PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
36 BRENNAN STREET  WATSONVILLE, CA 95076
TEL: (831) 722-9292  FAX: (831) 722-3139
info@pvwater.org  www.pvwater.org

Board of Directors Meeting
November 17, 2021, 7:00 p.m.

Teleconference

BOARD MEETING AGENDA
Due to COVID-19, Public access is limited to teleconference. See below for instructions.
Agenda Item
Note: The Board may take action on any item listed on the agenda.

1. Call to Order
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2. Roll Call of the PV Water Directors: Amy Newell (Chair), Bob Culbertson (Vice-Chair),
Javier Zamora, Mary Bannister, Tom Broz, Stephen Rider, Abel Sanchez
3. Pledge of Allegiance
4. Oral Communications
This time is set aside for members of the general public to address the Board of Directors on any
item not on the Agenda, and that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board of Directors.
Each speaker is allotted up to 3 minutes. No action or discussion shall be taken on any item presented
except that the Board may respond to statements made or questions asked, or may ask questions for
clarification. All matters of an administrative nature will be referred to staff. All matters pertaining to
the Board may be scheduled for discussion at a future meeting or referred to staff for clarification or
a report, at the pleasure of the board.
5. Director Comments
6. Counsel Report
7. General Manager Report
8. Consent Agenda
4
All items appearing on the Consent Agenda are recommended actions which are considered to be
routine and will be acted upon as one consensus motion. Any items removed will be considered
immediately after the consensus motion. The Board Chair will allow public input prior to the
approval of the Consent Agenda.
A. Adopt Resolution 2021-16 Re-Authorizing Remote Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative
Bodies of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Pursuant to Brown Act Provisions
B. Approve October 20, 2021 Board of Directors Meeting Minutes
C. Approve Financial Reports
D. Approve Agency Holiday Schedule
E. Approve 2022 Board and Committee Meeting Schedule
1. Introduction by staff
2. Questions from Board
3. Public comment
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4. Board discussion and deliberations
5. Board action
9. Informational Items
A. Receive Basin Management Plan Implementation Update
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22

10. Discussion and/or Action Items
A. Conduct Public Hearing Concerning the Basin Management Plan Update: Groundwater
Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22)
28
1. Introduction by staff
2. Questions from Board
3. Public comment
4. Board discussion and deliberation
B. Consider Resolution 2021-17 Adopting the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability
Update 2022 and Authorizing the General Manager or Designee to Submit the Basin
Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 to the California Department of
Water Resources
28
1. Introduction by staff
2. Questions from Board
3. Public comment
4. Board discussion and deliberation
5. Board action
C. Consider Agreement with cbec, inc., eco engineering for College Lake Watershed Hydrologic
Monitoring Professional Services, Water Years 2022 and 2023, in an Amount Not to Exceed
$253,562
84
1. Introduction by staff
2. Questions from Board
3. Public comment
4. Board discussion and deliberation
5. Board action
D. Consider Agreement with Balance Hydrologics, Inc. for Watsonville Slough Watershed
Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services, Water Years 2022 and 2023, in an Amount Not to
Exceed $132,972
100
1. Introduction by staff
2. Questions from Board
3. Public comment
4. Board discussion and deliberation
5. Board action
E. Discuss Future Meetings with respect to Continued Teleconference Access Versus Convening InPerson
1. Introduction by staff
2. Questions from Board
3. Public comment
4. Board discussion and deliberation
5. Board action
11. Monthly Reports/Presentations
A. Facility Operations Report

113
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B. Board Committee Reports available at www.pvwater.org
C. Public Outreach Update
12. Future Meetings
A. Project & Facility Operations Committee, Wednesday, December 8, 2021, 3:00 p.m.,
Teleconference (note special date)
B. Administration & Finance Committee, Tuesday, December 14, 2021, 3:00 p.m., Teleconference
C. Board of Directors’ Meeting, Wednesday, December 22, 2021, 7:00 p.m., Teleconference
Adjournment

NOTES
The City Council Chambers is an accessible facility. If you wish to attend a meeting and you will require assistance in order to
attend and /or participate, please call the Agency at (831) 722-9292 in advance of the meeting and every effort made to
accommodate your attendance and participation.
This agenda is subject to revision and maybe amended prior to the scheduled meeting. If amended, a Final Agenda to be posted
at PV Water, 36 Brennan Street, Watsonville and at the location where meeting will be held, 72 hours prior to the meeting.
Copies of the Final Agenda will be available at the Board Meeting. This Agenda shall be made available upon request in
alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1900 (42 U.S.C. Sec.
12132) and the Ralph M. Brown Act (Cal. Govt. Code Sec. 54954.2). Persons requesting a disability-related modification or
accommodation should contact PV Water Board Secretary at (831) 722-9292 during regular business hours at least 24 hours
prior to the time of the meeting.
Agenda documents are available for review, on the Monday following posting of the agenda, in person at PV Water, 36 Brennan
St. Watsonville, or on the website: https://www.pvwater.org/director-agendas
Translation Services/Servicios De Traduccion
Spanish language translation is available on an as needed basis. Please make advance arrangements with the
PV Water Board Secretary, 36 Brennan St. Watsonville, CA or by telephone (831) 722-9292.
Se proven servicios de interpretacion segun se necesiten. Sirvase contactar a la secretaria de Directiva de la Agencia para hacer
preparativos.

Public Access to
Board of Directors Meeting
You can attend the meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone (may require app).
By Computer: https://www.gotomeet.me/PVWater/board-of-directors
By Phone: (Toll Free): 1 (877) 309-2073; Access Code: 347-473-301#
Please Note: Meeting materials are posted at: https://www.pvwater.org/director-agendas
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MEMORANDUM

DATE:
MEETING OF:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

November 12, 2021
November 17, 2021
Board of Directors
General Manager
CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 8A: Adopt Resolution 2021-16 ReAuthorizing Remote Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative Bodies of
the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Pursuant to Brown Act
Provisions

INTRODUCTION
The California Special Districts Association issued an “AB 361 Implementation Guide” on
September 20, 2021 (included in October 20, 2021 agenda packet). PV Water staff referred to this
guide and the supporting materials to prepare Resolution 2021-15 Authorizing Remote
Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative Bodies of the Pajaro Valley Water Management
Agency Pursuant to Brown Act Provisions, which was adopted last month, and Resolution 202116 Re-Authorizing Remote Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative Bodies of the Pajaro Valley
Water Management Agency Pursuant to Brown Act Provisions.
BACKGROUND
Beginning in March 2020, amid rising concern surrounding the spread of COVID-19 throughout
communities in the state, Governor Newsom issued a series of Executive Orders in an effort to
limit the spread of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19). These Executive Orders (N-25-20, N-2920, N-35-20) collectively modified certain requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act (Brown Act),
which governs the state’s local agency public meetings law.
The orders waived several requirements, including requirements in the Brown Act expressly or
impliedly requiring the physical presence of members of the legislative body, the clerk or other
personnel of the body, or of the public as a condition of participation in or for the purpose of
establishing a quorum for a public meeting. Furthermore, the orders:






waived the requirement that local agencies provide notice of each teleconference location
from which a member of the legislative body will be participating in a public meeting,
waived the requirement that each teleconference location be accessible to the public,
waived the requirement that members of the public be able to address the legislative body
at each teleconference conference location,
waived the requirement that local agencies post agendas at all teleconference locations,
and,
waived the requirement that at least a quorum of the members of the local body participate
from locations within the boundaries of the territory over which the local body exercises
jurisdiction.
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On June 11, 2021, the Governor issued Executive Order N-08-21, which rescinded the
aforementioned modifications made to the Brown Act, effective September 30, 2021. Then, on
September 16, 2021, the Governor signed Assembly Bill 361 (AB 361), which was introduced in
February 2021 by Assembly Member Robert Rivas (D-30, Hollister). AB 361 provides local
agencies with the ability to meet remotely during proclaimed state emergencies under modified
Brown Act requirements, similar in many ways to the rules and procedures established by the
Governor’s Executive Orders. Specifically, AB 361 suspends the requirements located in
California Government Code, section 54953, subdivision (b), paragraph (3). This means that,
during a state of emergency, under specified circumstances, local agencies can meet pursuant to
modified Brown Act requirements. Details are provided in the attached “AB 361 Implementation
Guide.”
The provisions enacted by AB 361 providing flexibility to meet remotely during a proclaimed
emergency will sunset on January 1, 2024. This is subject to change if a future Legislature and
Governor elect to extend the sunset or make the provisions permanent.
DISCUSSION
The Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water or Agency) Board of Directors (Board)
held its first teleconference meeting on April 1, 2020, during which time the Board adopted
Resolution 2020-02 Emergency Authority Granted to General Manager during COVID-19 State
of Emergency Declaration. In the time since, PV Water has held every board, committee, and
community meeting by teleconference in accordance with the Governor’s Executive Orders and
federal, state, and local health guidelines. PV Water staff have worked diligently throughout this
time to engage with stakeholders, particularly as part of three separate ad hoc committee processes
(Sustainable Groundwater Planning, Funding, and Adaptive Management Planning) and multiple
community meetings.
FISCAL IMPACT
None.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Board of Directors adopt Resolution 2021-16 Re-Authorizing Remote Teleconference
Meeting of the Legislative Bodies of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Pursuant to
Brown Act Provisions.
ATTACHMENTS
 Resolution 2021-16 Re-Authorizing Remote Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative
Bodies of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Pursuant to Brown Act Provisions
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Resolution 2021-16
A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
Re-authorizing Remote Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative Bodies of the
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Pursuant to Brown Act Provisions
The Board of Directors of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (“Agency”) does resolve
as follows:
WHEREAS, the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency is committed to preserving and
nurturing public access and participation in meetings of the Board of Directors; and
WHEREAS, all meetings of Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency’s legislative bodies are
open and public, as required by the Ralph M. Brown Act (Cal. Gov. Code 54950 – 54963), so that
any member of the public may attend, participate, and watch the Agency’s legislative bodies
conduct their business; and
WHEREAS, the Brown Act, Government Code section 54953(e), makes provisions for remote
teleconferencing participation in meetings by members of a legislative body, without compliance
with the requirements of Government Code section 54953(b)(3), subject to the existence of certain
conditions; and
WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, Governor Newsom issued a Proclamation of State of Emergency
in response to the COVID-19 pandemic; and,
WHEREAS, on March 17, 2020, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-29-20 that
suspended the teleconferencing rules set forth in the California Open Meeting law, Government
code Section 54950 et seq. (the “Brown Act”), provided certain requirements were met and
followed; and
WHEREAS, on June 11, 2021, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-08-21 that clarified
the suspension of the teleconferencing rules set forth in the Brown Act, and further provided that
those provisions would remain suspended through September 30, 2021; and,
WHEREAS, on September 16, 2021, Governor Newsom signed AB 361 which provides that a
legislative body subject to the Brown Act may continue to meet without fully complying with the
teleconferencing rules in the Brown Act, provided that a State of Emergency is declared by the
Governor pursuant to Government Code section 8625, and either state or local officials have
imposed or recommended measures to promote social distancing, or the legislative body determines
that meeting in person would present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees, and further
requires that certain findings be made by the legislative body every thirty (30) days; and,
WHEREAS, the State of Emergency proclaimed by the Governor on March 4, 2020 remains in
effect; and,
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WHEREAS, California Department of Public Health (“CDPH”) and the federal Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (“CDC”) caution that the Delta variant of COVID-19, currently the
dominant strain of COVID-19 in the country, is more transmissible than prior variants of the virus,
may cause more severe illness, and that even fully vaccinated individuals can spread the virus to
others resulting in rapid and alarming rates of COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations
(https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/variants/delta-variant.html); and,
WHEREAS, other variants of COVID-19 exist, and it is unknown at this time whether other
variants may result in a new surge in COVID-19 cases; and,
WHEREAS, the CDC has established a “Community Transmission” metric with 4 tiers designed
to reflect a community’s COVID-19 case rate and percent positivity; and,
WHEREAS, Monterey County currently has a Community Transmission metric of “moderate” and
Santa Cruz County currently has a Community Transmission metric of “substantial” and
transmission rates of the virus may rise quickly, particularly in the winter months; and,
WHEREAS, due to the seriousness of the current pandemic situation, the CDPH has required that
all unvaccinated persons wear facial coverings indoors, and the CDC and CDPH recommend that
all persons, regardless of vaccination status, wear facial coverings indoors; and,
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors is empowered to take actions necessary to protect public,
health, welfare and safety within the region; and,
WHEREAS, the Agency has an important governmental interest in protecting the health, safety
and welfare of those who participate in meetings of the Board of Directors and other Agency
committees; and,
WHEREAS, in the interest of public health and safety, as affected by the emergency caused by the
spread of COVID-19, the Board of Directors deems it necessary to find that meeting in person for
meetings of the Board of Directors and Agency committees and subcommittees continues to present
imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees, and thus intends to invoke the provisions of AB
361 related to teleconferencing as provided in subdivision (e) of Government Code section 54953;
and
WHEREAS, all teleconferenced meetings of the Agency Board of Directors and related
committees or subcommittees shall comply with the requirements to provide the public with access
to meetings as prescribed in paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of Government Code section 54953;
WHEREAS, State of California and County of Santa Cruz health officials recommend various
social distancing measures, including wearing mask indoors and limiting occupancies at meeting
locations; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors does hereby find and determine that the above conditions
continue to create an imminent risk to the health and safety of attendees; and

Resolution No. 2021-16
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WHEREAS, the Board of Directors previously adopted Resolution 2021-15 on October 20, 2021
finding that the requisite conditions exist for the legislative bodies of the Agency to conduct remote
teleconference meeting without compliance of paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of section 54953;
and
WHEREAS, as a condition of extending the use of the provisions found in section 54953(e), the
Board of Directors must reconsider the circumstances of the state of emergency and the Board of
Directors has done so, as provided above.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the Pajaro Valley
Water Management Agency does hereby resolve as follows:
Section 1. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into this
Resolution by this reference.
Section 2. The Board of Directors finds that as a result of the ongoing proclaimed State of
Emergency in California due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and COVID-19’s continued spread,
holding in person meetings of Agency legislative bodies continues to present imminent risks to the
health or safety of attendees
Section 3. The General Manager and legislative bodies of Pajaro Valley Water Management
Agency are hereby authorized and directed to take all actions necessary to carry out the intent and
purpose of this Resolution including, conducting open and public meetings in accordance with
Government Code section 54953(e) and other applicable provisions of the Brown Act.
Section 4. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption and shall be effective
until the earlier of (i) thirty days from its adoption, or (ii) such time the Board of Directors adopts
a subsequent resolution in accordance with Government Code section 54953(e)(3) to extend the
time during which the legislative bodies of Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency may continue
to teleconference without compliance with paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of section 54953.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, County of Santa
Cruz, State of California, the 17th day of November 2021, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

____________________________

Amy Newell, Chair
Attest:

_______________________________
Helen Rodriguez, Acting Board Secretary
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PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
36 BRENNAN STREET  WATSONVILLE, CA 95076
TEL: (831) 722-9292  FAX: (831) 722-3139
email: info@pvwater.org  https://www.pvwater.org

Board of Directors Meeting
October 20, 2021, 7:00 p.m.

