has 
dominated all considerations of Delta water export operations in the last few years.  Most of that 
litigation has concerned the balance between water exports and the need to restrict or limit exports in 
an effort to protect Delta smelt and a variety of salmonid species.  For salmonids, litigation challenging 
the Biological Opinion is on appeal to the 9th Circuit US Court of Appeal; oral argument took place on 
September11 and the Court told the litigants that it would be quite some time before a decision is 
issued.  For Delta smelt, a trial court decision overturning the BiOp was reversed by the 9th Circuit in a 2 
– 1 decision on March 13, but the Court held that Reclamation must complete additional NEPA 
documentation on certain actions before accepting the smelt BiOp.  There is still some uncertainty as to 
the practical effect of that aspect of the ruling, but in the meantime, Delta operations are being 
managed in accordance with both BiOps, while the federal fisheries agencies are working on new ones 
under court-established deadlines (12/1/15 for smelt and 4/30/16 for salmon).  On January 12, petitions 
by San Joaquin Valley growers, the State Water Contractors, and Westlands Water District asking the US 
Supreme Court to take the smelt case and invalidate the smelt BiOp were denied.  In a second smelt 
case, on December 22 the 9th Circuit unanimously reversed another trial court decision which had found 
the BiOp invalid.  In still another smelt-related case, the 9th Circuit ruled that environmental groups 
could challenge federal renewals of 41 long-term water service contracts for contractors in the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys, and the U. S. Supreme Court refused to take that case; the 
litigation will proceed, and the contracts remain in jeopardy.  The 2014 fall mid-water trawl, one of the 
key scientific indicators of the abundance of critical fish species, showed that the four species of 
greatest concern were at near-record lows; in particular, Delta smelt were at the lowest year on record. 
Since the decline of pelagic organisms (i.e., aquatic species that feed in the middle of the water column) 
such as Delta smelt, began in the Delta in 2002, the smelt index has ranged from a high of 151 to a low 
of 4 (it was 7 in 2008 and 2013), as compared to values that were occasionally greater than 1000 in prior 
years).  The population indices used to track 4 key fish species have declined by 95.6% to 99.8% since 
the trawl began in 1967.  The combination of record low precipitation and fish-related operations 
restrictions made export operations particularly difficult for 2014, and limited the use of cross-Delta 
water transfers and recovery of water in groundwater banks that might otherwise have been available 
to assist in areas dependent on Delta export pumping.  2015 appears to be headed for similar 
difficulties.  As of January 7, export pumps had “taken” (i.e., killed) 72% of the Delta smelt they were 
originally allowed to take during the water years; on January 9 the US F&WS increased the take limit by 
more than 150%.  In related action, the SWRCB has now relaxed some streamflow requirements to allow 
the CVP and SWP to conserve more water in storage rather than release it for water quality and fisheries 
protection. 
 
LOCAL WATER SUPPLY CONTRACTS 
 
State Water Project Contract:  On May 1, 2013 DWR began what was originally planned to be three 
months of public negotiations with the SWC on contract amendments to the contract term and on 
certain financial provisions of the current basic water supply contract between DWR and each member 
of the SWC.  DWR wants to issue 30-year bonds for its debt financing, but there are only 21 years left on 
the present contract.  DWR urged a 40-year extension, but some of the SWC argued that it should be 75 
years.  DWR uses revenue bond financing for capital improvements and upgrades of existing systems; in 
recent years it has sold as much as $200 Million in such bonds per year, and it estimates that it needs 
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$2.5 Billion to repair, restore, and strengthen existing infrastructure.  DWR also estimates that the BDCP 
improvements would require the SWC to pay another $10 Billion, and the current contract negotiations 
would put the necessary financial accounting and oversight mechanisms in place for that as well.  
Negotiations over an 11-month period culminated in Agreements in Principle (AIP) on March 8, 2014; 
one or more agreements to express the AIP were drafted, and the parties met again on June 18 in an 
effort to complete the AIP.  By July 15, 26 of the 29 SWP contractors had indicated they would sign the 
AIP.  DWR will conduct an environmental review process for an amendment to the SWP Contract, which 
is now anticipated to take from September 2014 through an indefinite date in 2016.  The Notice of 
Preparation for the anticipated EIR was issued on Sep. 12, two scoping meetings were held on Sep. 23, 
and the scoping period for receipt of public comments ended on Oct. 13.  Numerous environmental and 
fisheries groups filed critical comments during the scoping period.  Once the EIR is certified, public 
contract negotiations are expected to commence in late 2016 or early 2017.  The proposed amendment 
needs to be reviewed in the Legislature, but does not need legislative approval.  Under the AIP, if 
adopted as the parties have tentatively agreed, the amendments would extend the current SWP 
contracts by 50 years, to 2085.  Three Sacramento Valley SWP contractors (Butte and Plumas Counties, 
and Yuba City) want the new contract to expressly provide for them to opt out of the costs associated 
with the BDCP’s conveyance facilities, but that issue has been set aside now pending separate 
negotiations on BDCP cost allocations among the SWP contractors.  SWP North Bay Aqueduct (NBA) 
contractors (in Napa and Solano Counties) are also concerned about those facilities because the Draft 
EIR/EIS for the BDCP indicates that it would have an unavoidable significant adverse impact on water 
quality in the NBA, which may require relocation of the NBA intake at a preliminarily estimated cost of 
$510 Million. 
 
BBID transfer to Zone 7:  Since 1995, an important part of Zone 7’s water supply portfolio has been an 
annual transfer of up to 5,000 AF of Delta water to Zone 7 from Byron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID).  
On December 14, 2012, DWR told BBID that the transfer was being made without DWR’s consent, and 
that the water had to be “repaid” to DWR.  Both BBID and Zone 7 are vigorously objecting to DWR’s 
position and resisting the demand that Zone 7 “repay” any previously transferred water.   This year, 
BBID received about 1,600 AF of supplemental water via a transfer from CCWD (between August 28 and 
the end of October, resulting in a reduction in storage in Los Vaqueros of approximately 60 AF/day).  The 
SWRCB-approved transfer was made possible because CCWD could rely on water stored in Los Vaqueros 
rather than diverting from the Delta, and BBID was allowed to divert what would otherwise be CCWD’s 
water from its diversion point on the intake channel to the SWP’s Banks Pumping Plant.  Without this 
transfer, much or perhaps all of the Byron area in eastern Contra Costa County would have been out of 
water entirely this fall due to curtailment of its diversion rights. 
 
WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS 
 
Regional Activities:  Numerous discussions of a variety of water transfers, interties, and cooperative 
arrangements are underway, involving water agencies throughout the Bay Area region and in the 
Central Valley; e.g., Zone 7, CCWD, and EBMUD are discussing a possible link between CCWD facilities 
(which have a 100 million gallon per day (mgd) intertie with EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueduct) and 
Bethany Reservoir, the forebay for the South Bay Aqueduct (SBA).  Numerous transfer arrangements are 
under discussion or being implemented among irrigation agencies and individual farmers, with 
published prices ranging as high as $3,000 per AF (in Kern County).  Semitropic Water Storage District (in 
Kern County) and the Delta Wetlands Project received SWRCB approval on May 12, 2014 for a transfer 
of approximately 20,700 AF intended for the benefit of SBA contractors to help them meet the “health 
and safety” needs of their service areas during the severe water supply cutback due to the SWP’s 5% 
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supply allocation.  DSRSD, ACWD, and Zone 7 all supported the transfer. However, after the SWRCB 
issued its June curtailment order preventing of use of water under some water rights, it then refused to 
grant a health and safety exemption, so the transfer was not allowed to happen. 

CCWD’s Los Vaqueros Expansion Project (LVE) is complete, and the Reservoir currently holds about 
109,000 AF.  Federal and state agencies are leading a study effort to consider a further expansion of the 
Reservoir, and numerous water agencies have signed a Memorandum of Understanding concerning 
those studies, including Zone 7, the other South Bay Aqueduct agencies (ACWD and SCVWD), EBMUD, 
and the San Luis and Delta Mendota Water Authority.  Federal legislation was introduced in 2014 by 
Congressmen Costa and Miller which would have expedited expansion of the Reservoir; it called for a 
phased approach, including near-term agreements to lease storage space in the existing 160,000 AF 
Reservoir, construction of a proposed $200 Million pipeline to Bethany Reservoir to provide water 
directly to the South Bay Aqueduct (water that would not have to go through the SWP’s Banks Pumping 
Plant, and that would be diverted through existing state-of-the art fish screens), and further expansion 
of the storage capacity to 275,000 AF.  State funds for the studies were also provided for in Prop. 1.  
Congress did not act on the legislation before the end of the previous session.  Environmental 
documentation and endangered species coverage has already been completed for each of these 
proposed projects.  Federal and state studies dating back to the 1960’s indicated that the Los Vaqueros 
site could accommodate a reservoir with as much as 1 million AF of storage capacity.   