Teleconference

DRAFT BOARD MEETING MINUTES
1. Call to Order: The Regular Board Meeting of Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency was called
to order at 7:02 p.m. by Chair Newell, via teleconference
2. Roll call of the PV WATER Directors:
Board Members Present:

Newell, Culbertson, Bannister, Broz, Rider, Sanchez

Board Members Absent:

Zamora

Staff Members Present:

Brian Lockwood, General Manager (GM)
Helen Rodriguez, Finance & Administrative Services Manager
Marcus Mendiola, Water Conservation and Outreach Specialist
Casey Meusel, Associate Hydrologist
Tony Condotti, Agency Counsel (AC)
Justin Brandt, US Geological Survey
Marissa Earll, US Geological Survey
Cameron Tana, Consultant, Montgomery & Associates
Ellen Cross, Consultant, Strategy Driver
Daniel Castillo
Sierra Ryan
Marla Anderson
Mayra Hernandez
Michelaina
Justine Massey

Others Present:

3. Pledge of Allegiance
4. Oral Communications:

None

5. Director Comments:

None

6. Counsel Report:

None

7. General Manager Report:


GM Lockwood reported on:
USACE Watsonville Slough System Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Study
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October 20,, 2021

Attending Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau, 104th Annual
Business Meeting, Thursday, September 30, 2021, 5:30 p.m. –
9:00 p.m.
ACWA Fall Meeting, November 30 through December 2
Recruiting for Water Resources Technician

8. Consent Agenda
A. Approval of Resolution 2021-15 Authorizing Remote Teleconference Meeting of the Legislative
Bodies of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Pursuant to Brown Act Provisions
B. Approval of Board Meeting September 22, 2021 Minutes
C. Approval of Financial Reports
Action: Director Bannister moved to approve the Consent Agenda; seconded by Director Rider
Motion carried by the following voice vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Newell, Culbertson, Bannister, Broz, Rider, Sanchez
None
Zamora
None

9.

Informational Items
A. Received Basin Management Plan Implementation Update
B. Received Presentation from United States Geological Survey (USGS) on Pajaro Valley Land
Subsidence Analysis
C. Received Presentation on Draft Basin Management Plan Update: Groundwater Sustainability Plan
2022 (GSU22)

10.

Discussion and/or Action Items
A. Consider Approval of Amendment to Agreement with Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc.
for Groundwater Sustainability Plan – Alternative Update, Hydrologic, and Facilitation Services
in an amount not to exceed $301,350 through December 31, 2024.
GM Lockwood presented a summary of the details documented in the memorandum included in
the agenda packet.
Action: Director Rider moved for the Board approval of amendment to agreement with Errol L.
Montgomery & Associates, Inc. for Groundwater Sustainability Plan – Alternative Update,
Hydrologic, and Facilitation Services in an amount not to exceed $301,350 through December 31,
2024; seconded by Director Culbertson.
Motion carried by the following voice vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
11.

Newell, Culbertson, Bannister, Broz, Rider, Sanchez
None
Zamora
None

Monthly Reports/Presentations
A. Facility Operations Report
1. Received Supplemental Water Production Monthly Summary Report
B. Board Committee Reports available at www.pvwater.org
C. Public Outreach Update
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12.

Correspondence

13.

Future Meetings

October 20,, 2021

A. Project & Facility Operations Committee, Wednesday, October 27, 2021, 3:00 p.m.
Teleconference
B. Delivered Water Customers Meeting, Thursday, November 4, 2021, 10:00 a.m., Community
Room A, 275 Main Street, 4th Floor, Watsonville, CA
C. Administration & Finance Committee, Tuesday, November 9, 2021, 3:00 p.m.,
Teleconference
D. Board of Directors’ Meeting, Wednesday, November 17, 2021, 7:00 p.m., Teleconference
E. Project & Facility Operations Committee, Wednesday, December 8, 2021, 3:00 p.m.,
Teleconference (note special date)
F. Administration & Finance Committee, Tuesday, December 14, 2021, 3:00 p.m.,
Teleconference
G. Board of Directors’ Meeting, Wednesday, December 22, 2021, 7:00 p.m., Teleconference
Adjourned at 9:35 p.m.

_____________________________________
Helen Rodriguez, Acting Board Secretary

___________________________________
Date Approved
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PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Account Activity Report per Bank Statement
Date
CLEARING ACCOUNT - Mechanics
Beginning Balance
Cash Receipts
Disbursements
Transfers
Bank Fees
Ending Balance

Deposits

Withdrawals

9/1/2021

Balance
$222,356

1,365,294
1,291,890

GENERAL FUND10-MMA Mechanics
Beginning Balance
Cash Receipts
Transfers
Interest Earned
Bank Fees
Ending Balance
GENERAL FUND 10 - LAIF
Beginning Balance
Transfers
Interest Earned
Ending Balance
GENERAL FUND 20 - LAIF
Beginning Balance
Transfers
Interest Earned
Ending Balance
SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 20-ACH Clearing Acct Mechanics
Beginning Balance
Cash Receipts
Transfers
Disbursments/ACH-Wire
Bank Fees
Ending Balance

$148,952

9/1/2021

$1,114,735
3,592
37

SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 20-Operating Mechanics
Beginning Balance
Cash Receipts
Transfers
Disbursments/ACH-Wire
Bank Fees
Interest Earned
Ending Balance
SPECIAL REVENUE Fund 20 Cash Mgmt-FUND20MMN Mechanics
Beginning Balance
Transfers
Bank Fees
Interest Earned
Ending Balance
Certificate of Deposit - DWR Loan Reserve Mechanics Fund 40
Beginning Balance
Interest Earned
Ending Balance

9/30/2021

9/30/2021

$1,111,180

9/1/2021

$2,186,989

9/30/2021

$2,186,989

9/1/2021

$8,030,678

9/30/2021

$8,030,678

9/1/2021

$0

9/30/2021

$0

9/1/2021

$37,772
141,136
138,298
5,912

9/30/2021

$34,699

9/1/2021

$7,838,265
1,150,000
244

9/30/2021

$6,688,509

9/1/2021

$254,340

9/30/2021

$254,340

Prior Month Ending Cash Balance: Total Deposits:
$19,685,135

Total Withdrawals:

$1,433,307

$2,663,096

Cash Transfers

1,291,890

1,291,890

Actual Cash Receipts/Disbursements

141,417

1,371,206
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Month End Cash Balance:
$18,455,346
(0)

PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
INVESTMENT REPORT
ALL FUNDS
September 30, 2021

Current
Yield

Description

Investment

% of Total Weighted
Portfolio
Yield

MechanicsClearing Account

0.00%

$148,952

0.81%

0.00%

General Fund 10
Mechanics General Fund 10 Money Market Account
Local Agency Investment Fund

0.04%
0.44%

1,111,180
2,186,989
$3,298,169

6.02%
11.85%

0.00%
0.05%

Special Revenue Fund 20
Mechanics Special Revenue Fund 20-ACH Clearing Account
Mechanics Special Revenue Fund 20 Operating Account
Mechanics Special Revenue Fund 20 Money Market Account
Local Agency Investment Fund

0.00%
0.00%
0.04%
0.44%

0
34,699
6,688,509
8,030,678
$14,753,885

0.00%
0.19%
36.24%
43.51%

0.00%
0.00%
0.01%
0.19%

Long Term Debt Fund 40
Mechanics Certificate of Deposit DWR Loan Reserve

0.50%

$254,340

1.38%

0.01%

$18,455,346

100.0%

Total:

Total Funds Reserved (DWR Fund 40)
Total Funds Invested
Total Funds Non-interest Bearing
Total Funds

254,340
18,017,355
183,650.27
$18,455,346

Total Available Funds
Cash Reserve Policy Requirements (PV Water)
Surplus (Deficit) of Funds

18,201,006
5,790,000
$12,411,006
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PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
BUDGET vs. ACTUAL
BY EXPENSE TYPE
2021-22FY as of 9/30/21
2021
One Year
Prior Actual

# Description
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

Revenue
Management Fees
Augmentation Charges
Delivered Water Sales
Grants & Loans
Interest Income
Bond Revenue

Other Revenue
Revenue Total:
Expenditures
Salaries, Wages and Benefits
Conferences and Training
Travel/Meals
Bank Charges
Insurance
Taxes & Fees
Legal Notices & Ads
Dues & Subscription
Office Expense
Postage
Printing
Utilities
Telephone
Office Equipment Leases
Project Well Lease
Field Supplies-Equipment
Elections
Uniforms
Legal Services
Professional Services
LAFCO District Fees
Bad Debt
Collection Fee
Special Projects Outreach
Facilities Maintenance
Land
Information Technology
Licensed Contractors
Vehicle Purchase
Vehicle Maintenance
Meters
COW Reimb RWF O&M
Rebates
Right of Way
City Connection Water Charges
Misc. (X-Band Radar Pledge)
Water Sampling
DWR Loan Pmt-CDSProp13
SWRCB Loan 1,947,270-Interest
Bond Administrative Fee

2015 Water Bond
2016 Water Bond
Expenditures Total:

REVENUES LESS EXPENDITURES

2022

2022

Budget

Year to Date
End Balance

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

387,222
4,736,654
689,591
476
243
472
5,814,659

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

387,000
11,880,000
2,162,500
1,700,000
250,000
46,500,000
35,000
62,914,500

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

557,915
780
107
19,788
61,834
339
358
3,421
12
4,352
108,671
5,032
1,853
7,682
167
102,301
564,192
3,434
65
4,496
23,968
22,908
2,973
3,120
547,553

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

196,256
13,299
125,708
267,925
182,106
2,832,614

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,513,857
23,350
35,500
90,050
38,500
59,250
12,250
59,400
22,500
12,500
37,750
237,700
28,000
15,500
90,000
64,000
3,000
412,000
6,881,500
17,850
10,000
5,000
25,000
63,000
7,450,000
150,000
7,600,000
70,000
24,350
124,000
2,310,000
125,000
490,000
7,500
87,000
251,416
7,500
2,297,350
806,613
32,558,186

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$2,982,045

$30,356,314
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$
$
$
$

369,706
4,924,269
901,448
71,321
7,051
19,758
6,293,554
581,823
5,520
300
14,105
10,833
7,385
1,802
6,853
1,784
521
3,187
109,741
3,913
2,104
3,750
12,359
21,712
1,835
30,060
719,008
3,836
(1,647)
5,120
4,935
4,265
24,155
39,671
39,483
9,131
1,131
0
9,217
15,853
125,708
223,640
173,306
2,216,398
$4,077,156

Remaining YTD Budget
(Over) Under
Variance
% Var
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

17,294
6,955,731
1,261,052
1,628,679
242,949
46,500,000
15,242
56,620,946

4.47%
58.55%
58.31%
95.80%
97.18%
100.00%
43.55%
90.00%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,932,034
17,830
35,200
75,945
27,667
51,865
10,448
52,548
20,716
11,979
34,563
127,959
24,087
13,396
86,250
51,641
(21,712)
1,165
381,940
6,162,492
14,014
11,647
(120)
20,065
58,735
7,450,000
125,845
7,560,329
30,517
15,219
122,869
2,310,000
115,783
490,000
7,500
71,147
125,708
7,500
2,073,710
633,307
30,341,788

76.86%
76.36%
99.15%
84.34%
71.86%
87.54%
85.29%
88.46%
92.07%
95.83%
91.56%
53.83%
86.03%
86.43%
95.83%
80.69%
0.00%
38.82%
92.70%
89.55%
78.51%
116.47%
-2.40%
80.26%
93.23%
100.00%
83.90%
99.48%
43.60%
62.50%
99.09%
100.00%
92.63%
0.00%
100.00%
100.00%
81.78%
50.00%
0.00%
100.00%
90.27%
78.51%
93.19%

PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
BUDGET vs. ACTUAL
BY DEPARTMENT
2021-22FY as of 9/30/21

# Description
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Revenue
Management Fees
Augmentation Charges
Delivered Water Sales
Grants & Loans
Interest Income
Bond Revenue
Other Revenue
Revenue Total:

2021

2022

2022

One Year
Prior Actual

Budget

Year To Date
End Balance

Remaining YTD Budget
(Over) Under
Variance
% Var

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

387,222
4,736,654
689,591
476
243
472
5,814,659

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

387,000
11,880,000
2,162,500
1,700,000
250,000
46,500,000
35,000
62,914,500

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

369,706
4,924,269
901,448
71,321
7,051
19,758
6,293,554

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

17,294
6,955,731
1,261,052
1,628,679
242,949
46,500,000
15,242
56,620,946

4.47%
58.55%
58.31%
95.80%
97.18%
100.00%
43.55%
90.00%

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

288,438
7,302
27,601
19,558
112,150
8
65,069
357,105
575,739
75,018
302,798
90,821
551,649
78,700
156,306
3,052
4,929
15,408
46,997
42,722
1,623
4,095
5,526
2,832,614

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,282,195
41,048
217,314
139,950
506,774
30,212
2,122,865
15,037,483
3,355,379
262,407
1,073,271
487,236
2,351,293
569,135
1,439,268
2,528,161
237,416
264,276
403,104
34,639
73,630
101,130
32,558,186

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

265,815
28,096
33,839
26,954
21,437
1,293
17,328
663,366
522,654
52,962
147,860
153,964
4,287
95,796
26,065
7,498
46
16,313
46,627
71,602
1,730
4,344
6,521
2,216,398

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,016,380
12,952
183,475
112,996
485,337
28,919
2,105,537
14,374,117
2,832,725
209,445
925,411
333,272
2,347,006
473,339
1,413,203
2,520,663
(46)
221,103
217,649
331,502
32,909
69,286
94,609
30,341,788

79.27%
31.55%
84.43%
80.74%
95.77%

$

2,982,045

$30,356,314

$

4,077,156

Expenditures

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Office Administration
Board Support
Education & Outreach
Grant Administration
Conservation
BMP Network Improvements
HS Recharge Facilities Optimization
College Lake Project
Loans & Bonds
Harkins Slough Facility
Coastal Distribution System
Supplemental Water (In-Basin)
Recycled Water Facility
Metering Program
Wats Slough & North Dunes Recharge
Recycled Water Storage Project
CDS F-Line Expansion
Basin Modeling
Basin Monitoring
In-Basin Management Plan
Regional Water Management Plan
Out-of-Basin Funding
In-Basin Funding

Expenditures Total:
REVENUES LESS EXPENDITURES
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99.18%
95.59%
84.42%
79.82%
86.22%
68.40%
99.82%
83.17%
98.19%
99.70%
0.00%
93.13%
82.36%
82.24%
95.01%
94.10%
93.55%
93.19%

PV Water
Accounts Receivable Aging 3 Month Trend
As of 10/29/2021
Balance Forward Bal Under 30 Bal 30 to 60 Bal 60 to 90 Bal 90 to 120 Bal Over 120
Accounts Receivable before credits
Credits
Total Accounts Receivable at 10/30/21

1,474,438
(24,497)
1,449,941

31,792

1,316,695

2,823

0

123,128

Accounts Receivable before credits
Credits
Total Accounts Receivable at 10/30/20

1,562,497
(3,053)
1,559,444

1,457

1,293,596

3,868

58

263,519

Accounts Receivable before credits
Credits
Total Accounts Receivable at 9/30/21

5,964,363
(952)
5,963,411

5,813,579

5,600

0

53,032

92,152

Accounts Receivable before credits
Credits
Total Accounts Receivable at 8/31/21

219,563
(18,053)
201,510

9,294

0

115,389

434

94,446

Accounts Receivable before credits
Credits
Total Accounts Receivable at 7/31/21

1,431,572
(12,809)
1,418,763

2,903

1,325,297

1,000

0

102,372

1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
A/R at 10/29/21

600,000

A/R at 10/30/20

400,000
200,000
0
Bal Under 30

aging report102921
prepared by: rg

Bal 30 to 60

Bal 60 to 90
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Bal 90 to 120

Bal Over 120

11/2/2021

Accounts Payable
Checks by Date - Detail by Check Date
User: Nancy
Printed: 10/29/10:54 AM

Check No Vendor No
Invoice No
37279 A190
208997/208659

Vendor Name
Description
ACE HARDWARE OF WATSONVILLE INC

Check Date Check Amount
Reference
10/06/2021

CD's Field Supplies for 9/21

202.93

Total for Check Number 37279:

202.93

37280 A1230
1323931

ADP-AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING INC.

10/06/2021

Agency Payroll Processing Charges PE for 7/16-9/17/21

815.65

Total for Check Number 37280:

815.65

37281 A795
RECHARGE REBATE

APTOS BERRY FARMS

10/06/2021

Recharge Net Metering Prog. Rebate, Water Yr 2021

6,396.00

Total for Check Number 37281:

6,396.00

37282 L563
7/14-8/13/21

BRIAN LOCKWOOD

10/06/2021

GM. Cell reimb. For 8/21

80.00

Total for Check Number 37282:

80.00

37283 C1099
FB14569
FB14685
FB14783

CAROLLO ENGINEERS INC

10/06/2021

Professional services for RWF Planning Thru 8/31/21
Prof.Sservices/ PV Water CL WTP & Weir Desing for 8/21
BMP Program Mngmnt CL Planning Prog. report for 8/21

2,790.73
184,872.60
8,361.88

Total for Check Number 37283:

196,025.21

37284 F199
210912

FEDAK & BROWN LLP

10/06/2021

Progress Billing on Audit & Financial Statements for 9/21

8,875.00

Total for Check Number 37284:

8,875.00

37285 K91
RECHARGE REBATE

KELLY-THOMPSON RANCH LLC

10/06/2021

Recharge Net Metering Prog. Rebate, Water Yr 2021

2,214.00

Total for Check Number 37285:

2,214.00

37286 M900
9/4--9/25/21

MERRY MAIDS

10/06/2021

Monthly Office housekeeping for 9/4 to 9/25/21

632.00

Total for Check Number 37286:

632.00

37287 M1872
E0400FSKIP
E0400FSVYE

MICROSOFT

10/06/2021

IT-Hydrology 365 Support for 8/17-9/16/21
IT-Hydrology 365 Support Annual subs. for 9/17/20-9/16/21

12.50
119.88

Total for Check Number 37287:

132.38

37288 P1160
2299

MIKE PODLECH

10/06/2021

CL Fisheries Support Prof. Services for 9/1 to 9/30/21

2,557.50

Total for Check Number 37288:

2,557.50

37289 M1175
210907-77
210909-40
210913-33
210915-59

MONTEREY BAY ANALYTICAL SERVICE INC

10/06/2021

Water Samples Groundwater for 9/7/21
Water Samples Groundwater for 9/9/21
Water Samples Groundwater for 9/13/21
Water Samples Groundwater for 9/15/21

490.00
1,170.00
390.00
540.00

Total for Check Number 37289:

2,590.00

37290 M1300
18510

MONTEREY BAY CATERERS
Breakfast meeting for 9/21

Total for Check Number 37290:

10/06/2021
65.55
65.55
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37291 M1425
36409

MONTEREY BAY PROFESSIONAL LANDSCAPE INC 10/06/2021
Building Mo. Landscape Maint. For 9/21

196.00

Total for Check Number 37291:

196.00

37292 P180
392450

PENINSULA MESSENGER LLC

10/06/2021

Monthly RaboBank Courier for 9/21

113.00

Total for Check Number 37292:

113.00

37293 P800
2926809320-9
2926809320-9
3771390038-1
4291054495-8
5290624576-7
5916054391-0

PG & E

10/06/2021

Service at 36 B Brennan St for 8/24 to 9/22/21
Service at 36 B Brennan St for 8/24 to 9/22/21
Service at Jensen Rd #3 for 8/20 to 9/20/21
Service at 475 San Andreas Rd for 8/23 to 9/21/21
Service at 2240 Beach Rd for 8/20 to 9/20/21
Service at 187C San Andreas Rd for 8/23 to 9/21/21

134.51
44.83
30.50
2,572.20
10.51
3,528.94

Total for Check Number 37293:

6,321.49

37294 P1000
3105037110

PITNEY BOWES GLOBAL FINANCIAL SERVICES LLC 10/06/2021
Postage Equipment Leasing Fee for 10/30/21-1/29/22

65.35

Total for Check Number 37294:

65.35

37295 R320
P3488839

RDO EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC

10/06/2021

Oil & Filter supplies for 9/21

248.34

Total for Check Number 37295:

248.34

37296 R775
28076
28100

ROY ALSOP PUMP & DRILLING CO.

10/06/2021

Scada system. Breaker to VFD was disassembled for 9/21
Replaced motor & desassemble for inspection for 9/21

1,520.64
39,296.01

Total for Check Number 37296:

40,816.65

37297 S1405
0449086

SC FUELS INC

10/06/2021

Agency Vehicles Fuel for 9/20-9/30/21

555.07

Total for Check Number 37297:

555.07

37298 C1580
0495564092321

SPECTRUM BUSINESS COMMUNICATIONS

10/06/2021

LandLine services for 9/23 to 10/22/21

663.79

Total for Check Number 37298:

663.79

37299 t100
330301-0

TAYLOR'S OFFICE CITY, INC.

10/06/2021

Office Supplies Labels for 9/21

14.15

Total for Check Number 37299:

14.15

37300 U185
453390411

U.S. BANK EQUIPMENT FINANCE

10/06/2021

RICOH Office Copier (upstairs) for 10/21

92.77

Total for Check Number 37300:

92.77

37301 R400
23233
23234

WATSONVILLE PAJARONIAN

10/06/2021

Ordinance #2021-01 for 9/21
Ordinance #2021-02 for 9/21

691.19
1,111.30

Total for Check Number 37301:

1,802.49

37302 Z100
118214

ZAG TECHNICAL SERVICES, INC.

10/06/2021

IT-Professional Prefered Support Agreement for 9/21

38.75

Total for Check Number 37302:

38.75

Total for 10/6/2021:

271,514.07

ACH A1250
EE deferrals

AFLAC- FLEX ONE

10/08/2021

EE PR Deferrals

606.70

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor A1250:

606.70

ACH A300
0675174

ACWA/JPIA
11/21 Health Prems
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10/08/2021
31,521.71

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor A300:

31,521.71

ACH N125
EE deferrals

NATIONWIDE RETIREMENT SOLUTION

10/08/2021

EE PR Deferrals

5,000.00

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor N125:

5,000.00

ACH P1300
EE deferrals
EE deferrals

PERS-Fiscal Services Division Cashier Unit

10/08/2021

ER/EE Retirement Contributions
EE PR Deferrals

9,255.63
740.00

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor P1300:

9,995.63

ACH P555
EE deferrals

PVWMA-Cafeteria Account

10/08/2021

EE PR Deferrals

1,146.47

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor P555:

1,146.47

Total for 10/8/2021:

48,270.51

37303 A351
YR 10/1-9/30/22

ACWA/JPIA

10/21/2021

Premium Policy Yr. for 10/1/201 to 9/30/22

40,706.97

Total for Check Number 37303:

40,706.97

37304 A650
MEMBERSHIP 1/22-12/22

AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSN.

10/21/2021

Annually Membership for 1/1/22 to 12/31/22

473.00

Total for Check Number 37304:

473.00

37305 A910
33806
33806

ATCHINSON,BARISONE,CONDOTTI

10/21/2021

College Lake Legal Services for 9/1 to 9/30/21
Professional Services General Matters for 9/1-9/30/21

3,568.10
1,130.10

Total for Check Number 37305:

4,698.20

37306 B102
8812.0001
8812-0005
8812-0005

BARTKIEWICZ, KRONICK & SHANAHAN INC

10/21/2021

General Professional Legal Services for 9/21
Legal Professional Services CL. Project for 9/21
Legal Prof. Service Watsonvielle Slough WSR for 9/21

829.50
217.50
3,920.00

Total for Check Number 37306:

4,967.00

37307 R40
SEPT2021
SEPT2021

CARDMEMBER SERVICE

10/21/2021

Office Supplies for 9/21
Budget Conferencing for 9/21

499.75
318.88

Total for Check Number 37307:

818.63

37308 C1099
FB15662
FB15662

CAROLLO ENGINEERS INC

10/21/2021

BMP Program Mngmnt CL Planning Prog. report for 9/21
BMP Program Mngmnt HSR Planning Prog. report for 9/21

6,575.18
301.70

Total for Check Number 37308:

6,876.88

37309 C103
17-1003-4-16
17-1003-5-10
19-1024-2-5
19-1024-2-6

CBEC ECO ENGINEERING INC

10/21/2021

CL/Improve/Professional services Environ for 9/1-9/30/21
CL/PS.Hydrologic Monitoring Yr.'21 for 9/1/ to 9/30/21
CL Fishway Tech Support/ Env for 8/1-8/30/21
CL Fishway Tech Support/ Env for 9/1-9/30/21

8,754.18
1,426.50
645.00
1,290.00

Total for Check Number 37309:

12,115.68

37310 W400
AC#02389-OFFICE

CITY OF WATSONVILLE UTILITIES

10/21/2021

Office Monthly Utilities for 9/13 to 10/11/21

159.09

Total for Check Number 37310:

159.09

37311 C106
CSDA 2022

CSDA CALIFORNIA SPECIAL DISTRICTS ASSOC.

10/21/2021

2022 CSDA Membership Renewal Labor Law for 10/21

8,195.00

Total for Check Number 37311:

8,195.00

37312 E355
B90103.01-09

EKI ENVIRONMENT & WATER INC
HS. Professional Services for 8/21 to 9/30/21

Total for Check Number 37312:

10/21/2021
5,186.20
5,186.20
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37313 E500
168328

ESA Water

10/21/2021

CL Project Prof. Services for 9/1-9/30/21

6,766.25

Total for Check Number 37313:

6,766.25

37314 G330
1624
1625

GUTIERREZ CONSULTANTS, INC.

10/21/2021

IRWM Drought Grant Support Services for 8/1 to 8/31/21
SWRCB Prop 1 Phase II Sup. Services for 8/1-8/31/21

1,464.00
3,721.00

Total for Check Number 37314:

5,185.00

37315 I220
00146794

IN-SITU INC.

10/21/2021

Field supplies/Docking Station USB for 10/21

304.19

Total for Check Number 37315:

304.19

37316 J301
W8Y08700-013

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP INC.

10/21/2021

Expansion and CL Design for 8/28 to 10/1/21

134,808.41

Total for Check Number 37316:

134,808.41

37317 K89
14832

KARAS TECHNICAL SERVICES

10/21/2021

2550 Fall Newsletter for 9/21

874.00

Total for Check Number 37317:

874.00

37318 M1060
3887

MCE-MID COAST ENGINEERS, INC

10/21/2021

Prepare Legal & Plat Land for Murrillo Services for 8/21

1,565.00

Total for Check Number 37318:

1,565.00

37319 M1872
E0400G54VJ

MICROSOFT

10/21/2021

IT-Hydrology 365 Support for 9/17-10/16/21

12.50

Total for Check Number 37319:

12.50

37320 M1875
E0600G6FRT

MICROSOFT AZURE

10/21/2021

IT-Support Pay as You go for 8/12 to 9/11/21

15.00

Total for Check Number 37320:

15.00

37321 m1175
210917-20
210924-06
211005-84

MONTEREY BAY ANALYTICAL SERVICE INC

10/21/2021

Water Samples Groundwater for 9/17/21
Water Samples CDS for 9/24/21
Water Samples Groundwater for 10/5/21

180.00
709.00
220.00

Total for Check Number 37321:

1,109.00

37322 M1425
36493

MONTEREY BAY PROFESSIONAL LANDSCAPE INC 10/21/2021
Building Mo. Landscape Maint. For 10/21

196.00

Total for Check Number 37322:

196.00

37323 P629
39193

PASILLAS TIRE SERVICES, INC

10/21/2021

Veh. Maint. Veh #11 for 10/21

20.00

Total for Check Number 37323:

20.00

37324 P800
1787734656-3
9214983032-2
9218085363-9
9968544374-1
9968544374-1

PG & E

10/21/2021

Service at 1859 Beach rd for 9/10 to 10/10/21
Service at 1931 Beach rd for 9/10 to 10/10/21
Service at 162 San Andreas Rd for 9/10 to 10/10/21
Service at 36 Brennan St for 9/10 to 10/10/21
Service at 36 Brennan St for 9/10 to 10/10/21

13,198.71
4,358.92
268.37
118.63
355.89

Total for Check Number 37324:

18,300.52

37325 S800
TAXES 2021-2022

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY TAX COLLECTOR

10/21/2021

36 Brennan St. Property Tax yr installments for 2021-2022

12,741.06

Total for Check Number 37325:

12,741.06

37326 S1405
0456063

SC FUELS INC

10/21/2021

Agency Vehicles Fuel for 10/5 to 10/13/21

295.89

Total for Check Number 37326:

295.89

37327 S1417
1

SCCRTC
PipeLine App. License Agreement CL for 10/21
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10/21/2021
2,500.00

Total for Check Number 37327:

2,500.00

37328 T225
18559

T.M. IRRIGATION SPECIALTIES INC

10/21/2021

Field Supplies/Turn out parts for for 9/21

294.80

Total for Check Number 37328:

294.80

37329 V369
9889585223

VERIZON WIRELESS

10/21/2021

Agency Personnel Cell Phones & equipt. for 9/2 - 10/1/21

420.64

Total for Check Number 37329:

420.64

37330 W80
INV3112394

WAGEWORKS INC.