In January, 2013 the Boards of Directors of EBMUD and CCWD accepted principles of agreement for a 
new partnership arrangement concerning LVE, and a demonstration project under which 5,000 AF of 
EBMUD water would be stored in the reservoir for up to 5 years took place.  (Under a separate 
agreement, EBMUD also wheeled about 1,600 AF of CCWD’s CVP water to CCWD between July 17 and 
24.)  CCWD reached a similar understanding with ACWD on April 3, 2013 for a 1,000 AF pilot project, 
which was expanded to 5,000 AF in 2014 due to the drought; that water was delivered to ACWD (via the 
SBA as it crosses the Tri-Valley area) starting in mid-July and running through September 1.  This transfer 
was approved by the SWRCB and required the cooperation and coordination of Reclamation and DWR.  
CCWD was able to forego diversion of a similar amount from the Delta because it is able to rely on 
storage in Los Vaqueros.  The Zone 7 Board approved a similar one-year demonstration project on 
November 19, and Zone 7 will receive up to 2,500 AF in 2015.  On February 25, 2014, the EBMUD Board 
agreed to exercise an option to buy up to 20,000 AF of water from the Placer County Water Agency 
(PCWA) in 2014, and diverted the first 5,000 AF in April, at a price of $75/AF.  EBMUD chose to not 
exercise the option to take another 15,000 AF of PCWA water, and the water was purchased instead by 
Westlands Water District, which is buying a total of 35,000 AF from Placer for $325/AF; none of the SBA 
contractors apparently expressed interest in buying that water.  EBMUD also purchased 16,800 AF of 
CVP water under its 1970 water service contract, and diverted that water via its Freeport facilities – the 
initial use of that contract and facilities in that manner.  About 230 to 250 AF/day were delivered to 
EBMUD’s San Pablo Reservoir and Upper San Leandro Reservoir.  Those operations were necessary 
because the treatment plants that draw water from those reservoirs are “full treatment” plants that can 
adequately handle Sacramento River water; EBMUD’s other principal treatment plants (Orinda, 
Lafayette, and Walnut Creek) are in-line filter plants which can only treat EBMUD’s higher quality 
Mokelumne River water.  Importation of the CVP water allowed EBMUD to slow the rate at which it 
used its Mokelumne River supply; as a result Pardee Reservoir is still 85% full and their key local 
reservoirs are 77% full.  (Overall, EBMUD imported almost 23,400 AF of supplemental water from non-
Mokelumne River sources between April and July, 2014 and is contemplating similar operations in 
2015.)  EBMUD’s Freeport facilities can be used to convey CVP water or water made available by Yuba or 
Placer, but which cannot be delivered south of the Delta due to export restrictions at the DWR pumps; 
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arrangements of this nature, especially if implemented jointly with CCWD, could provide supply and 
reliability benefits to numerous Bay Area water agencies.  EBMUD’s Mokelumne River facilities were 
also used in 2013 to successfully convey 2,000 AF of transfer water from the Woodbridge Irrigation 
District (near Lodi) to CCWD.  EBMUD has also renewed consideration of a conjunctive use idea with a 
number of entities in San Joaquin County, and has a MOU in place to begin a pilot program of wheeling 
north-of-Delta transfer water through Freeport to some of the entities that buy water at wholesale from 
San Francisco’s Hetch Hetchy system. 
 
Many similar transactions have happened this year as a result of the drought, and regulatory agencies 
(especially the SWRCB) have been very helpful due to the drought crisis.  Another recent such 
transaction involved a SWRCB-approved transfer of 10,000 AF from South Sutter Water District across 
the Delta to five SWP entities, four of which will receive their share  of the transfer water through the 
Banks Pumping Plant.  When water can be found north of the Delta, similar such arrangements could 
conceivably be made to provide additional water that could then be pumped via the South Bay 
Aqueduct for the benefit of Zone 7 or the other SWP contractors on that Aqueduct, but a considerable 
amount of planning and negotiation is needed.  Such efforts were quite successful for ACWD this year. 
 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California has increased subsidies it will pay to water retailers 
for their efforts to develop local water resources, including recycled water, desalination, and recovered 
groundwater.  Previous subsidies were a maximum of $250/AF; on October 14, the MWD Board 
increased the maximum to $340/AF. 
 
In anticipation of 2015 remaining dry, and Zone 7 again receiving a very small portion of its SWP water 
supply contract entitlement, DSRSD is negotiating a water transfer with the Yuba County Water Agency 
of up to 1,500 AF, to be delivered via EBMUD’s Freeport, Aqueduct, and local facilities.  If the transaction 
goes forward, the water would be available for distribution to District customers in June through 
September. 
 
Record volumes of groundwater are now being pumped in the San Joaquin Valley, where farmers in 
Westlands Water District are expected to pump over 650,000 AF in 2014.  As dry conditions persist, 
hundreds of new deep wells are being installed in the Central Valley, and the pumping of old and new 
wells is resulting in declining aquifers (by as much as 200 feet in one year in some areas) and land 
subsidence in an area that may be as large as 1,200 square miles. Many of these new wells are needed 
to irrigate hundreds of thousands of acres of permanent tree and vine crops that have been planted in 
recent years (in lieu of previous field crops like tomatoes and cotton) despite the lack of reliable and 
consistent imported water supplies.  California now has over 840,000 acres of almond trees, as 
compared to about 400,000 acres in 1995, and since such trees need an average of 3 to 4 acre-feet of 
water per acre to survive, this increase in almond production has “hardened” annual demand for water 
in areas which used to be annual field/row crops or pasture.   Despite the drought, California almond 
production was expected to be 2.1 billion pounds in 2014, of which 80% is exported from the US, and 
uses 60% of the nation’s entire managed honeybee population for pollination.  On July 15, a trial court 
judge in Sacramento issued an unprecedented decision holding that the “public trust doctrine,” which 
had previously only been applied to certain surface water resources, is also applicable to groundwater 
resources.  If that decision stands up on appeal, it could have significant impact on utilization of 
previously unregulated and unmanaged groundwater resources in California. 
 
Five local water entities (Zone 7, ACWD, CCWD, EBMUD and the SFPUC) and the WateReuse Foundation 
are participating in projects being funded by the Water Research Foundation to study the potential for 
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Direct Potable Reuse (DPR).  The projects began early in 2014 and support research needs of the 
California Department of Public Health for compliance with the statutory mandates of SB 918 (2010) to 
investigate the feasibility of developing regulatory criteria for protection of public health by 2016; as a 
result of this work, DPR could ultimately be permitted for groundwater recharge and/or for surface 
water augmentation. 
 
San Diego Desalination:  Construction of the plant and pipeline are now more than 75% complete, and 
the project is on schedule and under budget, on a 54 mgd desalination plant in San Diego County; the 
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) views it as a new long-term reliable source of drinking 
water, and will be paying an estimated $1900 to $2200/AF to achieve that reliability and the concurrent 
reduction in demand for imported water.  The key conveyance pipeline is more than 70% finished.  
Operations are expected to begin in 2016, but first water deliveries may be in November 2015.  A 
second such plant, with a production capacity of about 56,000 AFA, is nearing the end of the planning 
and permitting phase; it will be located in Huntington Beach if the planning and permitting processes 
can be successfully completed.  Both of these desalination plants are sponsored by Poseidon Water and 
utilize engineering and technology techniques that were developed in Israel; the Huntington Beach 
proposal is being done in cooperation with the Orange County Water District.  After adopting a report 
on the success of the City’s 2-year 1 mgd demonstration project, San Diego’s City Council acted in April 
2013 to pursue implementation plans for a “water purification” project to augment City drinking water 
supplies with up to 15 mgd of purified wastewater that would be conveyed to San Vicente Reservoir to 
blend with stored Colorado River water.   A 2013 public opinion poll indicated that 73% of the San Diego 
residents who were surveyed favored the project.  Initial estimates are that the project would cost 
about $370 Million, and could eventually be expanded to 88 mgd. (The SDCWA has also recently 
completed a 152,000 AF storage addition to the City of San Diego’s 70-year old 90,000 AF San Vicente 
Reservoir, to increase reliability and emergency storage for that region.)  On November 18, the San 
Diego City Council also approved a water recycling/purification project that will provide supplemental 
drinking water supplies of up to one-third of the City’s needs by 2035, for an anticipated cost of $3.5 
Billion. 
 
Central Coast Desalination: On Sep. 23, the Santa Barbara City Council unanimously approved taking 
the first steps to reactivate the desalination plant that the City completed in 1992, but mothballed (and 
sold off parts of) beginning in 1994.  The work necessary to restore the plant to its original 5,000 AF per 
year capacity is estimated to cost $32 Million and be completed on 2017.  Expanding the capacity by 
50%would add another $28 Million.   The two efforts together are estimated to result in a $14 to$20 per 
month increase in local water bills to City accounts. 
 
OTHER WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY AND UNCERTAINTY FACTORS:   
 
Colorado River:  Although it does not directly impact the District or Zone 7, a number of factors suggest 
that continuing uncertainty about southern California’s reliance on the Colorado River will increase.  The 
original 1922 allocation of Colorado River water (among 7 western states) was based on a short period 
of hydrologic history which was wetter than any period since then.  The assumption then was that the 
River would yield 15 MAFA; the U.S. now believes that the actual yield is closer to 12 MAFA.  Upper 
Colorado River Basin runoff was 94% of average for 2014, but the impacts of the last 14 years of dry 
conditions means that storage in Lakes Powell and Mead is still at a point where water deliveries to 
California are curtailed.  Lake Powell is at 46% of capacity and might reach 60% this year; Lake Mead is 
at 41% of capacity but may drop by another 20 feet this year, and is currently at the lowest water 
surface elevation since the Lake began filling in 1935 -- the lake level is 137 feet below a full reservoir 
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pool.  The total combined storage in the two lakes at the end of October was the lowest since 1968, 
when Lake Powell was first being filled.  As a result, southern California’s ability to rely on transfers from 
Imperial Irrigation District (IID) to San Diego (which gets 33% of its water from these transfers), or on full 
deliveries from the Colorado to the MWD is now less certain.  The complex set of agreements which 
resulted in transfers of water from IID to San Diego requires IID to meet certain water conservation 
goals; this has proved to be difficult for IID, and the conservation programs are very controversial among 
its agricultural water users.  MWD has put over 2.7 MAF in storage in southern California, but in the long 
run a reduction in Colorado River water would tend to put added emphasis (i.e., water demand) on 
exports from the Delta to southern California.  2013 marked the worst 14 years of hydrologic history on 
the River since records have been kept; in contrast, in 2000, the combined storage in Lakes Mead and 
Powell was 95% of capacity.  It should also be noted that in contrast to the extremely high prices being 
paid for water in the San Joaquin Valley, some farmers in the Coachella Valley and in Imperial County are 
paying as little as $20 - 40/AF for Colorado River water.  In anticipation of further decline in the 
reliability of Colorado River supplies, Arizona adopted and refined its comprehensive groundwater 
management statutes in the 1980’s and 1990’s, and these laws are the basis for an extensive 
groundwater banking program.  California has no such legislation, and although there is extensive 
groundwater management planning in many areas (such as the Tri-Valley), there is nothing on a 
statewide or Central Valley-wide basis that can be used to offset drought conditions. 