10/21/2021

Mo. Admin & Compliance fee for 9/21

110.00

Total for Check Number 37330:

110.00

37331 Z100
118138
118155
118373
118510
118561

ZAG TECHNICAL SERVICES, INC.

10/21/2021

IT-Agreement Patching & AV Managed for 10/21
IT-Professional Prefered Support Agreement for 10/21
IT-Monthly Subscription Agreement-Datto for 10/21
IT-Monthly Subscription MS-CSP for 10/21
IT-Professional Prefered Support Agreement for 10/21

1,494.00
390.00
815.00
192.00
5,398.13

Total for Check Number 37331:

8,289.13

Total for 10/21/2021:

278,004.04

ACH A1250
EE Deferrals

AFLAC- FLEX ONE

10/22/2021

EE PR Deferrals

582.46

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor A1250:

582.46

ACH N125
EE Deferrals

NATIONWIDE RETIREMENT SOLUTION

10/22/2021

EE PR Deferrals

4,300.00

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor N125:

4,300.00

ACH P1300
EE Deferrals
EE Deferrals

PERS-Fiscal Services Division Cashier Unit

10/22/2021

EE PR Deferrals
ER/EE Retirement Contributions

740.00
8,437.11

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor P1300:

9,177.11

ACH P555
EE Deferrals

PVWMA-Cafeteria Account

10/22/2021

EE PR Deferrals

1,040.71

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor P555:

1,040.71

ACH T359
00-649299-0087

THE STANDARD INSURANCE COMPANY
Long Term Disability Benefits

10/22/2021
557.74

Total for this ACH Check for Vendor T359:

557.74
15,658.02

Total for 10/22/2021:

Report Total (63 checks):
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613,446.64

MEMORANDUM
DATE:
MEETING OF:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

November 12, 2021
November 17, 2021
Board of Directors
General Manager
INFORMATIONAL ITEM 9A: Basin Management Plan Implementation
Update

BACKGROUND
Staff prepares the following update monthly with the intent of keeping the Board and public upto-date with respect to capital projects planning, funding, and when applicable, construction.
DISCUSSION
- Funding
o Received reimbursement from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
for Proposition 1 Recycled Water Grant Invoice 9, totaling $31,252.00, on
11/10/2021.
o Received reimbursement from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) for
Proposition 84 Drought Emergency Grant Invoice 24, totaling $61,280.91, on
10/18/2021; this grant reimbursed grant administration costs.
o DWR Proposition 68 Sustainable Groundwater Management Grant Program
Planning – Round 3 Grant: Received payment of invoice package #5 in the amount
of $3,294 for the BMP Groundwater Sustainability Plan Update 2022 Project on
10/20/2021.
- Recycled Water Facility Optimization: UV Disinfection Upgrade Project
o Held internal planning meetings.
o Project is funded, in part, by the SWRCB through a low-interest State Revolving
Fund agreement and a Proposition 1 Recycled Water grant.
- College Lake Integrated Resources Management Project
o Engineering: Staff received the 100% design documents for the weir, intake, and
treatment on November 5; staff reviewed and commented on the 60% design
documents for College Lake Pipeline; continued to hold meetings with interested
parties and agencies.
o Environmental: Work on an addendum to the College Lake EIR is progressing, as
is the draft Adaptive Management Plan, a second draft of which was published on
November 1 for Committee review; held Ad Hoc Adaptive Management Plan
(AMP) meeting number 4 on November 10, 2021, and plan to present the Draft
AMP to the Board on December 22, 2021.
o Permitting: Received notice (attached) from the SWRCB that the water-right permit
will be placed on its December 7, 2021 agenda; continued corresponding with other
permitting agencies on pending applications.
o Outreach and Engagement: ongoing.
o Property Rights: ongoing.
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-

-

Watsonville Slough System Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Projects
o Permitting: Published the water-right application in the Pajaronian on October 22,
29, and November 5, as directed by the SWRCB.
o Modeling / Planning: Regarding project next steps 1) Install bigger pumps in
existing recovery wells, 2) Construct additional recovery wells near existing ones,
and 3) Construct new wells to conduct aquifer tests the gravel layer, staff researched
PV Waters’ easements and held a meeting with property owner.
Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22)
o Worked on non-substantive updates to GSU22.
o Held a meeting with representatives from adjacent groundwater sustainability
agencies on October 27, 2021 (Santa Cruz Mid-County & Salinas Valley).
o Held a meeting with representatives of San Benito and Monterey Counties, as well
as Aromas Water District, to discuss the “Non-Jurisdictional Area” on October 28,
2021.
o Published notice of public hearing in the Pajaronian on November 5, 2021.
o Staff and consultants will present the GSU22 to the Board as an action item during
its November 17, 2021 meeting.
o PV Water is required to submit the GSU22 to DWR by January 1, 2022.

FISCAL IMPACT
There is no fiscal impact associated with this monthly update.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Board receives the update.
ATTACHMENTS
 Sierra Club letter dated October 26, 2021 concerning the first draft of the Draft Adaptive
Management Plan
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY GROUP
of the Ventana Chapter
P.O. Box 604, Santa Cruz, CA 95061

EMAIL: sierraclubsantacruz@gmail.com
WEB: www.sierraclub.org/ventana/santa-cruz

October 26, 2021
Mr. Brian Lockwood
Manager, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
36 Brennan St.
Watsonville, CA 95076
Re: Sierra Club Comments—PVWMA Draft Adaptive Management Plan
Dear Mr. Lockwood,

Thank you for the work done to date on the Draft Adaptive Management Plan (DAMP) for the basin
wetlands. The DAMP includes objectives, triggers and actions that will help to ensure that the adverse
effects of the PVWMA irrigation project on biodiversity and biological productivity of the lake will
be moderated by habitat preservation and management.
This letter highlights Sierra Club concerns regarding the current draft of the Adaptive Management
Plan, its consistency with stipulated terms of the State water rights permit and implementation of a
plan that will effectively preserve waterfowl habitat quality and other plant and wildlife resources of
wetlands affected by water project operation. The Sierra Club representative on the Committee, Jerry
Busch, reports to the Executive and Conservation committees on the progress and potential challenges
of the AMP Committee. Observations are also contributed by other Sierra Club Executive Committee
members who have attended AMPC meetings.
Woody vegetation control
One of the important functions of the DAMP will be to guide management of woody vegetation.
Although willow growth could be detrimental to waterfowl dependent on open water, excessive
measures for woody vegetation control could be equally harmful. Table 4-1, entitled “Summary of
Proposed Management Objectives, Metrics, and Triggers,” establishes an objective to “Sustain
seasonal wetland and native vegetation,” which would be met by initial disking or localized hand
removal of woody vegetation, followed by monitoring of woody plants (location, estimated area,
abundance, height) and future action to “retreat or revegetate as needed.” This sensible approach
reflects the essence of Adaptive Management: an initial management measure (disking or hand
removal), with monitoring and follow-up actions as needed to sustain wetland vegetation.

These appropriate measures of Table 4-1 are contradicted by those of Table 2-2, “Summary Description
of Anticipated Maintenance Activities” and Table 2-3, “Anticipated Changes to Inundation Periods
and Land Cover at College Lake,” which anticipate that disking or mowing would be implemented
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every 1-2 years (Table 2-2) or annually (Table 2-3). Annual disking or mowing would eliminate
emergent vegetation for waterfowl, not sustain it. Tables 2-2 and 2-3 are inconsistent with the
management approach and many objectives and measures described in Table 4-1 and elsewhere in
the DAMP. At minimum, both tables should include a note that they were prepared for the DEIR prior
to the AMP Committee, water rights permit approval and other recent project developments and do
not necessarily reflect the most up-to-date approaches. Table 2-2 should be updated to be consistent
with Table 4-1. Table 2-3 should be deleted entirely (this table is inappropriate in the AMP because it
is a non-adaptive and speculative exercise within a document committed to concrete outcomes based
on active monitoring and management).

The DAMP includes additional areas of concern. As you know, the pending conditions of the PVWMA
water rights permit, as stipulated by your agency, require the AMP to include the following:
• Systematic studies of fish, wildlife and vegetation
• Measures to preserve waterfowl habitat quality

• No diversion unless the rights holder is implementing the plan
Waterfowl Monitoring
The DAMP does not currently propose any detailed, systematic metrics to monitor waterfowl, other
than to “monitor median daily abundance of waterfowl guilds during December–March.” This entails
counting waterfowl at intervals, then finding the median range or average number of birds counted
per day. This approach would not necessarily reveal the effects of project operation on the lake,
because the trends in waterfowl numbers there would be difficult to separate from general trends in
waterfowl populations regionally and statewide. For example, waterfowl numbers at the lake may
decline one year due to excessive runoff and muddy water, and increase in another year due to regional
drought. Or populations may start out high in a dry year, then decrease as the season progresses—a
fluctuation that could be overlooked by the sampling method unless enough counts were taken to
establish daily averages for each month. The effect of project operation could be lost in the background
“noise” of natural waterfowl population changes.

The Sierra Club recommends that, in addition to compiling average daily population counts, the AMP
should monitor waterfowl numbers by field within the lake basin. Monitoring changes between fields
controls for the influence of external factors. Field-based counts can be aggregated into basin-wide
counts, and can also provide significant data about the response of waterfowl to changes in habitat
quality between fields, including project operation and habitat management. For example, if emergent
vegetation and seed production is wholly eliminated in several fields but improved in other fields,
the data could indicate that management measures to maintain seed production should be
implemented, even though overall waterfowl numbers remain constant. Field-specific data can also
highlight the effects of changes in water level, rainfall patterns and changes in turbidity. The waterfowl
monitoring has already been designed and set up as field-based, the fields are already diagramed
and marked with buoys and other markers, and the cost of field-based study is similar to simple basinwide monitoring.
Monitoring Wetland Vegetation
The Sierra Club supports the DAMP metric to monitor the acreage of seasonal wetlands. A decline in
seasonal wetland area would be considered synonymous with a decline in waterfowl habitat quality,
Sierra Club Comments—PVWMA Draft Adaptive Management Plan
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because a reduction in food availability can adversely affect breeding success later on. However, it
is also important to collect data about plant composition, cover, seed production and elevation
distribution, in order to evaluate trends in marsh vegetation and habitat value to waterfowl. Also, a
fine-grained approach is essential to monitor the habitat response to management actions such as disking,
weeding, planting waterfowl food, or changes in drawdown date or water levels from year to year.
The metric methodologies submitted for the November meeting need to be sufficiently complete, with
only minor adjustments, to receive the endorsement of the AMP committee. If the forthcoming
vegetation monitoring metrics are not sufficiently well-developed, or not considered adequate, an
additional meeting of the AMP could be reasonably required for AMPC approval.

Because habitat quality is a key component of monitoring waterfowl habitat utilization required by
the Basin Management Plan EIR, the following action triggers should also be considered:
• Seed production of preferred waterfowl food plants – maintain at or above
pre-project productivity.

• Waterfowl preferred food plant cover or occurrence – maintain at or above
2017–2022 cover or species frequency.

• Invertebrate species selected by waterfowl – no decrease in diversity or abundance.
Farming Consistent with Other Objectives
Although PV Water is committed to encouraging a level of farming in the upper contours (59–63-foot
elevation band) of the lake basin, this does not need to conflict significantly with preserving waterfowl
habitat quality. The EIR specified farming to occur at least one out of every five years, a level of
farming consistent with maintaining open waterfowl habitat around the shoreline. The AMP
management trigger, however, would require action whenever agricultural activity fell below the
annual farming that occurred in 2014–2021. Because annual cultivation of the elevation band would
be inconsistent with sustaining seasonal vegetation, the threshold should be scaled back to encourage
farming one out of every five years.
Tribal Interests
As consistent with comments by the AMPC’s tribal representative, the Cultural Resources objective
could be expanded to include maintaining and fostering plants and wildlife utilized by indigenous
people for food, shelter construction, industry, medicine or ceremony/spiritual practice, potentially
including tribal harvesting and use. Protection of known cultural sites potentially affected by project
construction and operation should be implemented.
Long-Term Workplan
To provide accountability and predictability, a workplan and budget should be prepared for the AMP,
providing an annual budget for implementing monitoring, analysis and reporting. During baseline data
phase, the budget should itemize the collection, analysis and reporting of metrics. During management
action phase, an itemized workplan and budget must be prepared for implementing, evaluating and
reporting the management action. This is essential to plan and guide work, allow budgeting by the
water board and provide public accountability.