H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\9B Water Supply Report\Attachment 1 - Water Supply Demand Report.docx 
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ATTACHMENT A 
LEGAL AND REGULATORY ISSUES 

 
 
DELTA PLANNING 
 
Bay Delta Conservation Plan:  The Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) is designed to be a planning 
process for meeting the requirements of endangered species laws and achieving the co-equal goals of 
(1) conservation and management of the Delta’s ecological functions and (2) improving current water 
supplies and the reliability of Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) water 
deliveries.  Significant opposition to the Plan and the process has been voiced by residents and entities 
from Delta and Central Valley communities, and by some state and federal water contractors which 
question who will pay for water for wildlife refuges and for environmental uses under the BDCP, as well 
as who will pay for construction and operations costs of any conveyance facilities.  The end of the BDCP 
process cannot now be predicted with any degree of confidence.  In July 2012, the state and federal 
governments announced their joint commitment to a proposed BDCP that would include two gravity-fed 
tunnels with a diversion capacity of 9,000 cubic feet of water per second (cfs), each of which would be 
40 feet in diameter and 35 miles long, plus restoration of 113,000 acres of freshwater marsh, 50,000 of 
which would be restored in the next 15 years.  Current estimates say the tunnels will take at least 10 
years to build, will result in excavation and the need to dispose of 7 million cubic yards of “tunnel 
muck,” and will cost an estimated $24.5 - 28 Billion to construct and operate the conveyance facility as 
well as fund the mitigation and adaptive management for the 50-year implementation period.  Current 
estimates indicate that 60 - 70% of that cost would be paid by water users (and approximately 60% of 
that amount would be paid by SWP contractors), with the balance coming from a variety of state and 
federal sources.  Construction costs for the 9,000 cfs dual-bore tunnel are now estimated at $14.5 
Billion, but since that estimate is based on a 10% design, the draft BDCP says that the actual 
construction costs could be 50% higher or 25% lower than that number.  On December 19, DWR 
announced that the tunnel plan is being revised to eliminate the 3 large intake pumps on the 
Sacramento River near Hood and Walnut Grove, and instead to put a new pump station near the end of 
the tunnels, adjacent to Clifton Court Forebay.  In other words, when river conditions will not allow the 
water to flow under the Delta via gravity alone, the water will now be pulled across the Delta from the 
south, rather than pushed from the north. 
 
 On May 6, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) announced that it is setting up at least 
two new organizational units focused on implementation of the conveyance component of the BDCP.  
There will be a BDCP Program Manager, who will not be a DWR employee, and the new “Design and 
Construction Enterprise” will be some form of “joint powers arrangement” that will include a mix of 
DWR, local agencies, and consulting firm employees.  Since there is not yet an approved project, BDCP 
critics have asserted that this new organization is premature.  Governor Brown has appointed former 
Zone 7 employee Karla Nemeth as Deputy Secretary for Water Policy at the California Natural Resources 
Agency, where she will be his senior advisor on water policy.  She has worked on the BDCP since 2009. 
 

The draft BDCP and draft EIR/EIS were released for public comment on December 9, 2013; the 
comment period was extended twice, and closed on July 29, 2014.  The draft documents were more 
than 41,000 pages.  Approximately 11,000 individual comments were received, including about 9,000 
“standardized” letters from people organized by a group opposed to the BDCP.  DWR’s current schedule 
remains vague, especially since they announced on August 27 that the document will be “partially 
recirculated” in early 2015.The general scope of the recirculated document was announced on 
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December 19, but no schedule for its release was provided.  Intended beneficiaries do not yet fully know 
what benefits they can anticipate, and federal agencies have given no indication if or when they will do a 
feasibility analysis that is required before federal funds for the implementation of the BDCP could be 
appropriated.  Current estimates are that only about 25% of CVP contractors would actually receive any 
water supply benefits if the project is fully implemented.  The principal unknown is how the new system 
would be operated, which will determine water supply, water quality, and fisheries impacts.  Fisheries 
agencies have suggested that current science requires high flows through the Delta and to the sea; such 
flow requirements would mean that future exports would be less than what contractors currently 
receive.  Export contractors – especially irrigation entities -- are hoping to see far lower flows for fish 
and water quality protection so that farmers and ranchers can avoid having to pay large amounts of 
money for less water.  Operations criteria will have to take into account the recent hydrology, which 
indicates that between 1949 and 2009, Sacramento River flow conditions in 47% of all years were below 
normal, dry, or critically dry.  Complex negotiations resulted in a May 30, 2014 draft Implementation 
Agreement concerning how the BDCP will be operated, including the governance structure, but not 
including the cost split between federal and state contractors or other financial components, and only 
providing broad general details regarding how operations will actually work.  The 60-day public review 
process for that Agreement also ended on July 29.  In July 2013, federal agencies submitted comments 
on the administrative draft EIR/EIS which raised numerous difficult issues; some commentators have 
suggested that the federal fisheries agencies may believe that the proposed project may not be 
“permittable” under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA).  The interplay between state and 
federal fisheries agencies and the CVP and SWP will be critical to ultimate governmental determinations 
concerning the proposed BDCP.  One month after the comment period on the Draft EIR/EIS closed, the 
US EPA sent a 43-page letter to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service asserting that as proposed, the BDCP 
would violate federal standards under the Clean Water Act, and the letter is viewed by many 
participants in BDCP the process to be a major setback.  A recent addition to the list of interagency 
issues concerns the 1986 Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA), which was intended to ensure that 
the SWP and CVP each receives its share of available Delta water, and carries its fair share of obligations 
such as water releases for Delta water quality.  Over time, the relative proportion of water available for 
CVP exports has deceased in an unanticipated amount, while the relative proportion of export water 
going to the SWP has increased in a similarly unanticipated amount, and the SWP has been carrying a 
much smaller burden in terms of the water quality burden.  Some analyses show the imbalance totaled 
as much as 400,000 AF per year of export water in past years, and both Reclamation and some federal 
export contractors (primarily in the San Joaquin Valley) want that imbalance corrected and the COA 
renegotiated before beginning to consider how any BDCP operations criteria will be determined, and 
even whether the US can be a partner in the BDCP.  Renegotiation of the COA after 30 years of its 
existence would be very controversial, and would entail both CEQA and NEPA documentation and 
consideration under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. 

Some stakeholders (including ACWD, CCWD, EBMUD, SFPUC, San Diego and the San Diego 
County Water Authority, numerous environmental groups, Contra Costa County, and the Contra Costa 
Council, plus 22 Democratic members of the State Senate or Assembly) urged DWR to add a “Portfolio 
Alternative” that would include, among other things, a smaller conveyance facility because their studies 
to date indicate a 3,000 cfs conveyance could meet the BDCP’s and Delta Plan’s water supply and 
ecosystem restoration goals.  DWR now estimates that the capital construction cost for a single-bore 
3,000 cfs tunnel would be $8.56 Billion (down from the previously estimated $11.5 billion).  DWR did not 
analyze this alternative (or the suite of proposed actions making up the Portfolio Alternative) in the EIR.  
Zone 7 signed a multi-agency letter favoring the BDCP proposal and opposing the Portfolio Alternative.  
Recently, the US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) announced that it was initiating a benefits 
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analysis as part of Reclamation’s process for deciding whether and how it might make any long-term 
commitment to BDCP; the schedule for that analysis and commitment determination are not known.  In 
early August, 13 federal water service contractors (including EBMUD, Placer County WA, Sacramento 
County WA, the City of Sacramento, CCWD, and Friant, plus the Northern California Water Association) 
expressed an interest in the analysis and an opportunity to be heard.  A number of environmental 
groups have announced opposition to the BDCP, but some agricultural interests that joined them in 
opposing the proposed Peripheral Canal in 1982 support the current proposal.  The key question for 
many water agencies will be their share of the costs burdens for the proposed project.  DWR has 
indicated that up to $1.2 billion will be needed from project beneficiaries for completion of engineering 
and design work once the EIR/EIS is completed.  If the project is ultimately approved and implemented, 
the earliest construction could begin is 2017 (engineering work to date is only at the 10% level), and the 
earliest date for operation of the new conveyance would be 2027.  Largely because there is not yet an 
approved project, to date there are no firm funding commitments for the costs of construction or 
operation of the proposed facilities.  DWR has estimated overall BDCP costs at about $25 Billion; 
economists have indicated that total costs (including interest on bonds) could approach $67 Billion.  
Entities both inside and outside the “water community” have raised questions about BDCP financing and 
cost-sharing.  On November 14, the State Treasurer’s Office released a new report on financing of the 
tunnels, and estimated that SWP contractors would be expected to pay $248 – 322/AF for the water 
they are entitled to receive under their SWP contract.  CVP contractors who benefit from the tunnels 
would be expected to pay $345 – 367/AF.  The report says that these amounts are expected to be 
required on a “take-or-pay” basis – i.e., the annual payment would be required regardless whether any 
water is received.  On Dec. 10, DWR held the initial negotiation session with the SWP contractors 
concerning amendments to their contracts to cover funding for the BDCP. 

Delta Stewardship Council’s Delta Plan and EIR:  The 2009 legislative package that included the Delta 
Reform Act tried to address long-standing issues about Delta planning and the possibility of insuring 
water supply reliability and simultaneously reaching the co-equal goal of restoring/enhancing the Delta 
ecosystem.   At the heart of this measure was establishment of the Delta Stewardship Council and a 
mandate that it develop a Delta Plan and the necessary environmental analysis by December 31, 2011.  
The goal of the Plan was to provide guidance to state and local agency actions to meet the coequal 
goals.  (That statutory deadline was not met.)  On May 16-17, 2013, the Council adopted the Delta Plan, 
certified the completion of the EIR, and approved the process for implementing the regulations.  The 
adopted Plan contains 14 policies, which the Council has attempted to turn into legally enforceable state 
regulations.   No substantial action based on the Plan will happen very quickly, and the EIR has been the 
subject of substantial criticism from all sides.  Numerous parties, including the State Water Contractors, 
filed suit in Sacramento Superior Court challenging the Plan and arguing that it is not consistent with the 
2009 legislation because it does not achieve the co-equal goals of Delta ecosystem restoration and 
water supply reliability, and challenging the regulations.  Those cases are all pending. 

The Delta Plan called for adoption of Delta flow objectives by June 2014; implementation 
measures to reach those objectives would then be analyzed and recommended to the SWRCB in 
approximately one year after that.  The SWRCB started the process for setting those objectives, in 
conjunction with its triennial review of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Delta (WQCP), and 
indicated that it would seek to set flow objectives for “primary tributaries to the Bay-Delta” by June, 
2018.  However, the heavy workload the SWRCB is facing due to the current drought has slowed that 
schedule.  This effort will inevitably be controversial, since an earlier and non-precedential SWRCB 
decision related to flow objectives established criteria that would dedicate between 50% and 75% of the 
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available flows in the Delta to in-stream uses, which would result in drastic cutbacks in water available 
for export.  
 

On December 31, 2012, the SWRCB released its proposed revisions to flow requirements (plus a 
2000-page environmental analysis) for the San Joaquin River and 3 tributaries (Merced, Stanislaus, and 
Tuolumne Rivers), which featured establishment of a threshold of 35% of the unimpaired flow of the 
tributaries to be set aside for Delta protection.  Historically about 20% of unimpaired flow in those rivers 
reached the Delta.  Water users and water rights holders on those rivers are vigorously resisting 
implementation of that threshold, arguing that it would result in a supply cut of 15% in average water 
years, and up to 50% in dry years.  The SWRCB began a hearing on San Joaquin flows on March 20, 2013.  
A “final” version of the WQCP objectives and environmental impact analysis was issued in May, but the 
SWRCB has now postponed any action on this still-controversial subject until an as-yet unknown date.   

 
In light of the drought circumstances facing the State in 2014, the SWRCB curtailed diversion of 

water under many water rights (including some rights to divert from the Delta and some of its 
tributaries), and has begun to analyze the diversion of water by farmers and agricultural water districts 
in the Delta region.  Each of those subjects is essentially unprecedented in California, and further 
illustrates the difficult challenges to water management in general, but in particular in the Delta. 

 
California Water Action Plan:  On October 31, 2013, CalEPA, the Department of Food & Agriculture, and 
the Natural Resources Agency issued a draft Water Action Plan for the State, in response to direction 
from the Governor to identify key actions for the next one to five years to address urgent needs and 
“provide the foundation for sustainable management of California’s water resources.”  The final plan 
was issued in conjunction with the Governor’s “State of the State” address on January 22, 2014.  The 22-
page plan is broad and general, and does not call for any specific actions; it is intended to be a broad-
brush guide for state efforts to enhance water supply reliability, restore damaged and destroyed 
ecosystems, and improve the resilience of infrastructure.  Part of the scientific backdrop for this Plan is a 
recent study, based on satellite data collected by NASA, which indicates that the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin basins contained about 24 million acre-feet (AF) less water in March 2010 than in October 2003, 
with about 2/3 of the decline due to groundwater depletion.  The FYE 2015 State Budget includes 
approximately $600 Million in funding for implementation of near-term Plan actions, including water 
efficiency projects, conservation, and integrated water resources management. 

 
LEGISLATION 
 
2014 Water Bond:  The November 2009 water legislation package passed on to the voters the question 
of whether to authorize issuance of $11.14 billion in General Obligation bonds, for which debt service 
payments of about $700 million per year would have to come from the State’s General Fund.  The bond 
issue was to be on the November 2010 ballot, but the Legislature subsequently passed a bill delaying the 
election to 2012, largely because of the state’s precarious financial situation.  On August 13, 2014, the 
Legislature adopted AB 1471, the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014; 
the vote was 77 – 2 in the Assembly and 37 – 0 in the Senate.  33 senators were either authors or co-
authors of the bill, which was signed by the Governor.  It replaces the 2009 bond measure, and calls for 
voter approval of $7.545 Billion in new general obligation bonds.  It appeared on the November ballot as 
Proposition 1.  It has elements calling for new surface and groundwater storage, regional reliability, 
sustainable groundwater management and cleanup, water recycling and conservation, watershed 
protection, and safe drinking water, especially for disadvantaged communities.  Prop. 1 is supposed to 
be “tunnel-neutral,” and it calls for spending up to $2.7 Billion on new surface or groundwater storage; 
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surface storage projects that could meet the criteria in the measure include the proposed new Sites and 
Temperance Flat Reservoirs, and a further expansion of Los Vaqueros Reservoir.   67% of the voters 
voted for the bond, in a resounding victory. 
  
Groundwater Legislation:  Governor Brown recently signed a package of bills which will for the first time 
require a degree of oversight of groundwater production in California – all other western states have 
some form of such legislation already.  The major thrust of the bills is to require that local entities in 
each of the several hundred groundwater basins begin now to draft, approve, and implement a plan for 
achieving sustainability of the local groundwater resource (i.e., essentially, an end of overdrafting) by 
2040.  The legislation is not expected to have significant impact in the Tri-Valley area, but may be of 
considerable significance in the Central and Salinas Valleys over time. 
 
Federal Drought Relief Legislation:  Throughout 2014, efforts have been made in both houses of 
Congress to pass drought relief legislation, but the efforts have long been stalled.  Since the mid-term 
election, renewed efforts in the Senate suggested that Senator Feinstein’s bill might move forward in 
the waning days of the current Congress, but in November she decided to await the commencement of 
the new Congress and to try again.  The major proponents of the legislation have been irrigation 
interests in the San Joaquin Valley, led by Westlands Water District.  A much more aggressive bill was 
passed in the House, and Pres. Obama’s administration indicated that if a bill in that form reached him, 
it would be vetoed.  
 
DELTA ECOSYSTEM ISSUES 
 
Delta Smelt and Salmonid Species: Federal litigation concerning the interaction of the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) and NEPA with the operations of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Central 
Valley Project (CVP) and the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) State Water Project (SWP) has 
dominated all considerations of Delta water export operations in the last few years.  Most of that 
litigation has concerned the balance between water exports and the need to restrict or limit exports in 
an effort to protect Delta smelt and a variety of salmonid species.  For salmonids, litigation challenging 
the Biological Opinion is on appeal to the 9th Circuit US Court of Appeal; oral argument took place on 
September11 and the Court told the litigants that it would be quite some time before a decision is 
issued.  For Delta smelt, a trial court decision overturning the BiOp was reversed by the 9th Circuit in a 2 
– 1 decision on March 13, but the Court held that Reclamation must complete additional NEPA 
documentation on certain actions before accepting the smelt BiOp.  There is still some uncertainty as to 
the practical effect of that aspect of the ruling, but in the meantime, Delta operations are being 
managed in accordance with both BiOps, while the federal fisheries agencies are working on new ones 
under court-established deadlines (12/1/14 for smelt and 4/30/16 for salmon).  On October 1, San 
Joaquin Valley growers, the State Water Contractors, and Westlands Water District filed two separate 
petitions asking the US Supreme Court to take the smelt case and invalidate the smelt BiOp.  In a second 
smelt case, on December 22 the 9th Circuit unanimously reversed another trial court decision which had 
found the BiOp invalid.  In still another smelt-related case, the 9th Circuit ruled that environmental 
groups could challenge federal renewals of 41 long-term water service contracts for contractors in the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys, and the U. S. Supreme Court refused to take that case; the 
litigation will proceed, and the contracts remain in jeopardy.  The 2013 fall mid-water trawl, one of the 
key scientific indicators of the abundance of critical fish species, showed that the four species of 
greatest concern were at near-record lows; in particular, Delta smelt were at the 2nd-lowest year on 
record. Since the decline of pelagic organisms (i.e., aquatic species that feed in the middle of the water 
column) such as Delta smelt, began in the Delta in 2002, the smelt index has ranged from a high of 151 
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to a low of 4 (it was 7 in 2008 and 2013), as compared to values that were occasionally greater than 
1000 in prior years).  The population indices used to track 4 key fish species have declined by 95.6% to 
99.8% since the trawl began in 1967.  The combination of record low precipitation and fish-related 
operations restrictions made export operations particularly difficult for 2014, and limited the use of 
cross-Delta water transfers and recovery of water in groundwater banks that might otherwise have been 
available to assist in areas dependent on Delta export pumping.  On July 11, the federal district court in 
Fresno denied an injunction sought by fisheries groups seeking to halt transfers of water from north of 
the Delta to the San Joaquin Valley because of a perceived threat to Delta smelt; the Judge decided that 
the courts must give deference to the federal fisheries agencies, which have long been addressing smelt 
issues. 

Ammonia in Wastewater Discharges: On December 9, 2010, the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) unanimously adopted a new NPDES discharge permit for the large 
regional wastewater treatment plant operated by the Sacramento Regional Sanitation District (SacReg).  
Zone 7, Alameda County Water District, and Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), plus a number of 
other water agencies, had for 10 years sought to have the RWQCB order SacReg to significantly reduce 
the volume of pathogens and certain chemical contaminants in its effluent – particularly ammonium, 
which is believed to have a substantial adverse impact on Delta smelt.  A partial settlement was reached 
late in April 2013, and SacReg is commencing implementation of remedial measures.  Remaining issues 
in the litigation concern the NPDES permit requirement for tertiary treatment to remove pathogens and 
other pollutants from the discharge; settlement discussions were completed on May 23. The SacReg 
Board gave final approval to a $2 Billion upgrade project on Sep. 24, and SacReg has started 
construction.  As a result of the litigation initiated by the water agencies, the project will include tertiary 
treatment processes and reduced amounts of ammonia, nitrates, and pathogens in the discharge. 

LOCAL WATER SUPPLY CONTRACTS 

State Water Project Contract:  On May 1, 2013 DWR began what was originally planned to be three 
months of public negotiations with the SWC on contract amendments to the contract term and on 
certain financial provisions of the current basic water supply contract between DWR and each member 
of the SWC.  DWR wants to issue 30-year bonds for its debt financing, but there are only 21 years left on 
the present contract.  DWR has urged a 40-year extension, but some of the SWC have argued that it 
should be 75 years.  DWR uses revenue bond financing for capital improvements and upgrades of 
existing systems; in recent years it has sold as much as $200 Million in such bonds per year, and it 
estimates that it needs $2.5 Billion to repair, restore, and strengthen existing infrastructure.  DWR also 
estimates that the BDCP improvements would require the SWC to pay another $10 Billion, and the 
current contract negotiations would put the necessary financial accounting and oversight mechanisms in 
place for that as well.  Negotiations over an 11-month period culminated in Agreements in Principle 
(AIP) that were reached on March 8, 2014; one or more agreements to express the AIP were drafted, 
the parties met again on June 18in an effort to complete the AIP.  By July 15, 26 of the 29 SWP 
contractors had indicated they would sign the AIP.  DWR will conduct an environmental review process 
for an amendment to the SWP Contract, which is now anticipated to take from September 2014 through 
an indefinite date in 2016.  The Notice of Preparation for the anticipated EIR was issued on Sep. 12, two 
scoping meetings were held on Sep. 23, and the scoping period for receipt of public comments ended on 
Oct. 13.  Numerous environmental and fisheries groups filed critical comments during the scoping 
period.  Once the EIR is certified, public contract negotiations are expected to commence in late 2016 or 
early 2017. The proposed amendment needs to be reviewed in the Legislature, but does not need 
legislative approval.  Under the AIP, if adopted as the parties have tentatively agreed, the amendments 
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would extend the current SWP contracts by 50 years, to 2085.  Three Sacramento Valley SWP 
contractors (Butte and Plumas Counties, and Yuba City) want the new contract to expressly provide for 
them to opt out of the costs associated with the BDCP’s conveyance facilities, but that issue has been 
set aside now pending separate negotiations (now expected to begin in December 2014) on BDCP cost 
allocations among the SWP contractors.  SWP North Bay Aqueduct (NBA) contractors (in Napa and 
Solano Counties) are also concerned about those facilities because the Draft EIR/EIS for the BDCP 
indicates that it would have an unavoidable significant adverse impact on water quality in the NBA, 
which may require relocation of the NBA intake at a preliminarily estimated cost of $510 Million. 
 