Sierra Club Comments—PVWMA Draft Adaptive Management Plan
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The absence of a budget and workplan, will result in the PVWMA Board of Directors providing
piecemeal review of each expenditure on the AMP, which effectively denies the public the opportunity
to review and comment on AMP expenditures.
Conclusion
The Draft AMP lays the groundwork for an effective adaptive management program. Modification
of the woody vegetation management guidelines to provide internal consistency and highlight
implementation of an adaptive management approach will ensure that the AMP meets the goal of
sustaining seasonal vegetation for waterfowl habitat. A systematic approach to waterfowl monitoring
is required by the stipulated terms of the water rights permit, and necessary to produce significant
results regarding the impacts of project operation and habitat management actions. Vegetation
monitoring should be field-based and include transects or quadrat-based ground sampling to reinforce
the waterfowl monitoring, evaluate the efficacy of management actions and track changes in waterfowl
habitat quality, as required by the stipulated terms. Seed production and invertebrate diversity—key
components of waterfowl habitat quality—should be monitored to comply with the water rights terms.
The farming triggers should be revised to render them consistent with sustaining seasonal vegetation
and waterfowl habitat, by modifying the acceptable threshold for farming in the 59–63-foot elevation
range to a minimum of once per five years, consistent with the project EIR. Tribal interests in cultural
sites and resources should be honored.

To provide AMP project accountability and predictability, and to ensure adequate funding, an AMP
implementation workplan and budget should be prepared and submitted to the AMPC for review
and recommendations. Neither the public nor the PVWMA Board of Directors should be put in the
position of attempting to monitor and provide oversight to an AMP program that is implemented on
a piecemeal basis without full public disclosure. Such a process would not only be improper for public
accountability, it would be cumbersome and inefficient for the agency itself.

Implementation of foregoing measures is necessary not only to comply with the stipulated terms
of the water rights permit, but to ensure that the AMP process is effective and transparent. The AMP
must effectively include measures to preserve waterfowl habitat quality. In doing so, the adaptive
plan would not only support a wide range of wetland species, habitats and ecological relationships,
but could provide a solid foundation and inspiration for public engagement, community science and
celebration of this remarkable resource. The Sierra Club would enthusiastically support such a plan
and work to ensure its success.

Respectfully, Micah Posner

Micah Posner
Chairperson
Sierra Club Executive Committee
Santa Cruz County Group

Sierra Club Comments—PVWMA Draft Adaptive Management Plan
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MEMORANDUM

DATE:
MEETING OF:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

November 12, 2021
November 17, 2021
Board of Directors
General Manager
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS 10A&B:
10A. Conduct Public Hearing Concerning the Basin Management Plan
Update: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022;
10B. Consider Resolution 2021-17 Adopting the Basin Management Plan:
Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 and Authorizing the General Manager
or Designee to Submit the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability
Update 2022 to the California Department of Water Resources

INTRODUCTION
The Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water) Board of Directors (Board) will hold
a public hearing concerning the Basin Management Plan Update: Groundwater Sustainability
Update 2022(GSU22) during agenda item 10A, and consider adoption of a resolution approving
the GSU22 during the following agenda item 10B. The action before the Board follows the indepth presentation of the GSU22 and subsequent discussion that occurred during its October 20,
2022 meeting.
The Final Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22) is available
at the following URL: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/GSU22forAdoption_20211112.pdf. Attached to this memorandum are
documents that summarize changes to made to the Final GSU22 from the Board Review Draft,
and an updated memo documenting comments received and responses.
BACKGROUND
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), codified at Water Code §§10720 et seq.,
requires that high priority groundwater basins, such as the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin
(Pajaro Valley Basin or Basin), develop and implement a plan to achieve sustainability. PV Water
submitted the Basin Management Plan 2014 Update (BMP 2014) and other related documents as
an Alternative to a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP Alternative or Alternative) in December
2016. In July 2019, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) notified PV Water that
its GSP Alternative was approved, making the Pajaro Valley Basin the only critically overdrafted
basin in the state to have an approved Alternative, and one of just a few approved Alternatives
altogether. In the staff report accompanying its approval letter, DWR provided ten recommended
actions to enhance the Alternative and facilitate DWR evaluation. Per SGMA regulations, plans
must be updated and resubmitted every 5-years and the first 5-year update of the Alternative is due
by January 1, 2022.
PV Water staff, with the support of Gutierrez Consultants, prepared and filed a grant application
in November 2019 as directed by Resolution 2019-17, Designating General Manager, or Designee,
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as the Authorized Representative to file an Application and Execute Agreements for a 2019
Sustainable Groundwater Management (SGM) Grant Program Planning – Round 3. The proposal
sought funding for the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Sustainability Planning Project to update the
Alternative and address the ten recommended actions provided by DWR. In March 2020, DWR
notified PV Water that the proposal had been recommended for funding in the amount of $500,000,
the maximum grant award that PV Water was eligible to receive. In May 2020, the PV Water and
DWR executed the grant agreement and on July 22, 2020, the Board of Directors (Board) approved
an agreement with Errol L. Montgomery & Associates, Inc. (M&A) for Groundwater
Sustainability Plan – Alternative Update, Hydrologic, and Facilitation Services.
Recognizing that community involvement would be an integral element of the GSP-Alternative
update process, the Board voted in August 2020 to form an Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater
Planning Advisory Committee (Committee). Community groups, including but not limited to
beneficial users such as growers, rural and urban residents, environmental, and disadvantaged
communities, have an interest in achieving sustainable water resources for the Pajaro Valley Basin
and were invited to serve on the Committee as identified below.

Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning Advisory Committee Members
Affiliation

Committee Member Name

Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau
PV Water Board

Kirk Schmidt, Chair
Bob Culbertson, Vice Chair

PV Water Board

Mary Bannister
Alternate: Tom Broz
Amy Newell
Tannis Thorlakson, Driscoll’s, Inc.
Alternate: Kyle Monper
Robert Johnson
Gary Vincelet
Beau Kayser
Marla Anderson
Alternate: Mayra Hernandez, Community
Water Center
Christi Suchil, City of Watsonville Resident

PV Water Board
Agriculture Representative
Aromas Water District
California Water Service Company
City of Watsonville
Rural Residential Well Owner

Disadvantaged Community Group
Representative
Environmental Representative
Monterey County
San Benito County

Jonathan Pilch, Watsonville Wetlands Watch
Unfilled
Unfilled

Santa Cruz County
Monterey County Farm Bureau

Sierra Ryan
Robert Rodoni

Mutual Water Company

Sandra Hoppe, San Andreas Mutual Water
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Representative
Pajaro Sunny Mesa Community
Services District

Company
Sandy Coplin

DISCUSSION
The Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning Advisory Committee reviewed technical
memoranda and received presentations on the topics of chronic lowering of groundwater levels,
seawater intrusion, groundwater dependent ecosystems, interconnected surface water, land
subsidence, and more over the course of 12 meetings beginning in October 2020 and concluding
in September 2021. PV Water held an additional 11 meetings with interested parties over that
same time, in some cases these were public information meetings, in other cases they were with
agency representatives, and in all cases, the purpose was to facilitate a collaborative process.
On May 19, 2021, staff and consultants delivered a presentation to the PV Water Board on the
progress the Committee had made to date. Staff and consultants returned to the Board on July 21,
2021, when staff asked the Board to consider approval of the Committee’s recommended
Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) and statements for inclusion in the GSU22. Following a
presentation, questions and comments from the Board, Committee members, and stakeholders, the
Board voted in favor of approving the Committee’s recommendations as listed below, and in doing
so, addressed 7 of the 10 recommended actions from DWR. Most recently, staff and consultants
delivered an in-depth presentation of the GSU22 to the Board on October 20, 2021. This
presentation was paired with a presentation from the United States Geological Survey on the
results of the Pajaro Valley Land Subsidence Analysis and its companion report. A second Fact
Sheet summarizing GSU22 is in preparation.
A summary of key items follows.
Sustainable Management Criteria for Seawater Intrusion
 Statement of Significant and Unreasonable Conditions - The 2014 Basin Management
Plan Update sets a goal of reducing the rate of seawater intrusion by 90% to be achieved
with the successful implementation of the Phase I projects by 2025. Therefore, it would be
significant and unreasonable for seawater to intrude into the Aromas aquifer, the principal
aquifer of the Basin, beyond 1,000 feet inland of seawater intrusion as of 2020.
 Minimum Threshold - The minimum threshold for seawater intrusion is defined as the
250 mg/L chloride isocontour located 1,000 feet inland of the 250 mg/L chloride isocontour
as of 2020, per the best estimates of all available data.
 Undesirable Result - Undesirable results for seawater intrusion occurs when the minimum
threshold is exceeded in any 3 of 5 years.
 Measurable Objective - The measurable objective for seawater intrusion is groundwater
chloride concentrations less than or equal to 100 mg/L chloride inland of the minimum
threshold isocontour.
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Sustainable Management Criteria for the Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels
 Significant and unreasonable chronic lowering of groundwater levels occurs when
groundwater levels decline such that a significant number of domestic, agricultural, or
municipal wells, experience a long-term reduction in groundwater supply.
 The Minimum Threshold (MT) for GWL is the average of the 2 lowest annual minimum
groundwater elevations from water year (WY) 2000-2020.
 An Undesirable Result for GWL occurs when any of the below occurs in either the area
within 1,000 feet of the Delivered Water Zone or in the area outside 1,000 feet of the
Delivered Water Zone:
o More than 15% of Representative Monitoring Point (RMP) wells experience a drop
in groundwater elevations below MT during 4 out of 5 consecutive years, or
o More than 20% of RMP wells experience a drop in groundwater elevations below
MT during 3 out of 5 consecutive years, or
o More than 25% of RMP wells experience a drop in groundwater elevations below
MT during 2 out of 5 consecutive years.
 The Measurable Objective (MO) for GWL is the average of 2016-2020 spring (MarchMay) groundwater measurements, plus the projected rise in average spring elevations
between 2015-2018 and 2035-2040 as simulated by the Pajaro Valley Hydrologic Model
(PVHM) in simulations of the Basin Management Plan (BMP) Update.
 Interim milestone (IM) for GWL incorporate increases simulated by the PVHM for… the
BMP Update over the following time frames:
o 2025 IM: The average of 2016-2020 spring groundwater elevations plus simulated
average recovery in spring groundwater elevations between 2015-2018 and 20202025.
o 2030 IM: The average of 2016-2020 spring groundwater elevations plus simulated
average recovery in spring groundwater elevations between 2015-2018 and 20252030.
o 2035 IM: The average of 2016-2020 spring groundwater elevations plus simulated
average recovery in spring groundwater elevations between 2015-2018 and 20302035.
Sustainable Management Criteria for Interconnected Surface Water
 Significant and unreasonable depletions of interconnected surface waters occur when
pumping groundwater in the Aromas aquifer causes depletions of interconnected surface
waters greater than what occurred during Water Years 2000-2015 in surface waters
typically interconnected with groundwater in the Aromas aquifer during Water Years 20002015.
 Analysis of best available information indicate no potential for significant and
unreasonable conditions for ISW in the Basin.
o Minimum thresholds for depletion of ISW are not necessary.
o Undesirable results for depletion of ISW are not necessary.
 Measurable objectives are set to raise groundwater to the adjacent channel bed elevations
to increase the frequency and duration of ISW between the Aromas aquifer and surface
water in the Basin where reasonably achievable with implementation of the BMP Update.
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Statement on Land Subsidence
 It is reaffirmed that sustainable management criteria for subsidence are not needed for the
Basin based on the preliminary results of the United States Geological Survey’s (USGS)
evaluation of subsidence presented to the GSU22 Committee meeting on December 15,
2020 confirming the lack of observed permanent subsidence in the Pajaro Valley Subbasin
(Basin).
Statement on Drought Resiliency Actions
 The 2014 Basin Management Plan Update includes drought resiliency actions that provide
resiliency for achieving the sustainability goal of the Pajaro Valley Subbasin.
On August 12, 2021, the Committee voted in favor of recommending that the Board consider
approval of the following three sustainability statements:
Statement for Projected Water Budget
 The projected water budget results from the Pajaro Valley Hydrologic Model, updated in
2021, demonstrate that the Basin Management Plan Update (2014) projects and
management actions are likely to achieve their intended effects, increasing groundwater in
storage and reducing the rate of seawater intrusion, through 2040.
Statement on Sustainability Status of Groundwater in Storage and Seawater Intrusion
 Based on the analysis of observed data, implementation of the Basin Management Plan
Update (2014) projects and management actions has helped increase groundwater in
storage and reduce the rate of seawater intrusion.
Statement on Sustainability Status of Water Quality
 Based on the analysis of observed data, current groundwater conditions show a water
quality undesirable result for nitrate in the coastal zone as defined by the Salt and Nutrient
Management Plan (SNMP). There is no undesirable result for nitrate in the Basin inland of
the SNMP coastal zone nor are there water quality undesirable results for TDS and chloride
in the Basin.
On September 9, 2021, the Committee voted in favor of recommending that the Board consider
approval of the following four items:
Statement for Monitoring Plan
 The Monitoring Plan represents PV Water’s most current monitoring networks and
protocols. It describes future improvements to the network to facilitate improved basin
management as the GSP Alternative is implemented.