BBID transfer to Zone 7:  Since 1995, an important part of Zone 7’s water supply portfolio has been an 
annual transfer of up to 5,000 AF of Delta water to Zone 7 from Byron Bethany Irrigation District (BBID).  
On December 14, 2012, DWR told BBID that the transfer was being made without DWR’s consent, and 
that the water had to be “repaid” to DWR.  Both BBID and Zone 7 are vigorously objecting to DWR’s 
position and resisting the demand that Zone 7 “repay” any previously transferred water.   This year, 
BBID received about 1,600 AF of supplemental water via a transfer from CCWD (between August 28 and 
the end of October, resulting in a reduction in storage in Los Vaqueros of approximately 60 AF/day).  The 
SWRCB-approved transfer was made possible because CCWD could rely on water stored in Los Vaqueros 
rather than diverting from the Delta, and BBID was allowed to divert what would otherwise be CCWD’s 
water from its diversion point on the intake channel to the SWP’s Banks Pumping Plant.  Without this 
transfer, much or perhaps all of the Byron area in eastern Contra Costa County would have been out of 
water entirely this fall due to curtailment of its diversion rights. 
 
PERTINENT WATER RELATED LITIGATION 
 
Area of Origin Litigation:  The Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority (TCCA) filed suit against the United States 
on February 11, 2010, alleging that the Bureau of Reclamation illegally failed to deliver full contract 
amounts of water to TCCA members before exporting water from the Delta. Their argument was based 
on “area of origin” protections in the California Water Code, with which Reclamation must comply.  
TCCA asserted that their location and the protective statute gave them a higher priority claim to CVP 
water, including stored water.  TCCA’s litigation was unsuccessful in trial and appellate courts, and on 
March 24 the U.S. Supreme Court denied TCCA’s petition for certiorari, ending the case.  Somewhat 
analogous litigation initiated in state court in 2008 by 4 north-of-Delta SWP contractors was settled in 
October 2013. 
 
WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS 
 
Regional Activities:  Numerous discussions of a variety of water transfers, interties, and cooperative 
arrangements are underway, involving water agencies throughout the Bay Area region and in the 
Central Valley; e.g., Zone 7, CCWD, and EBMUD are discussing a possible link between CCWD facilities 
(which have a 100 million gallon per day (mgd) intertie with EBMUD’s Mokelumne Aqueduct) and 
Bethany Reservoir, the forebay for the South Bay Aqueduct.  Numerous transfer arrangements are 
under discussion or being implemented among irrigation agencies and individual farmers, with 
published prices ranging as high as $3,000 per AF (in Kern County).  Semitropic Water Storage District (in 
Kern County) and the Delta Wetlands Project received SWRCB approval on May 12, 2014 for a transfer 
of approximately 20,700 AF is intended for the benefit of the SBA contractors, to help them meet the 
“health and safety” needs of their service areas during the severe water supply cutback due to the 
SWP’s 5% supply allocation.  DSRSD, ACWD, and Zone 7 all supported the transfer. However, after the 
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SWRCB issued its June curtailment order preventing of use of water under some water rights, it then 
refused to grant a health and safety exemption, so the transfer was not allowed to happen.   
 
CCWD’s Los Vaqueros Expansion Project (LVE) is complete, and the Reservoir currently holds about 
112,000 AF.  Federal and state agencies are leading a study effort to consider a further expansion of the 
Reservoir, and numerous water agencies have signed a Memorandum of Understanding concerning 
those studies, including Zone 7, the other South Bay Aqueduct agencies (ACWD and SCVWD), EBMUD, 
and the San Luis and Delta Mendota Water Authority.  Federal legislation was introduced by 
Congressmen Costa and Miller which would expedite expansion of the Reservoir; it called for a phased 
approach, including near-term agreements to lease storage space in the existing 160,000 AF Reservoir, 
construction of a proposed $200 Million pipeline to Bethany Reservoir to provide water directly to the 
South Bay Aqueduct (water that would not have to go through the SWP’s Banks Pumping Plant, and that 
would be diverted through existing state-of-the art fish screens), and further expansion of the storage 
capacity to 275,000 AF.  State funds for the studies were also provided for in Prop. 1.  The legislation was 
part of the comprehensive and very controversial federal bill about California water that was in 
negotiations for months, and which featured a large gap between the versions passed by the two 
Houses of Congress.  Congress  did not act on the legislation before the end of the current session.  
Environmental documentation and endangered species coverage has already been completed for each 
of these proposed projects.  Federal and state studies dating back to the 1960’s indicated that the Los 
Vaqueros site could accommodate a reservoir with as much as 1 million AF of storage capacity.   
 
In January, 2013 the Boards of Directors of EBMUD and CCWD accepted principles of agreement for a 
new partnership arrangement concerning LVE, and a demonstration project under which 5,000 AF of 
EBMUD water would be stored in the reservoir for up to 5 years is under way.  (Under a separate 
agreement, EBMUD also wheeled about 1,700 AF of CCWD’s CVP water to CCWD between July 17 and 
24.)  CCWD reached a similar understanding with ACWD on April 3, 2013 for a 1,000 AF pilot project, 
which was expanded to 5,000 AF in 2014 due to the drought; that water was delivered to ACWD (via the 
SBA as it crosses the Tri-Valley area) starting in mid-July and running through September 1.  This transfer 
was approved by the SWRCB and required the cooperation and coordination of Reclamation and DWR.  
CCWD was able to forego diversion of a similar amount from the Delta because it is able to rely on 
storage in Los Vaqueros.  Those two districts plus Zone 7 are in talks about repeating the transfer if 2015 
remains dry, and are also in discussion with EBMUD about other ways in which local agencies can work 
together.  The Zone 7 Board approved a one-year demonstration project on November 19, and Zone 7 
will receive up to 2,500 AF in 2015.  On February 25, the EBMUD Board agreed to exercise an option to 
buy up to 20,000 AF of water from the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) in 2014, and diverted the 
first 5,000 AF in April, at a price of $75/AF.  EBMUD chose to not exercise the option to take 
another15,000 AF of PCWA water, and the water was purchased instead by Westlands Water District, 
which is buying a total of 35,000 AF from Placer for $325/AF; none of the SBA contractors apparently 
expressed interest in buying that water.  EBMUD also purchased 16,800 AF of CVP water under its 1970 
water service contract, and diverted that water via its Freeport facilities – the initial use of that contract 
and facilities in that manner.  About 230 to 250 AF/day were delivered to EBMUD’s San Pablo Reservoir 
and Upper San Leandro Reservoir.  Those operations were necessary because the treatment plants that 
draw water from those reservoirs are “full treatment” plants that can adequately handle Sacramento 
River water; EBMUD’s other principal treatment plants (Orinda, Lafayette, and Walnut Creek) are in-line 
filter plants which can only treat EBMUD’s higher quality Mokelumne River water.  Importation of the 
CVP water allowed EBMUD to slow the rate at which it is using its Mokelumne River supply; as a result 
Pardee Reservoir is still 84% full and their key local reservoirs are 65% full.  (Overall, EBMUD imported 
almost 23,400 AF of supplemental water from non-Mokelumne River sources between April and July, 

rummel
132 of 179



9 

and is apparently contemplating similar operations if 2015 is dry.)  EBMUD’s Freeport facilities can be 
used to convey CVP water or water made available by Yuba or Placer, but which cannot be delivered 
south of the Delta due to export restrictions at the DWR pumps; arrangements of this nature, especially 
if implemented jointly with CCWD, could provide supply and reliability benefits to numerous Bay Area 
water agencies.  EBMUD’s Mokelumne River facilities were also used in 2013 to successfully convey 
2,000 AF of transfer water from the Woodbridge Irrigation District (near Lodi) to CCWD.  EBMUD has 
also renewed consideration of a conjunctive use idea with a number of entities in San Joaquin County, 
and has a MOU in place to begin a pilot program of wheeling north-of-Delta transfer water through 
Freeport to some of the entities that buy water at wholesale from San Francisco’s Hetch Hetchy system. 

Many similar transactions have happened  this year as a result of the drought, and regulatory agencies 
(especially the SWRCB) have been very helpful due to the drought crisis.  Another recent such 
transaction involved a SWRCB-approved transfer of 10,000 AF from South Sutter Water District across 
the Delta to five SWP entities, four of which will receive their share  of the transfer water through the 
Banks Pumping Plant.  When water can be found north of the Delta, similar such arrangements could 
conceivably be made to provide additional water that could then be pumped via the South Bay 
Aqueduct for the benefit of Zone 7 or the other SWP contractors on that Aqueduct, but a considerable 
amount of planning and negotiation is needed.  Such efforts were quite successful for ACWD this year. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California has increased subsidies it will pay to water retailers 
for their efforts to develop local water resources, including recycled water, desalination, and recovered 
groundwater.  Previous subsidies were a maximum of $250/AF; on October 14, the MWD Board 
increased the maximum to $340/AF. 

Federal authorities are also investigating raising the elevation of San Luis Dam by 20 feet, in a $360 
Million project to improve seismic protection and to add 120,000 AF of storage capacity for the benefit 
of both the CVP and SWP.  Congressman Costa’s new legislation concerning the San Luis Dam project 
would also authorize raising Shasta Dam to add 634,000 AF of storage, as a cost of about $1.1 Billion, 
and building Temperance Flat Reservoir on the Upper San Joaquin River to create 1.3 Million AF of new 
storage at a cost of about $2.5 Billion.  A federal EIS for Temperance Flat was issues for public review in 
early September, and public comments were due  by October 27.  Reclamation is facilitating the transfer 
of up to 90,000 AF of water from Sacramento Valley contractors to San Luis & Delta Mendota Water 
Authority (SLDMWA), which includes the Santa Clara Valley Water District, between October 1 and 
November 15.  Reclamation is also doing an environmental evaluation of a 10-year plan for further such 
transfers to entities including SLDMWA, CCWD, and EBMUD. 

Record volumes of groundwater are now being pumped in the San Joaquin Valley, where farmers in 
Westlands Water District are expected to pump over 650,000 AF in 2014.  As dry conditions persist, 
hundreds of new deep wells are being installed in the Central Valley, and the pumping of old and new 
wells is resulting in declining aquifers (by as much as 200 feet in one year in some areas) and land 
subsidence in an area that may be as large as 1,200 square miles. Many of these new wells are needed 
to irrigate hundreds of thousands of acres of permanent tree and vine crops that have been planted in 
recent years (in lieu of previous field crops like tomatoes and cotton) despite the lack of reliable and 
consistent imported water supplies.  California now has well over 800,000 acres of almond trees, as 
compared to about 400,000 acres in 1995, and since such trees need an average of 3 to 4 acre-feet of 
water per acre to survive, this increase in almond production has “hardened” annual demand for water 
in areas which used to be annual field/row crops or pasture.   Despite the drought, California almond 
production this year is expected to be 2.1 billion pounds, of which 80% is exported from the US, and 
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uses 60% of the nation’s entire managed honeybee population for pollination.  On July 15, a trial court 
judge in Sacramento issued an unprecedented decision holding that the “public trust doctrine,” which 
had previously only been applied to certain surface water resources, is also applicable to groundwater 
resources.  If that decision stands up on appeal, it could have significant impact on utilization of 
previously unregulated and unmanaged groundwater resources in California. 
 
Five local water entities (Zone 7, ACWD, CCWD, EBMUD and the SFPUC) and the WateReuse Foundation 
are participating in projects being funded by the Water Research Foundation to study the potential for 
Direct Potable Reuse (DPR).  The projects will begin early in 2014 and support research needs of the 
California Department of Public Health for compliance with the statutory mandates of SB 918 (2010) to 
investigate the feasibility of developing regulatory criteria for protection of public health by 2016; as a 
result of this work, DPR could ultimately be permitted for groundwater recharge and/or for surface 
water augmentation. 
 
San Diego Desalination:  Construction of the plant and pipeline are now more than 70% complete, and 
the project is on schedule and under budget, on a 54 mgd desalination plant  in San Diego County; the 
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) views it as a new long-term reliable source of drinking 
water, and will be paying an estimated $1900 to $2200/AF to achieve that reliability and the concurrent 
reduction in demand for imported water.  The key conveyance pipeline is more than 70% finished.  
Operations are expected to begin in 2016, but first water deliveries may be in November 2015.  A 
second such plant, with a production capacity of about 56,000 AFA, is nearing the end of the planning 
and permitting phase; it will be located in Huntington Beach if the planning and permitting processes 
can be successfully completed.  Both of these desalination plants are sponsored by Poseidon Water and 
utilize engineering and technology techniques that were developed in Israel; the Huntington Beach 
proposal is being done in cooperation with the Orange County Water District.  After adopting a report 
on the success of the City’s 2-year 1 mgd demonstration project, San Diego’s City Council acted in April 
2013 to pursue implementation plans for a “water purification” project to augment City drinking water 
supplies with up to 15 mgd of purified wastewater that would be conveyed to San Vicente Reservoir to 
blend with stored Colorado River water.   A 2013 public opinion poll indicated that 73% of the San Diego 
residents who were surveyed favored the project.  Initial estimates are that the project would cost 
about $370 Million, and could eventually be expanded to 88 mgd. (The SDCWA has also recently 
completed a 152,000 AF storage addition to the City of San Diego’s 70-year old 90,000 AF San Vicente 
Reservoir, to increase reliability and emergency storage for that region.)  On November 18, the San 
Diego City Council also approved a water recycling/purification project that will provide supplemental 
drinking water supplies of up to one-third of the City’s needs by 2035, for an anticipated cost of $3.5 
Billion. 
 
Central Coast Desalination: On Sep. 23, the Santa Barbara City Council unanimously approved taking 
the first steps to reactivate the desalination plant that the City completed in 1992, but mothballed (and 
sold off parts of) beginning in 1994.  The work necessary to restore the plant to its original 5,000 AF per 
year capacity is estimated to cost $32 Million and be completed on 2017.  Expanding the capacity by 
50%would add another $28 Million.   The two efforts together are estimated to result in a $14 to$20 per 
month increase in local water bills to City accounts. 
 
Coalition to Support Near Term Delta Projects:  Largely because of similar concerns about controversy 
surrounding the BDCP and the concern that it will be decades before it can come to fruition, a series of 
water agencies, environmental groups, and others developed a consensus position on a number of 
projects on which immediate actions could be taken, and for which $500 million in previously-approved 
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bond funds are potentially available.  Projects include specific actions related to water supply, water 
quality, levees, and ecosystem restoration.  Participants include entities which do not always agree on 
Delta matters, including the Planning and Conservation League, Metropolitan Water District (MWD), 
Westlands Water District, Central Delta Water Agency, and Contra Costa Water District.  These entities 
are working to get the necessary stakeholder support and a wide-spread consensus; the first projects 
will probably involve levee work.  Several of the near term project ideas, including operable flow gates 
and temporary flow barriers are among the things being considered during the current drought 
conditions, and were generally referred to in the legislation introduced by 4 U.S. Senators on February 
11, 2014.  Several of the temporary flow barriers could be installed this year, but the spring storms 
caused DWR to defer the barriers for the time being. 
 
OTHER WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY AND UNCERTAINTY FACTORS:   
 
Colorado River:  Although it does not directly impact the District or Zone 7, a number of factors suggest 
that continuing uncertainty about southern California’s reliance on the Colorado River will increase.  The 
original 1922 allocation of Colorado River water (among 7 western states) was based on a short period 
of hydrologic history which was wetter than any period since then.  The assumption then was that the 
River would yield 15 MAFA; the U.S. now believes that the actual yield is closer to 12 MAFA.  Upper 
Colorado River Basin runoff was 94% of average for 2014, but the impacts of the last 14 years of dry 
conditions means that storage in Lakes Powell and Mead is still at a point where water deliveries to 
California are curtailed.  Lake Powell is at 48% of capacity and might reach 60% this year; Lake Mead is 
at 40% of capacity but may drop by another 20 feet this year, and is currently at the lowest water 
surface elevation since the Lake began filling in 1935 -- the lake level is 137 feet below a full reservoir 
pool.  The total combined storage in the two lakes at the end of October was the lowest since 1968, 
when Lake Powell was first being filled.  As a result, southern California’s ability to rely on transfers from 
Imperial Irrigation District (IID) to San Diego (which gets 33% of its water from these transfers), or on full 
deliveries from the Colorado to the MWD is now less certain.  The complex set of agreements which 
resulted in transfers of water from IID to San Diego requires IID to meet certain water conservation 
goals; this has proved to be difficult for IID, and the conservation programs are very controversial among 
its agricultural water users.  MWD has put over 2.7 MAF in storage in southern California, but in the long 
run a reduction in Colorado River water would tend to put added emphasis (i.e., water demand) on 
exports from the Delta to southern California.  2013 marked the worst 14 years of hydrologic history on 
the River since records have been kept; in contrast, in 2000, the combined storage in Lakes Mead and 
Powell was 95% of capacity.  It should also be noted that in contrast to the extremely high prices being 
paid for water in the San Joaquin Valley, some farmers in the Coachella Valley and in Imperial County are 
paying as little as $20 - 40/AF for Colorado River water.  In anticipation of further decline in the 
reliability of Colorado River supplies, Arizona adopted and refined its comprehensive groundwater 
management statutes in the 1980’s and 1990’s, and these laws are the basis for an extensive 
groundwater banking program.  California has no such legislation, and although there is extensive 
groundwater management planning in many areas (such as the Tri-Valley), there is nothing on a 
statewide or Central Valley-wide basis that can be used to offset drought conditions. 
 
 
 
H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\9B Water Supply Report\ATTACHMENT A WORKING COPY.docx 
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As of January 31, 2015 

DROUGHT EXPENSE BUDGET (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 FYE 2015 
Budget CY 2015: $165,500 
Actual CY 2015:  $    3,229 
Remaining Drought Budget: $ 162,371 

EXEMPTIONS FROM WATER USE LIMITATIONS (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 
1 No. Requested 3 
2 No. Approved by Drought Coordinator 1 
3 No. Denied by Drought Coordinator 1 
4 No. Pending with Drought Coordinator 1 
5 No. Appealed to Board 1 
6 No. Approved by Board 1 
7 No. Denied by Board 0 

No. Pending with Board 0 

ENFORCEMENT OF WATER USE LIMITATIONS (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 
1 No. Written Warnings Issued 4 
2 No. $250 Violations Issued 2 
3 No. $500 Violations Issued 1 
4 No. $1,000 Violations Issued 0 
5 No. Flow Restrictors Installed 0 
6 No. Service Shutoffs 0 
7 No. Waivers Requested 2 

8 No. Waivers Approved by Drought 
Coordinator  1 

9 No. Waivers Denied by Drought 
Coordinator  0 

10 No. Waivers Pending with Drought 
Coordinator  1 

11 No. Waivers Appealed to Board 0 
12 No. Waivers Approved by Board 0 
13 No. Waivers Denied by Board 0 
14 No. Waivers Pending with Board 0 

“DISTRICT AS AN ORGANIZATION” WATER USE CURTAILMENTS (Calendar Year 2015) 

1 Comply with District-wide water use 
limitations at all District facilities 

Potable irrigation at remote sites has been adjusted to be in 
compliance with District mandatory restrictions. 

2 Clean sewers with recycled water only 
(except for SSO’s and emergencies) 

All sewer cleaning is being done with recycled water, except 
when responding to plug ups and other emergencies. 