The priorities for future improvements to the network are improvements that will be
directly used to assess conditions with respect to sustainable management criteria (SMC)
o Wells added to the water quality monitoring network along the seawater intrusion
SMC chloride isocontour inland of SC-A4A and between PV6 and the Hudson
wells
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o Representative monitoring points for chronic depletion of groundwater levels in the
south of Watsonville, Las Lomas, and east of Watsonville areas
o A representative monitoring point for depletion of interconnected surface water
along Carneros Creek
Statement for Non-Jurisdictional Assessment Plan
 The Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22) includes
a plan that will assess adverse effects of groundwater conditions on an ongoing basis in
the:
1. jurisdictional area from activities in the non-jurisdictional area, and
2. non-jurisdictional area from activities in the jurisdictional area.
Statement for Groundwater Level (GWL) Sustainability Status
 Based on the analysis of observed data, implementation of the Basin Management Plan
Update (2014) projects and management actions have improved Basin groundwater
elevations to support groundwater supply.
Statement for Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) Sustainability Status
 Based on the analysis of observed data, implementation of the Basin Management Plan
Update (2014) projects and management actions have helped improve Basin groundwater
elevations to make progress towards increasing the frequency and duration of
interconnected surface water with the Aromas aquifer.
SCHEDULE
The schedule below outlines key dates in the review, approval, and submittal of the GSU22
 September 21, 2021 Released public draft GSU22
 September 28, 2021 Community meeting on draft GSU22
 October 4, 2021 Deadline for written comments on public draft GSU22 to be considered
in time for the October Board of Directors meeting
 October 15, 2021 Publish draft GSU22 for Board agenda including summary of
comments/responses
 October 20, 2021 Present draft GSU22 to Board as informational item with public
comment opportunity
 November 12, 2021 Publish revised GSU22 with summary of revisions
 November 17, 2021 Board considers GSU22 for adopt to submit to DWR with public
comment opportunity
 January 1, 2022 Deadline to submit GSU22 to DWR with 75-day public comment
opportunity
FISCAL IMPACT
There is no additional fiscal impact resulting from the potential actions of the evening.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
1. The Board hold a public hearing concerning Basin Management Plan Update: Groundwater
Sustainability Update 2022
2. The Board consider Resolution 2021-17 Adopting the Basin Management Plan:
Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 and Authorizing the General Manager or
Designee to Submit the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022
to the California Department of Water Resources
ATTACHMENTS
 Resolution 2021-17
 Final Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22):
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/GSU22forAdoption_20211112.pdf
 Comments and Responses to Comments on Board Review Draft GSU22
o Summary of Changes to the Final GSU22
o Updated Technical Memorandum re: Responses to Comments Received


Committee agendas, meeting summaries, technical memoranda, presentations, and links to
meeting recordings are available at https://www.pvwater.org/sustainable-gw-committee.
The most relevant background documents are listed below.
o Public Review Draft Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update
2022 (GSU22): https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/GSU22_Public.Review.Draft_2021_092121.pdf
o DWR’s Alternative Assessment Staff Report with 10 Recommended Actions (pp.
26-28): https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/SustainableGW-Planning-Committee/CA_DWR-SGMP_AlternativeAssessment03_Pajaro_Staff_Report.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Proposed Sustainable Management Criteria for
Seawater Intrusion: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/GSU22_9.2_SWI_proposedSMC_20210309_toGSU22.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Development of Sustainable Management Criteria for
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Level:
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/GWL_SMC_Development_TM.pdf
o Appendix D to Technical Memorandum re: Development of Sustainable
Management Criteria for Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Level Updated with
95th Percentile Well Depths: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/AppendixD_GWL_SMC_RMP_Network_MOMT_95th.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Sustainability Management Criteria for Depletions of
Interconnected Surface Waters: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-Planning-Committee/PVW-ISW-SMC-techmemo_cbec_forMtg8.pdf
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o Technical Memorandum re: Findings and Proposed Recommendation for
Subsidence: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/SustainableGW-Planning-Committee/TM_Subsidence_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Findings and Proposed Recommendation for Drought
Resiliency Actions: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/TM_DroughtResiliency_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Water Quality Sustainability Status:
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/08_12_2021_GSU22_Sustainability.Status_WQ_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Projected Water Budget Analyses:
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/GSU22_WaterBudget_drafttopost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Pajaro Valley Hydrologic Model Updates Supporting
GSU22 Analyses: https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/GSU22_ModelUpdateSummary_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Proposed GSU22 Committee Statements for
Sustainability Status in Pajaro Valley Subbasin: Groundwater in Storage,
Seawater Intrusion, and Water Quality: https://www.pvwater.org/images/boardand-committees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/GSU22_20210812_SustainabilityStatusRecs_drafttopost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: GSU22 Review Schedule and Annotated Outline:
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/4-GSU22_AnnotatedOutline_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Non-Jurisdictional Assessment Plan:
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/5-TM_NonJurisdictional_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Sustainability Status: Chronic Lowering of
Groundwater Levels and Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water:
https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-and-committees/Sustainable-GWPlanning-Committee/6_GSU22_SustainabilityStatus_GWL_ISW_topost.pdf
o Technical Memorandum re: Climate Change and Sea Level Rise Uncertainty
Analysis for Projected Water Budget:https://www.pvwater.org/images/board-andcommittees/Sustainable-GW-PlanningCommittee/8_WaterBudget_ClimateSLR_20210902.pdf
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Resolution 2021-17
A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
Adopting the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022
and Authorizing the General Manager or Designee to Submit the Basin
Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 to the California
Department of Water Resources

WHEREAS, the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (“Agency”) is a state chartered
water management district formed under California’s Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
Act, Stats. 1984, ch. 257 (“Agency Act”) to efficiently and economically manage existing and
supplemental water supplies; and
WHEREAS, the Agency’s primary goal is to prevent further increase in, and to accomplish
continuing reduction of, long term overdraft and to provide and ensure sufficient water supplies for
present and anticipated needs within the Pajaro Valley Subbasin (3-002.01) as modified by the
California Department of Water Resources in October 2016; and
WHEREAS, on September 16, 2014, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(“SGMA”) was signed into law and adopted into the California Water Code, commencing with
Section 10720; and
WHEREAS, the legislative intent of SGMA is to provide for sustainable management of
groundwater basins, to enhance local management of groundwater, to establish minimum standards
for sustainable groundwater management, and to provide local groundwater agencies with the
authority and the technical and feasible assistance necessary to manage groundwater; and
WHEREAS, SGMA places the responsibility of sustainable groundwater management on
groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs); and
WHEREAS, Water Code section 10723(c)(1)(L) establishes the Agency as the exclusive
local agency within its statutory boundaries to comply with the requirements of SGMA; and
WHEREAS, on August 19, 2015, the Board of Directors approved Resolution 2015-25,
electing to be a GSA under SGMA; and
WHEREAS, SGMA requires the state’s high and medium priority basins subject to critical
conditions of overdraft to be managed under a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) by January
31, 2020 and the Department of Water Resources has identified the Pajaro Valley Subbasin as a
critically overdrafted high priority basin; and
WHEREAS, Water Code section 10733.6(a) provides that if a local agency believes that
an Alternative to a GSP, as defined under SGMA, satisfies the objectives of SGMA, the local
agency may submit the Alternative to the Department of Water Resources for evaluation and
assessment of whether it satisfies the objectives of SGMA for the basin; and
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WHEREAS, on April 16, 2014, the Board of Directors adopted an updated Basin
Management Plan that contains a suite of projects and programs intended to halt seawater intrusion
and prevent long term overdraft the Pajaro Valley Subbasin; and
WHEREAS, Water Code section 10733.6(b) lists Groundwater Management Plans
developed pursuant to Water Code Section 10750 as one type of Alternative and the Basin
Management Plan was approved by the Department of Water Resources as a GSP Alternative on
July 17, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the Agency submits annual reports to Department of Water Resources
meeting requirements defined in Title 23, Division 2, Chapter 1.5, Subchapter 2 of the California
Code of Regulations by April 1 each year, and has done so since 2017; and
WHEREAS, the Department of Water Resources provided ten recommended actions for
the Agency to consider including in the first five-year update of the GSP Alternative to improve the
Alternative and facilitate ongoing evaluation and assessment of the Alternative, including
developing sustainable management criteria for seawater intrusion, chronic lowering of
groundwater levels, and depletion of interconnected surface waters; and
WHEREAS, the Agency formed an Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning Advisory
Committee in August 2020 to review technical information and facilitate stakeholder input to guide
development of the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22);
and
WHEREAS, the Agency prepared, and the Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning
Advisory Committee received, the Communication and Engagement Plan of the GSU22 that
identifies key interested parties and provides a high level overview of near and long term outreach
and engagement strategies, tactics, and tools in development of the GSU22; and
WHEREAS, the Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning Advisory Committee
convened for 12 monthly public meetings between October 2020 and September 2021, reviewed
technical memoranda and received presentations, deliberated on sustainable management criteria
and statements of sustainability, and voted in favor of recommending adoption by the Board of
Directors of GSU22, which addresses the ten recommended actions from the Department of Water
Resources and describes the sustainability status of the Basin; and
WHEREAS, staff conducted surveys and hosted 11 special meetings, including
community, agency, and board meetings with interested parties, and considered input; and
WHEREAS, the Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning Advisory Committee has
addressed the ten recommended actions from the Department of Water Resources, assessed
progress of management actions and projects, and evaluated status of sustainability goals in the
GSU22, and made recommendations of sustainable management criteria and statements of
sustainability for Board adoption; and
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WHEREAS, the GSU22 is required by Water Code Section 10733.6(c). to be submitted to
the California Department of Water Resources by January 1, 2022.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the Pajaro Valley
Water Management Agency that:
1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct.
2. The Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 is adopted.
3. The Board authorizes the General Manager, or his designee, to submit the Basin
Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 to the California Department
of Water Resources by January 1, 2022, as required by Water Code Section 10733.6(c).
4. If any section, paragraph or provision of this Resolution shall be held to be invalid or
unenforceable for any reason, the invalidity or unenforceability of such section, paragraph
or provision shall not affect any remaining provisions of this Resolution.
5. This Resolution shall take effect from and after its adoption.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, County of Santa
Cruz, State of California, the 17th day of November 2021, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

____________________________

Amy Newell, Chair
Attest:

_______________________________
Helen Rodriguez, Acting Board Secretary
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Summary of Changes to GSU22 for Adoption (November 2021) from Board
Information Draft (October 2021)
LIST OF CHANGES
The following lists major changes made to the GSU22 document after presentation of the Draft
GSU22 to the PV Water Board of Directors as an informational item on October 20, 2021.
Changes are organized by the section in which they were implemented.

ES - Executive Summary
Corrected Section Numbers in Table 1.

1 - Introduction
Referenced Board Resolution to Adopt GSU22.
Corrected references to section numbers in Section 1.1.2.

2 - Seawater Intrusion SMC
Addition of Figure 11 showing neighboring subbasins.
Incorporation of additional text describing the boundary between the Pajaro Valley Basin and the
180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Basin with respect to seawater intrusion
sustainable management criteria relationships to neighboring basins (Section 2.8).
Addition of Figure 12 showing seawater intrusion minimum threshold isocontours in neighboring
Basins.

3 - Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Level SMC
Correction of listed reference point elevations for SC-A4C and AWD_Aimee well in Table 4, the
Figure 22 for AWD_Aimee shown in this section, and figures for these wells and SC-A4D in
appendices associated with this section. Groundwater elevations and associated groundwater level
SMC for these wells were calculated using the correct reference point elevation and therefore
have not changed in this section or associated appendices.
Incorporation of additional text describing the boundary between the Pajaro Valley Basin and the
180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Basin with respect to chronic lowering of
groundwater level sustainable management criteria relationships to neighboring basins (Section
3.12).
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6 - Subsidence Evaluation
Added reference to published USGS report.

11 - Non-Jurisdictional Area Assessment
Corrected listed reference point elevation on Figure 92 of the hydrograph for AWD_Aimee.
Groundwater elevations were calculated using correct reference point elevation and therefore
have not changed.

12 - Summary of Communication and Engagement
Updated dates and outcomes for meetings with neighboring basins and agencies with jurisdiction
in non-jurisdictional area.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
DATE:

November 12, 2021

PROJECT #: 9090.0201

TO:

Brian Lockwood, P.G., C.Hg. and Casey Meusel, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
(PV Water)

CC:

Rural Residents for Water (RRW)
Community Water Center (CWC)
Ad Hoc Sustainable Groundwater Planning Advisory Committee (GSU22 Committee)

FROM:

Cameron Tana, P.E. and Patrick Wickham

PROJECT:

Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22)

SUBJECT:

Response to Public Comments on GSU22 Public Draft and Subsequent Public Comments

INTRODUCTION
The Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water) is preparing the first 5-year update to
its Department of Water Resources (DWR) approved Groundwater Sustainability Plan Alternative
(PV GSP Alternative) for the Pajaro Valley Subbasin (Basin). The 5-year update document is
referred to as the Basin Management Plan: Groundwater Sustainability Update 2022 (GSU22).
Funding for this approximately 16-month long, stakeholder driven effort is provided in part
through a $500,000 Proposition 68 Round 3 planning grant provided by DWR. PV Water posted a
public review draft of the GSU22 document online on September 21st, 2021. Comments on the
public review draft GSU22 were received through October 8th, 2021.
The following sections summarize comments received from Community Water Center (CWC)
and Rural Residents for Water (RRW) and PV Water’s responses. The comments and responses
are organized by topic, following the order each item is presented in the GSU22. In some cases,
comments have been paraphrased from the original text for brevity, or colons have been inserted
to indicate breaks in the comment text. These are indicated using brackets.
The original version of this technical memorandum dated October 15, 2021, was published in the
agenda packet for the October 20, 2021, PV Water Board of Directors meeting packet as part of
informational item 9C. Subsequent to this publication, Brian Sparling, a resident of Royal Oaks,
and RRW submitted additional comments on October 17 and 18, 2021, respectively. The
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technical memorandum has been updated to include these comments and additional responses.
The comments have been grouped with previous comments where applicable.
Some responses refer to parts of the GSU22; these references have been updated to reference the
GSU22 published on November 12, 2021, for Board adoption on November 17, 2021.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
Seawater Intrusion Sustainable Management Criteria
Comment 2.1: RRW - Past and current SWI should be better quantified and identified in the draft
plan. How will PV Water have the ability to determine the extent of incremental reductions in
SWI rate if past and current have not been quantified? Increasing the chloride limit like was done
this time to 250 mg/L, then again to a higher level in 2027, and then again at the end of each
subsequent plan update interval is not a long-term solution and does not translate to quantifiable
reduction in SWI rates.
Response: The Basin Management Plan Update 2014 (BMP 2014) submitted as the primary
document of the PV GSP Alternative includes extent of seawater intrusion over time as shown in
Figure 2-18 based on a chloride concentration isocontour of 100 mg/L. The GSU22 sets the
measurable objective as a 100 mg/L isocontour to “allow PV Water to track seawater intrusion
consistent with historical evaluations” (Section 2.6). The GSU22 develops criteria that is based on
the extent of seawater intrusion defined by a chloride concentration isocontour as opposed to
reduction of the rate of seawater intrusion described in BMP 2014 to meet DWR’s Recommended
Actions 6 and 7 and SGMA guidelines. 250 mg/L is the minimum threshold based on the
secondary maximum contaminant drinking water standard and salt tolerance for crops grown in
the Basin (Section 2.4.3). Only new information about effects on beneficial uses should lead to a
change in this minimum threshold concentration.
10/18/21 Comment #1: RRW - Consultant response does not respond to our request for historical
data that documents incremental advances in seawater intrusion regardless of its redefinition from
100 mg/L to 250 mg/L. Apples need to be compared with apples in order for meaningful tracking
and identification of trends to occur. Quantifiable historical incremental advances in SWI need to
be put into the GSU 22 plan to show advances on an annual basis from year 2000 through present.
Response: Appendix 2A includes the chemographs that provide historical data for evaluation of
seawater intrusion. The chemographs show that the primary area where seawater intrusion has
advanced over the last 10 years is at the Hudson Shallow well where chloride concentrations have
risen above 100 mg/L, then 250 mg/L.
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=====================================================================
Comment 2.2: RRW - This comment makes no sense in Section 2.6 of the draft plan and needs to
be revised. "The measurable objective is currently being achieved and the goal is to maintain that
status. Therefore, interim milestones are equal to the measurable objective.”
Response: To clarify, we have revised the text in Section 2.6 as follows:
As seawater intrusion has not been observed at chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L
inland of the measurable objective and minimum threshold isocontour, the measurable
objective is currently being achieved and the goal is to maintain that status throughout the
planning horizon. Therefore, interim milestones for 2025, 2030, and 2035 are equal to the
measurable objective. In other words, the management goal is to prevent seawater
intrusion from causing chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L inland of the SMC
isocontour in any year.
10/18/21 Comment #2: RRW - Consultant response does not address this comment. The
measurable objective is already being exceeded outside of the sea water intrusion zone in several
areas. Without chloride interim milestones the exceedances how can future efforts to reduce SWI
rates be evaluated? The measurable objective is NOT BEING ACHIEVED because there are
several areas outside of the SWI that are already well over 100 mg/L!!
Response: As described in Section 2.4.1 of the GSU22, there are inland areas with concentrations
above 100 mg/L that are not connected to seawater intrusion as there are inland sources of salt.
There are areas (G and I on Figure 2 and Figure 3) with concentrations above 100 mg/L
inland of any chloride isocontour defining seawater intrusion. Areas G and I are not
connected to seawater intrusion as there are areas (C and D on Figure 2 and Figure 3) with
chloride concentrations lower than 100 mg/L between areas G and I and any seawater
intrusion isocontour. Chloride concentrations higher than 100 mg/L may occur due to
reasons unrelated to seawater intrusion. For example, Area G is in the Murphy Crossing
area and is impacted by high streambed infiltration rates from the Pajaro River. Especially
during the summer, the Pajaro River transports high concentrations of salts from out of
Basin upstream sources.
Because these chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L are not a result of seawater intrusion, they
are not exceedances of measurable objectives for seawater intrusion.
10/18/21 Comment #3: RRW - Data from the State Water Boards geo tracker data base show the
information below provided by consultants to be 100% false. The draft plan needs to be corrected
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to show the several areas in which chlorides levels are being exceeded inland of the SWI zone.
The high chlorides levels in these areas need to be recognized and addressed in the GSU 22 plan.
Response: The inland clusters 7-12 are not connected to seawater intrusion similar to areas G and
I described in Section 2.4.1 of the GSU22. Chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L are likely
related to inland sources of salt. Wells in cluster 6 will be evaluated for inclusion in the GSP
Alternative monitoring network for ongoing monitoring of the advancement of seawater intrusion.
=====================================================================

Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels Sustainable Management Criteria
Comment 3.1: RRW – The new RMP plan exacerbates the disparity in monitoring for each water
use sector by adding several RMPs in alluvial plains while adding less in rural residential well
areas outside of the alluvial plains. This skews the calculation of “undesirable results” even more
to the benefit of certain water use sectors but to the detriment of the domestic water use sector.
Response: Our understanding is that this comment is referring to Figure 10 (now Figure 13).
Figure 13 does not show additional wells to be added as RMPs. Rather it shows wells that were
considered as RMP but not included in the final network.
Section 10.6.3.1.2 ‘PV GSP Alternative Monitoring Network Data Gaps’ does describe 3 areas
recommended for additional representative monitoring points for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels. Many of the wells in the Los Lomas Hills recommended area have a ground
surface elevation higher than 200 feet. In addition, PV Water is in the process of seeking
additional private well owners to participate in the agency’s groundwater monitoring network
across the entire basin to increase the overall spatial coverage of the network and increase the
number of wells with information that can shared publicly. PV Water has sent letters and notices
to all well owners in the Basin including rural residential and small water system customers
located above the 200 feet elevation band.
=====================================================================
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Comment 3.2: RRW – The draft does not address hundreds of domestic wells located in the
upper elevations where the above map suggests no one lives.
Look at small water systems that are
considered to be outside of the
basin.The monitoring plan shows
these areas as vacant
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Figure 1. Small Water Systems and PV Water Chronic Lowering of Groundawater Level SMC [From RRW Response
to GSU22]

Response: The primary aquifer for the Basin is the Aromas aquifer and therefore the focus of
management under SGMA is the Aromas aquifer. The lack of Aromas aquifer monitoring wells in
the far upland areas of the Basin precludes the establishment of RMP there. The current plan to
address data gaps as described in section 3.11 and section 10.6 is to identify wells in these areas
for monitoring and evaluate data from those wells for the need for additional RMPs. Please also
see page 14 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum (9/7/2021)
which addressed this concern. The GSU22 does not suggest that there are no domestic wells in
those areas; domestic wells are shown on Figure 82 of the GSU22.
The two eastern areas circled by RRW on the above map are within PV Water’s jurisdiction but
outside of the Pajaro Valley Basin. This area is not considered part of a groundwater basin by
DWR. GSU22 is a document created to address the Basin, and therefore is not meant to address
areas that are not considered groundwater basins. The Basin’s northern boundary exists where the
Pliocene Purisima Formation outcrops at surface and defines the extent of the continuous Aromas
aquifer.
10/18/21 Comment #5: RRW - Consultant response talks about more monitoring wells planned to
be added at specific locations. These locations still do not monitor the several hundred domestic
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wells and small water systems located above the 200 ft. elevation level. Well owners in these
areas will be impacted even if they are tapping into the Purisima aquifer or into pockets when
GWL are allowed to drop to a historical low level and stay below that level for an additional
4 years.
Consultants state that SGMA only requires consideration of the "primary" aquifer. It's likely that
these upper level areas draw from smaller sub-aquifers. However, these smaller aquifers are 100%
impacted by chronic lowering of groundwater level in "downhill" aquifers. Not to include these
areas within a sustainability plan for groundwater is not consistent with the "Human Right to
Water" or principles of sound planning for all water use sectors as wells in upper elevation
"Cracks" are the first to go when alluvial GWLs go too low.
Response: Only the DWR defined basin is to be managed under SGMA. As described in GSU22
Section 1.3, PV Water’s designation of the Aromas aquifer as the principal aquifer of the Basin
for focus of management is consistent with SGMA.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.3: RRW - We disagree with the draft plan and Technical Memorandum that the RMP
network is justified for the three RMPs areas that are clearly near domestic wells. Aimee Well- 4
of 51 nearby wells used as justification- NOT ENOUGH WELLS. Well 5- 4 of 33 nearby wells
used as justification- NOT ENOUBH WELLS. SCA 9A- 4 out of 51- Justification wells all
showed exact same groundwater level so they are likely near or near alluvial plains- NOT
JUSTIFICATION.
Response: The selection and justification of RMPs is based on best available information and the
nearby wells used are the wells that have been monitored to provide data. In any groundwater
basin, the vast majority of private wells are typically not monitored. The number and percentage
of domestic wells included in PV Water’s monitoring network is relatively high, but PV Water is
performing outreach to add wells to the network to monitor.
The available data do show that proposed RMP are representative of trends in nearby wells as
shown in the figures in appendix 3B of GSU22. The wells shown on these figures (e.g., 4/51
nearby wells for AWD_Aimee) are nearby wells with groundwater monitoring data in the Aromas
aquifer. The remaining wells (e.g., 47/51 wells near AWD_Aimee) do not have historical
groundwater elevation monitoring data to compare to trends at the RMP. Please also see the
section starting on Page 3 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum
(9/7/2021) which addresses this concern.
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One additional confidential well near AWD_Aimee with groundwater elevation data was located
and added to the figure in Appendix 3B and in the GSU22 as Figure 14 (Figure 2). Data from this
well labeled “Nearby Well 4” also shows a trend consistent with the trend observed at AWD
_Aimee.

Figure 2. RMP Justification Graph, AWD_Aimee [Figure 14 in GSU22]

10/18/21 Comment #7: RRW - The best available data is not sufficient to show justification. The
claim of justification in 3.5 is not based on adequate data.
Response: SGMA requires that GSAs base plans on best available information. The RMPs are
representative of nearby groundwater level trends based on best available information.
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=====================================================================
Comment 3.4: CWC - There is considerable concern around the status of the Aimee Well as a
Representative Monitoring Point for nearby rural residential wells. PV Water has expressed that
they feel the well is representative of the trends in water levels in nearby wells (e.g., a 10-foot
decline in the Aimee well would result in a 10-foot decline in nearby wells), but not
representative of the water levels in these same nearby wells. However, PV Water has shown very
limited data (three isolated data points) to establish this well as representative. This lack of
justification and evidence to use the Aimee Well as a representative monitoring point should be
remedied before relying on it to protect drinking water users in the Basin. Similar concerns apply
to Well #5.
Response: Available data do show that the AWD_Aimee well is representative of trends observed
at all of the 4 nearby wells with available data (Figure 2; see above response to RRW). However,
the statement that PV Water has expressed that “a 10-foot decline in the AWD_Aimee well would
result in a 10-foot decline in nearby wells” is not accurate. It is not expected that changes in
groundwater elevations in an RMP well and a non-RMP well will be exactly the same. However,
analysis does indicate that groundwater elevations at RMP wells and nearby non-RMP wells are
correlated and respond similarly to changes in climate and groundwater management. Given the
consistency in trends, if groundwater level AWD_Aimee remains above minimum threshold, best
available information indicates that groundwater levels in nearby wells will remain above
groundwater levels occurring at those wells from 2000 to 2020 and supported the available supply
for the area over that time.
Comment 3.5: RRW – The draft plan proposed to allow exceedances that are out of line with
other GSAs in the Central Coast region.
Response: The definition of undesirable results is consistent with the significant and unreasonable
conditions defined for the Basin by the GSU22 Committee, the basin-wide focus of SGMA and
DWR guidance, and is within the range of what other GSAs are proposing. Please see page 10 of
the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum (9/7/2021) which addressed
this concern
The definition of undesirable results based on multiple years of minimum threshold
exceedances at multiple wells is consistent with both the definition of significant and
unreasonable conditions and SGMA requirements. Defining undesirable results based on
minimum threshold exceedances at multiple wells is also supported by the basin-wide
focus of SGMA as demonstrated by DWR’s description of undesirable results in its
regulations: “Undesirable results occur when significant and unreasonable effects for any
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of the sustainability indicators are caused by groundwater conditions occurring throughout
the basin (354.26(a)).”
Additional text describing the consistency of the definition of undesirable results with DWR
regulations and guidance has been added to Section 3.8 of the GSU22.
10/17/21 Comment #2: Brian Sparling- I am concerned that the exceedances in the GSU22, are
not close to GSA’s on all sides of PVWMD. I read the consultant’s response to this concern, it
fails to explain in any fashion why the exceedances are so different. As we appear to be heading
into another year or two of drought, I am alarmed that the exceedances and definition for
Undesirable results are set so low.
10/18/21 Comment #10: RRW - Consultant states that PV Water's Best Management Practice for
SMC (DWR, 2017) states an example of an exceedance level as high as 37.5%. This is JUST AN
ILLUSTRATIVE NOT A STATEMENT OF BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.
PVWATER'S EXCEEDANCE LEVELS ARE MUCH HIGHER AND LAST MUCH LONGER
THAN ANY OTHER GSA IN THE CENTRAL COAST REGION.
We have requested on numerous occasions for the exceedances below the minimum threshold to
be reduced to 20% for 1 year and 10% for 2 years. So far, there has been no willingness to
compromise on the part of PV Water's various decision makers. The claim of "stakeholder"
representation is dramatically skewed towards those stakeholders who have or facilitate the
interests of the deep well owners and high use water pumpers rather than people who depend on
groundwater for everyday living.
Response: As described in GSU22 Section 3.8, the definition of undesirable results covers 3
potential conditions: “(1) long-term declines occurring in specific portions of the Basin, (2)
intermediate-term declines occurring over a more substantial portion of the Basin, and (3) shorterterm declines occurring over a large portion of the Basin. The first condition accounts for local
declines affecting one area for an extended period, while the second and third conditions account
for regional declines affecting wider areas or across the entire Basin over shorter periods.”
With its illustrative example in its 2017 Best Management Practice guidance document, DWR
shows an undesirable result that could be implemented consistent with requirements of SGMA. In
our September 7, 2021, technical memorandum responding to RRW’s materials presented at the
July 28, 2021, meeting, Table 1 shows the wide variety of undesirable results defined by GSAs
for this sustainability indicator. While PV Water’s definition of undesirable results are not as
conservative as some basins, the definition does fit within the range shown on Table 1 in the
September 7, 2021, technical memorandum.
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PV Water’s minimum thresholds for this indicator that are set to maintain groundwater levels
observed over the last 20 years reflect a different condition than a number of basins in the Central
Coast. In Salinas Valley 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin, Salinas Valley Langley Subbasin, and
Santa Margarita Basin, minimum thresholds have been set at recent groundwater levels that have
occurred after multi-year declines at some or more RMPs. As groundwater levels have been
relatively stable in the Pajaro Valley Basin, it is reasonable for PV Water to define undesirable
results based on a higher number of minimum threshold exceedances than these other basins.
Please see response to Comment 12.2 regarding concerns about stakeholder input. After submittal
of the GSU22, there will be a 75-day comment period to submit comments to DWR for its
consideration in its review of GSU22 including these SMC.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.5: CWC - The proposed definition for an Undesirable Result for water levels are that:
i.
ii.
iii.

>15% of RMPs with MT exceedances during 4 out of 5 consecutive years, or
>20% of RMPs wells with MT exceedances during 3 out of 5 consecutive years, or
>25% of RMPs with MT exceedances during 2 out of 5 consecutive years.