3 
Cease all hydrant flushing (except for 
critical areas with identified water quality 
problems) 

All routine hydrant flushing has been suspended, except for 
problem areas with water quality concerns. 
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MEDIA BASED PUBLIC OUTREACH (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 

Run appropriate on-air drought 
awareness messages in coordination to 
the greatest extent possible with other 
Tri-Valley water agencies 

 1/7/15: KGO Radio story: Dublin San Ramon Services
District recycles its billionth gallon of waste water, faces
extra demand in the drought

 1/12/15: News release: DSRSD Cuts Water Use 24
Percent in 2014, generated 2 TV news stories:

2 

Run appropriate print media drought 
awareness messages in coordination to 
the greatest extent possible with other 
Tri-Valley water agencies 

 1/12/15: News release: DSRSD Cuts Water Use 24
Percent in 2014, generated 5 print media stories

3 

Run appropriate on-line drought 
awareness messages in coordination to 
the greatest extent possible with other 
Tri-Valley water agencies 

 1/12/15: News release: DSRSD Cuts Water Use 24
Percent in 2014, generated 3 online news stories

 The regional website, www.trivalleydrought.org, which
links to the DSRSD website, has averaged two visits a day
since the end of September. Advertising was suspended
9/3/14 on Facebook and 10/24/14 on KKIQ.

 DSRSD website - New: 2 home page features no watering
through March (coordinates with bill insert) and
Catching Leaks Before They Happen (Your Dollars at
Work story). Updates: watering restrictions language on
Drought Emergency red banner across the top of all
pages, Drought Watch, and Gardening and Irrigation;
2014 potable water use reduction, GPCD, and 2014
recycled water percentage of sales on How Are We
Doing; Residential Fill station hours on 3 webpages and
Facebook.

NON-MEDIA BASED PUBLIC OUTREACH (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 
Appropriate and timely direct mailers to 
District customers on drought related 
matters 

 None so far in 2015

2 
Appropriate and timely bill stuffers to 
District customers on drought related 
matters 

 1/1, 1/5:  Turn off automatic sprinklers through March
(insert and bill message); check irrigation controller after
power outage (bill message)

3 
Appropriate and timely social media 
messages on sites such as Facebook and 
Twitter 

 Twitter: 1/7/15: KGO Radio tweeted their story, Dublin San
Ramon Services District recycles its billionth gallon of waste
water, faces extra demand in the drought. DSRSD Tweets:
1/12/15, news release DSRSD Cuts Water Use 24 Percent in
2014; 1 retweet; 3 tweets regarding fill station hours; 2
new followers and 56 total followers in January.

 Facebook, www.facebook.com/FreeRecycledWater:
January, Daily Reach: 54-94 people; Daily Impressions: 714-
1411; Daily Engaged: 6-15 people; New Likes: 5; Lifetime
Likes: 57
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4 
Appropriate and timely presence at 
Community Events such as Farmer 
Markets etc. 

 None so far in 2015

5 Appropriate and timely presentations to 
local City Councils  None so far in 2015

6 
Appropriate and timely meetings with 
major public customers (School District, 
Camp Parks, Alameda County, FCI etc) 

 None so far in 2015

7 
Appropriate and timely speaking 
engagements with local service 
organizations such as Rotary, Lions,  etc 

 None so far in 2015

8 

Appropriate and timely speaking 
engagements with Home Owners 
Associations (HOA’s) and similar groups of 
residents 

 None so far in 2015

9 Continue to make appropriate yard signs 
available to customers; and 

 Free “golden lawn” signs are available to residential
customers

 1 sign given away, 69 on hand (150 distributed in 2014)

10 Coordinate with local businesses to 
jointly promote water conservation  None so far in 2015

DIRECT CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 Continue small device give-away programs

45 devices given to 5 walk-in customers: 
 3 kitchen faucet aerators
 11 bathroom faucet aerators
 6 showerheads
 8 toilet flappers
 8 toilet leak detection kits
 4 hose nozzles
 5 shower/faucet flow measurement bags

2 Conduct landscape water audits 0 
3 Make home water audit kits available 0 

ENHANCED REBATE PROGRAMS (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 High Efficiency Toilet (HET)  11 rebates processed
 Total $697 (average $63/rebate)

2 Waterless Urinals  None so far in 2015

3 High Efficiency Clothes Washer (HEW)  65 rebates processed
 Total $1,550 (average $24/rebate)

4 Pool and Spa covers (to reduce 
evaporation)  None so far in 2015

5 
Weather Based Irrigation Controller 
(“Smart Controller) - Single Family 
Homes 

 1 Rebate processed
 Total $72 (average $72 / rebate)
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6 
Weather Based Irrigation Controller 
(“Smart Controller) – Multi-Family 
Dwelling 

 None so far in 2015

7 Lawn Replacement Program - Single 
Family Homes  None so far in 2015

8 Lawn Replacement Program - Multi-
Family or Businesses  None so far in 2015

9 Amount of District Rebates Issued (Fiscal 
Year)  

Budget CY 2015: $10,000 
Actual CY 2015:  $  2,319 
Remaining Rebate Budget: $  7,681 

EXPANDED RECYCLED WATER USE (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 
Construct and place into operation 
extensions to Alameda County properties 
in eastern Dublin 

The pipeline to Santa Rita Jail and other County facilities is 
currently under construction.  Scheduled to be complete in 
the Spring 

2 
Construct and place into operation 
extensions to District irrigation customers 
on the west side of 680 

The pipeline is currently under design.  At this time Staff is 
reviewing 60% plans.  The project is expected to be put out 
to bid in May. 

3 Cooperate with EBMUD to extend 
recycled water service at Bishop Ranch 

EBMUD decided that they will use their forces to install 
pipelines through Bishop Ranch.   

4 
Cooperate with EBMUD, if requested, to 
extend recycled water service to their 
customers west of 680 

The pipeline under design in San Ramon Road is sized 
adequately to support EBMUD’s demands should they 
request to connect and extend the pipeline to their service 
area. 

5 

Cooperate with Pleasanton in accordance 
with existing agreements to implement 
recycled water service within the City of 
Pleasanton 

In progress: 
 DSRSD staff providing implementation guidance.
 Val Vista Deliveries (YTD): 0.58 AF

6 Retrofit appropriate District potable water 
customers to recycled water 

Accounts retrofitted : 0 
AF Converted to RW Use : 0 

7 
Continue to operate the WWTP truck fill 
station for construction contractors and 
other larger scale water haulers 

Permitted Haulers:  45 
Volume: 759,000 gallons 

8 Continue to operate the WWTP residential 
recycled water fill station 

Registered Customers: 502  
Volume:  79,000 gallons  

ENHANCED CUSTOMER SERVICE (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 

Continue to promote the AquaHawk 
customer service portal as a customer 
service feature to help customers manage 
their water use during the drought. 

 194 new customers registered in 2015
 6,158 customers now registered

WISE WATER USER CREDIT PROGRAM (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 
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1 Administer the 2015 Wise Water User 
Credit Program 

 1,373 eligible customers beginning of year   
 1,258 customers remaining eligible this year   

(By limiting usage to Tier 1 volumes ) 
 
IRRIGATION ADJUSTMENTS AND REPAIRS CUSTOMER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 Requests Handled (Calendar Year)  0 
 Cost = (average $0 per request) 

2 Cost of Repairs Handled (Fiscal Year) 
Budget CY 2015: $1,250 
Actual CY 2015:    $        0 
Remaining Program budget: $ 1,250 

 
PURSUE SHORT-TERM TEMPORARY WATER SOURCES (Calendar Year 2015) 
No. Description Activities / Status 

1 
Upgrade the existing non-Dougherty 
Valley DSRSD-EMBUD interties to “semi-
permanent” status 

Engineering is preparing plans for the maintenance staff to 
fabricate and install rigid piping connections for the Alcosta-
Davona and Southwick interties. 

2 Continue to encourage and support Zone 
7’s efforts for water transfers 

 Continue to support Zone 7 efforts for CCWD Water 
Exchange 

 Continue to support Zone 7 efforts for Yuba Accord water 

3 
Explore retail-level water transfers 
utilizing existing interties as a source of 
additional supply directly to the District. 

Currently negotiating with YCWA on a water transfer that 
would deliver from 500 to 1,500 acre-feet to DSRSD 
customers via the interties with EBMUD between June 1 and 
Sept 30, 2015.  EBMUD is preparing a proposed Wheeling 
Agreement to facilitate this transfer and is handling most of 
the coordination with BOR, DDW, YCWA, and others. 

 
H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\9B Water Supply Report\Attachment 2 - Drought Response Action Plan Status Report.docx 
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Recommendation: 

The Engineering Services Manager recommends the Board receive a presentation on the Asset Management Program and 
how information is being used to assist in developing the upcoming Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 

Summary: 

In July 2010, an Asset Management Division was established within the Engineering Department to develop and 
implement a modern Asset Management Program (AMP) for District facilities. The first set of assets to be incorporated 
into the AMP were the local collection system.  The program has integrated the data from the existing Graphic Information 
System (GIS), Computerized Maintenance Management System (CMMS) and Closed Circuit TV (CCTV) observations. 
Databases and analyses are now updated daily so that all information is always current and available throughout the 
District at any time. The system is being used to schedule operation and maintenance work for the local collection system 
and for evaluating projected replacement timing and costs. 

Staff has now moved into evaluating the potable water distribution system. A first generation replacement model for the 
potable water system has been developed that includes projected replacement dates and funding required for all the 
potable system assets.  

The purpose of this presentation is to provide the Board an overview of recent analytical work and how the AMP was used 
to assist in the development of the 10-Year and 2-Year Capital Improvement Program. The presentation will also provide 
a broad perspective as to how the replacement models are used to evaluate longer term rates and replacement project 
funding. 

Agenda Item 9C 

Reference 

Engineering Services Manager 

Type of Action 

Receive Presentation 

Board Meeting of 

February 17, 2015 
Subject 
Asset Management Program and the Development of the 10-Year and 2-Year Capital Improvement Program 

 Motion  Minute Order  Resolution  Ordinance  Informational  Other 
REPORT:  Verbal  Presentation  Staff R. Biagtan  Board Member 

Committee Review Legal Review Staff Review

COMMITTEE 
--- 

DATE 
--- 

RECOMMENDATION 
--- Not Required 

ORIGINATOR 
G. Lee 

DEPARTMENT 
Engineering 

REVIEWED BY 
R. Biagtan 

ATTACHMENTS None
 Resolution  Minute Order  Task Order Staff Report Ordinance 
 Cost 

$0 
 Funding Source 

 A.     
 B.     

Attachments to S&R
1. Asset Management & CIP Development Presentation
2. 
3.
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 Strategic Plan:
 Maintain long-term financial stability with appropriate rate and fee 

structures that support at least a credit rating of AA; 
 Proposed (Feb3): Use asset management data to improve maintenance, 

capital project decision making and financial planning; 
 Goal 2.1: Establish/Implement Asset Management Program

2
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 Basics of Asset Management
 Inventory of Assets
 Condition – Probable Year of Replacement
 Renewal/Replacement Strategy
 Cost projections

3
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 Local Sewer – $31M
 Water Distribution – $146M
 Regional (WWTP)  - $144M

4
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 Average age
 Water – 20 years
 Sewer – 27 Years

 Pipe Typical Life Expectancy
 50 to 100 years

5
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 H:\DSRSD\Asset Management\Collection System AM 
Program\Large Diameter CCTV Project\RFP_Large
Diameter_Pipe.pdf

10
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Reinforcing Visible

11
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Surface Spalling

12
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Corrosion
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Broken Clay Pipe

14

rummel
155 of 179



Sewer Projects Identified for 10-year CIP

15
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Break History
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 Condition Assessments
 Secondary Clarifiers
 Primary Sedimentation Tanks
 Schedule Process Shutdowns

 Master Plan Scope
 Major Asset Condition Assessments
 Rehabilitation/Replacement Costs
 Support for Regional Rate Analysis

 Critical Assets Analysis
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H:\Board\2015\02-17-15\Land Use Planning\S&R Will Serve Schedule.docx 

Recommendation: 

The General Manager recommends the Board of Directors receive a presentation on the coordination between land use 
planning agencies and water supply agencies and, by Consensus, provide direction to staff regarding this topic. 

Summary: 

At the January 6, 2015 Board meeting, Director Vonheeder-Leopold requested a presentation from staff about the process 
associated with and the coordination between land use planning and water supply planning for new development.   

In general, the cities and counties in the District’s service area plan and approve land uses within their boundaries through their 
general plans.  The District is typically designated as a utility provider by the City or County having planning jurisdiction during 
the preparation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) assessment for a proposed project.  If an annexation is 
involved, the Local Agency Formation Commission reviews the District’s ability to serve and makes a decision and ultimately 
annexes territory to the District’s service area creating an obligation to serve. After annexation, for any given project there are 
various other analyses that are completed and decisions made by both the District and the land use planning agency which 
create progressively greater “entitlements” for the property. 

If all approvals are granted, when a request is made for a physical connection, the District has the authority to delay or 
temporarily constrain but not deny water service to an entitled project. The District has never used that authority and to do so 
would require Board action. It would also have several very important implications that would need to be carefully considered. 

The major steps in the coordination process are listed below; each has associated with it an opportunity for public input and 
policy level discretion: 

 Urban Water Management Plan;
 LAFCO “Plans of Service;”
 Water Service Analysis per the November 2, 1999 Settlement Agreement;
 Assembly Bill 610  - Water Supply Assessment;
 Senate Bill 221  - Verification of Water Supply;
 ”Will Serve” letters; and
 Decision to Connect.

It should be noted that the Urban Water Management Plan is the foundational document for the various analyses and it is 
scheduled to be updated in 2015. 

Agenda Item 9D 

Reference 

General Manager 

Type of Action 

Receive Presentation and Provide 
Direction 

Board Meeting of 

February 17, 2015 

Subject 
Coordination between Land Use Planning Agencies and Water Supply Agencies for Water Service to New Development 

 Motion  Minute Order  Resolution  Ordinance  Informational  Other 
REPORT:  Verbal  Presentation  Staff B. Michalczyk  Board Member 

Committee Review Legal Review Staff Review

COMMITTEE 
--- 

DATE 
--- 

RECOMMENDATION 
--- Not Required 

ORIGINATOR 
R. Biagtan 

DEPARTMENT 
Eng Services 

REVIEWED BY 

ATTACHMENTS None
 Resolution  Minute Order  Task Order Staff Report Ordinance 
 Cost 

$0 
 Funding Source 

 A.     
 B.     

Attachments to S&R
1. Water Supply Planning Presentation
2. 
3.
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Water Supply Planning 
How DSRSD plans for water service to proposed projects

LAFCo Roles and Responsibilities

 Local Agency Formation Commission

̶ By state law oversees boundary changes and sphere 
adjustments to cities and special districts

̶ Can order cities and special districts to annex territory 
and to provide service (at some time in the future, if 
not immediately)

lathi
Typewritten Text

lathi
Typewritten Text

lathi
Typewritten Text
Attachment 1 to S&R

lathi
Typewritten Text

lathi
Typewritten Text
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City Roles and Responsibilities

̶ Conduct land use planning

̶ Set long-range development 
policies

̶ Prepare and adopt General 
Plan

̶ Prepare Environmental 
Review Documents with 
input from special district

̶ Approve individual projects

DSRSD Roles and Responsibilities

̶ Provide water supply 
assessments for land use 
agency’s decision making 
process

̶ Plan for water and 
wastewater services 
required by the General 
Plan

̶ Issue “Will Serve” letters

̶ Decide timing of actual 
connection

rummel
170 of 179



Planning for Water Supply

 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)

 LAFCo “Plan of Service” analysis

 November 1999 Settlement Agreement Requirements

 Senate Bill 610, Water Supply Assessment

 Senate Bill 221, Verification of Water Supply

 “Will Serve” Letters

 Decision to Connect

Urban Water Management Plan
The Foundational Document
 Required by the California Urban Water

Management Planning Act, 1983

 Uses City/County General Plan and amendments

 Requires minimum 20-year planning horizon

̶ DSRSD 25 year planning horizon to buildout

 Prepared every five years updating current,
updating current 2010 plan this year
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Urban Water Management Plan (cont’d)
The Foundational Document

 Includes water supply reliability analysis and water
shortage contingency plan for normal, single dry year, and
multiple dry years

 Input from water wholesalers and the general public

 Public Hearing and Board Adoption required

 Submitted to the State for compliance review

LAFCo Plan of Services Analysis

 Prepared by LAFCo (with District review) as part of
application package to LAFCo

 Identifies service provider

 Assesses if service provider can meet needs of project

 Adopted by LAFCo after public hearing

 Periodically reviewed by LAFCo
(Municipal Services reviews
approximately every 5 years)
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Nov 1999 Settlement Agreement

 One-time process at time of
property annexation

 Key Findings:

̶ Project included in UWMP

̶ Will District’s total water 
supply meet proposed 
project demands

̶ Mitigation measures if 
supplies are insufficient

Nov 1999 Settlement Agreement (cont’d)

 Circulated for public comment

 Adopted by Board after Public Hearing

 Findings can be administratively challenged by parties
to Settlement Agreement
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Senate Bill 610 
Water Supply Analysis

 Typically done after annexation as
detailed land use plans are developed

 Conducted for defined “Project”

̶ Proposed residential development of 
more than 500 dwelling units

̶ Proposed commercial, industrial, 
mixed project uses representing water 
demand equivalent to 500 dwelling 
units.

 Prepared for input into draft
environmental documents at CEQA review

Senate Bill 610 (cont’d)
Water Supply Analysis

 Must be consistent with UWMP findings

 Key Assessment:  Does the projected supply for the
next 20 years meet the projected demand for the
project in normal years, single dry year, and multiple
dry years?

 Public Hearing and Board Adoption required

 Land Use Planning agency approves or disapproves the
Project based on a number of factors, including, but
not limited to, water assessment.
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Senate Bill 221
Verification of Water Supply
 Prepared prior to property being legally subdivided for sale

 For subdivisions of 500+ dwelling units

 Verification:  Will the water supplier be able to provide sufficient water

supply for the projected demand, in addition to existing and planned future

uses?

̶ UWMP

̶ SB 610 Water Supply Assessment

 Public Hearing and Board Adoption required

 Land Use Planning agency approves or disapproves the Project based on a

number of factors, including, but not limited to, water assessment.

Will-Serve Letter

 Issued during planning stage of actual project (subdivision or
specific commercial)

 Content of Letter

̶ Confirms project is in our service area

̶ States DSRSD will provide potable water use and fire 
suppression

̶ States DSRSD can provide water supply for basic health and 
safety

̶ May limit non-essential potable water use (outdoor irrigation)

 More of a financing tool than a land use tool (allows builder to
obtain funding for project from a commercial lender)
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Decision to Connect

 All of the above are progressively stronger commitments
to serve (project “entitlements”)

 When physical connection is requested, District can delay
or temporarily constrain but can not deny connection

 For example:

̶ Cannot fill a new pool

̶ Cannot install outdoor landscaping

 Must be done in accordance with Board action adopted
after a public hearing

Current Situation

 Urban Water Master Plan will be updated in 2015 and
reflect new information about water supply reliability

 No annexations are in process, some territory remains
outside boundary but within sphere

 The entire District sphere of influence (within Zone 7’s
service area) has been through the Settlement Agreement
Process; challenge received and resolved with formation
of the Committee of Valley Water Retailers
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Current Situation (cont’d)
 Most subdivisions are below SB 610 and SB 221

thresholds of 500 units; nevertheless, the District
informally consults with the cities in a manner
analogous to these requirements

 “Will Serve” letters are properly conditioned to
give District discretion as events arise (delay
connections and temporarily impose service
constraints)

 Key Policy Issue = Given drought conditions, does
the Board wish to delay approved and entitled
connections or temporarily constrain service?

Considerations and Implications

 Short term remedy not long term cure

 Connection fee revenue will stop, requiring resumption of
the “TIC” to cover annual bonded indebtedness

 Depending on reserve usage estimated to be as much as:

̶ $ 32 / DUE Bimonthly - Water (DSRSD)

̶ $ 40 / DUE Bimonthly - Sewer (DSRSD and Pleasanton)

 Will jeopardize AA credit rating

 To be effective must be done Valley wide and not just by one
retailer
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Conclusions

 As a project proceeds through entitlement there are many
opportunities for coordination between water supply and
land use planning

̶ At the beginning the Urban Water Management Plan will 
be updated in 2015

̶ Throughout the process land use and water supply 
planning are coordinated at many different phases of the 
process

̶ At the end of the process, the final “control” point is the 
ability of the District to delay and temporarily constrain 
already entitled connections

Conclusions

 Ample opportunities for public involvement and policy
maker decisions at every stage of a project

 Can delay or temporarily constrain but not deny entitled
connections
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Final Observations
 Most “projects” in the service area today have completed or

are essentially through the process

 Remnant of the recession which created significant delays
between project approval and construction

̶ Capacity rights extended (and no longer expire)

̶ Capacity rights have been paid for

 Those projects are legally entitled to service but may be
delayed or temporarily constrained

Board Direction Sought
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