Response: The undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater level listed above by
CWC omit the distinction that the occurrence of those minimum threshold exceedances either
inside or outside 1,000 feet of the delivered water zone will constitute an undesirable result. This
distinction was included in response to comments by Committee Member Anderson and approved
by the GSU22 Committee on May 13th, 2021.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.6: CWC - Adjust the SMCs for water levels to be more protective of drinking water
beneficial users. As has been raised by Committee Member Anderson, there is concern that the
3 RMPs that would consistently fail over the years are those in areas with significant numbers of
domestic wells. There is a risk of disproportionate impact to drinking water beneficial users,
particularly rural residents, based on the most vulnerable wells being underrepresented in the
monitoring network, and URs hinging on the percentage of wells that experience MTs over
multiple years. This is especially concerning when the UR is based on percentages of RMPs that
go dry for up to 4 out of 5 years. For example, at the Aimee Representative Monitoring Point, the
Minimum Threshold is set below 24% of the Top of Screens of surrounding domestic wells,
which is the point at which wells begin to be impacted and drinking water access is no longer
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reliable. Thus, a considerable percentage of the surrounding wells could incur impacts to drinking
water access for multiple years before registering as a UR.
Response: The statement “the UR is based on percentages of RMPs that go dry for up to 4 out of
5 years” is false. The undesirable result is based on RMPs exceeding their minimum thresholds,
which is set at seasonal minimum levels that have supported groundwater supply over the past 20
years, not the bottom of well screens where wells dry up.
The direct comparison of the minimum threshold to the top of screens at nearby wells does not
recognize available information that groundwater levels and screen intervals vary greatly in the
areas around these RMPs as previously shared with CWC in the Response to Rural Residents for
Water technical memorandum (9/7/2021; page 4) and the July Committee Meeting. We have
added the following Section 3.7 of the GSU22 to reinforce this point:
RMPs are selected based on the availability of a relatively long groundwater level record
and because they are representative of groundwater level trends in nearby wells. It is
important to note that the minimum threshold elevation applies to only the RMP and not to
the nearby wells. As an example, Figure 14 shows the hydrograph for the AWD_Aimee
RMP, along with 4 nearby private wells monitored by PV Water. Nearby wells 1 and 3
have groundwater levels 15 feet lower than AWD_Aimee RMP. If one of these nearby
wells had been used as an RMP in place of the AWD_Aimee well, the minimum threshold
would be approximately 15 feet deeper, but that minimum threshold set at nearby well
1 or 3 would not mean that the minimum threshold could be met while groundwater
elevations at AWD_Aimee well or nearby wells 2 and 4 decline 15 feet from historical
lows. Groundwater elevations at unmonitored wells near RMPs likely also have different
groundwater elevations from what is observed at the RMP because of local differences in
aquifer properties, topographic variability, and well screen depth. As described in the
Response to Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum (9/7/2021), groundwater
elevations in the AWD_Aimee well have been largely stable over the past 20 years. The
post-2000 range in annual minimum elevations at this well, which has varied in response
to wet periods and the 2014 drought, is less than 10 feet. In every year since 2000 with
available data on seasonal lows, groundwater elevations at the AWD_Aimee well have
been below 21% of nearby wells’ Top of Screen. Therefore, it is likely that groundwater
elevations at nearby wells providing supply over the last 20 years have either been higher
than at AWD_Aimee or supply has been provided despite groundwater elevations being
consistently below the Top of Screen.
As described in response to previous comment, the groundwater level trend observed at the
AWD_Aimee well is representative of trends observed at nearby wells that are monitored. Based
on this correlation, if groundwater levels at AWD_Aimee remain above the minimum threshold,
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best available information indicates that groundwater levels in nearby wells will also remain
above groundwater levels occurring at those wells from 2000 to 2020. This will continue to
support the available supply for the area that has been supported from 2000 to 2020.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.7: RRW - Inadequate RMP Justification- data missing; important figures
conspicuously missing in the draft plan that show TOS and BOS for nearby domestic wells.
[Ground surface figures were not included for select wells in appendix 3D]
Response: The omission of the figures for wells where the minimum threshold is below the 95th
percentile top of screens for nearby wells, displaying ground surface elevations, top of screens,
bottom of screens, and average of 2 lowest groundwater elevations since 2000 where available
(equivalent to a minimum threshold), was an error that occurred during compilation of GSU22.
This has been rectified in a new version of the appendix 3D to be submitted with the final GSU22.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.8: RRW - Sea Water Intrusion is not admitted to in propping up GWLs in
hydrographs used to justify minimum thresholds. The appearance of groundwater level
"recovery" occurring consistently despite rain shortfalls is not a demonstration of "groundwater
level stability" but of sea water intrusion [....] RMPs show consistent up and down groundwater
level patterns despite several drought periods. This is clear evidence that sea water creeping [...]
Not groundwater level stability. This argument is bolstered by personal well records of a member
of RRW that show chlorides increasing by 85% between mid-1985 and 2018.
Response: While seawater intrusion does limit groundwater level declines, it has not caused the
Basin-wide increases in groundwater levels that have been observed, including in areas where
seawater intrusion has not been observed. While there is seasonal variation in groundwater levels,
observed increases in groundwater levels can best be attributed to reductions in Basin
groundwater pumping as a result of BMP 2014 implemented even under different climatic
conditions (see Section 7.7 and Figure 52).
It should also be noted that inland chloride concentrations are not necessarily a result of seawater
intrusion. There are other sources of salt in the Basin, including from the Pajaro River and
irrigation return flows. This is described in Section 2.4.1 of GSU22. The magnitude of chloride
concentrations must be provided to evaluate chloride concentrations with the seawater intrusion
minimum threshold of 250 mg/L and measurable objective of 100 mg/L.
=====================================================================
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Comment 3.9: CWC – CWC would also support PV Water’s establishment of specific
Management Areas for domestic wells that would be more responsive to their needs. […] 15% of
impacted wells creates a disproportionate impact on drinking water beneficial users if all three of
the RMPs impacted are those representing domestic well areas. By separating out the most
vulnerable domestic well areas from the rest of the basin, SMCs could be set in a way that would
prevent disproportionate impacts.
Response: Management areas are not required under SGMA. The GSU22 Committee Rural
Residential Well Owner Representative alternate from CWC did not express this comment when
groundwater level SMC were considered. However, Committee Member Anderson, the Rural
Residential Well Owner Representative, did propose adding the distinction that a combination of
minimum threshold exceedances either inside or outside 1,000 feet of the delivered water zone
constitute an undesirable result that has been incorporated into the SMC approved by the GSU22
Committee and PV Water Board on May 13th, 2021. This qualification does incorporate some
distinction between the upland and lowland areas of the Basin regarding determination of
undesirable results.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.10: RRW - The statement in the draft that the minimum threshold is set at GWL that
are higher than previous droughts is not true and needs to be deleted. The minimum threshold
which is roughly equal to the 2014 groundwater level IS NOT HIGHER THAN GW LEVELS
DURING PRIOR DROUGHTS!!
Response: Please re-examine the hydrographs in Appendix 3D. In many wells, prior droughts
resulted in lower groundwater elevations than the 2014 drought (Figure 3; Figure 4). The
hydrographs for PV6SM and AWD_Aimee are provided below as examples; annual minimum
groundwater elevations have risen over the historical period in response to improved groundwater
management. Of note, groundwater elevations were lower in the late 1980s. Just over half (58%
or 7/12) of RMP wells with data available prior to WY 2000 experienced lower elevations prior to
WY 2000. Similarly, 92% (11/12) RMP wells with data available prior to WY 2014 experienced
lower elevations prior to WY 2014. In these cases, the minimum threshold is lower than the 2014
groundwater level as it is meant to support the groundwater supply that has been provided over
the last 20 years.
In the broader PV Water Monitoring Network, which includes private wells that have been
monitored as far back as the 1940s, the drought of the late 1980s and early 1990s is most
commonly the period with the lowest water level in the historical record.
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The map included on page 11 of the RRW comments on the GSU22 does show that groundwater
elevations were more depressed in some areas in prior droughts when compared to the 2014
drought.
10/18/21 Comment #9: RRW - Consultant claims that the proposed minimum thresholds, roughly
equal to 2014 level, is higher than previous drought periods. This is not substantiated by figures
contained in the 2014 Basin Management Plan shown below. Look at the footprint of
groundwater below sea water in 2014. This is a larger footprint than the two prior droughts years.
Response: Minimum thresholds are set at RMPs. Evaluation of hydrographs at the RMPs as
described in the above response shows that a high percentage of RMPs with available data had
lower groundwater levels prior to 2014. The majority of long-term monitoring wells monitored by
the agency reflect water levels approximately 5-10 feet lower at the end of the early 1990s
drought than the lowest groundwater conditions observed during 2000-2020.
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Figure 3. Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels Minimum Threshold, Measurable Objective, and Top of Screen for AWD_Aimee [Figure 22 in GSU22]
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Figure 4. Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels Minimum Threshold, Measurable Objective, and Top of Screen for PV6SM [Appendix 3D
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Comment 3.11: RRW – The draft plan proposes to allow exceedances to go below the minimum
threshold for as many as 4 years when the minimum threshold is already set at a 3-year drought
period low. This creates a situation similar to a 7-year drought which has not even occurred in
recorded history in the Watsonville area. Low groundwater levels cause chlorides to move inland
rapidly. Historical droughts last typically 3 years. Why are exceedances set at levels that are based
on 7 years of drought?
Response: The minimum threshold is not necessarily set by a 3-year drought period. It is based on
the average of the 2 annual minimum groundwater elevations at RMPs observed, which have
occurred during dry and wet years. For example, the AWD_Aimee RMP minimum threshold is
the average of water levels observed after Water Year 2014 at the end of the cited 3-year drought
and a little over 2 years later following a wet and average year. A period of declining groundwater
levels over 7 years has not been observed but would likely result in groundwater levels well
below the minimum threshold.
10/18/21 Comment #11: RRW - We disagree with the Consultant's statement that the
exceedances do not constitute a scenario equal to a 7 year drought. The criteria that requires 15%
of RMPs to go below the minimum threshold for an additional 4 years before an undesirable
result occurs creates equal to a 7 year for people living in those 15% of RMP areas. the other 85%
of RMP areas. This creates a disproportionate hardship for people living in areas where shallower
wells tend to be located, typical for domestic wells and small water systems. People can bring in
trucked water, they can put up with slow filling water tanks, etc., for a year or two. Four years is
too long for even one RMP to go below a minimum threshold.
Response: We maintain our original response. Please also note that GSU22 Section 3.8 cites the
SGMA definition of an undesirable result for chronic lowering of groundwater levels as follows
(Water Code Section 10721):
Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable
depletion of supply if continued over the planning and implementation horizon. Overdraft
during a period of drought is not sufficient to establish a chronic lowering of groundwater
levels if extractions and recharge are managed as necessary to ensure that reductions in
groundwater levels or storage during a period of drought are offset by increases in
groundwater levels or storage during other periods.
=====================================================================
Comment 3.12: RRW - There is conflicting information about the number of wells to be in the
revised RMP network. Figure 10 shows 14 RMPs and an additional 6 wells to be considered as
RMPs for a total of 20 RMPs. Figure 26 shows 8 additional RMPs are recommended to be added
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to the above scenario which could raise the RMP number to 28. Of the 8 additional wells in Fig.
26, 6 of them are located in the alluvial plain areas.
Response: Figure 10 (now Figure 13) does not show additional RMP locations. These (pink dots)
were wells which were considered to be RMPs but were not included in the final RMP network.
RMPs in the same spatial location but at different depths provide vertical representation of the
Aromas aquifer, such as the HudsonS and HudsonD wells.
=====================================================================
10/18/21 Comment #8: RRW - The proposed minimum threshold levels are not based on sound
historical data, especially outside of the DWZ zone.
Historical data does not support the claims of justification for minimum thresholds in Section 3.7
of the draft GSU 22 plan. Consultant claims that hydrographs listed in Appendix 3B and 3D
justify minimum threshold levels at RMPs. Table 11 provides a summary of historical
groundwater levels for 18 RMPs. Of the 18 hydrographs shown, 9 are located in or near the
delivered water zone (Hudson S, Hudson D, PV1M PV3D, PV3S, PV4MD, PV6SM, PV6MD,
PV8S) so the graphs are representational for inland RMPS due to receipt of delivered water. For 6
of the remaining wells, NO DATA FOR YEARS PRECEDING 2000 IS AVAILABLE. The
remaining 3 wells (well 5, well 9, Aimee) also have significant data gaps exist during various
periods implying the wells were either deepened to capture more of the surrounding area's
groundwater, more screen height was added or water users were diverted to a city water line. Out
of 18 wells, there are no reliable wells with sufficient data to justify the proposed minimum
thresholds over time for inland wells.
Response: The minimum thresholds shown on what is now Table 10 are set at the average of the
2 lowest annual minimum groundwater elevations from WY 2000-2020. Groundwater level data
at the RMPs prior to 2000 are not needed to calculate minimum thresholds. Groundwater levels in
the Basin prior to 2000 were generally lower than groundwater levels after 2000 so inclusion of
those data in the definition would result in lower minimum thresholds. At RMPs without data
prior to 2010, the minimum thresholds are likely set higher than they would be if data prior to
2010 were available due to higher groundwater levels in the Basin since 2010. If groundwater
levels at these RMPs were higher prior to 2010 than after 2010, the minimum thresholds would
not change.
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Seawater Intrusion Sustainability Status
Comment 7.6.1: RRW - SECTION 7.5 NEEDS TO RECOGNIZE AND PROVIDE
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS FOR SWI ALREADY OCCURRING AND THAT IS NOT BEING
ADDRESSED. A STRATEGY FOR DEALING THE INTRUSION IN SPECIFIC AREAS
THAT ARE NOT PROTECTED BY DELIVERED WATER NEEDS TO BE INCLUDED IN
THE DRAFT PLAN[...]The following two chemographs for Hudsen Landing and SCA9A
(Appendix 2A) show significant SWI to the north and the south of the delivered water zone. The
draft plan states that more monitoring wells are needed. However, SWI occurring here SHOULD
BE ADDRESSED IN THE DRAFT PLAN. The draft plan also needs to address potential
management actions for sea water intrusion Areas B, E and F. Firsthand observations of massive
intensification in agricultural practices in south of the delivered water zone in the Carnerous
Creek sub-basin occurred 2009 thru 2019 likely contributed to this 850% increase in chlorides [at
Hudson S].
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Figure 5. Hudson Wells Chloride Chemographs [From RRW Response to GSU22;Originally from Appendix 2A of GSU22]
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Figure 6. SC-A4 Chloride Chemographs [From RRW Response to GSU22; Originally from Appendix 2A of GSU22]
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Response: Consistent with SGMA, the seawater intrusion SMC define a chloride concentration
isocontour as the extent “to which additional seawater intrusion would not be significant and
unreasonable” as stated in DWR Recommended Action 7. SGMA does not require reducing
seawater intrusion where it has already occurred. However, the BMP 2014 projects and
management actions are designed to reduce the rate of seawater intrusion where it has occurred to
prevent seawater intrusion from advancing beyond the SMC isocontour. Reducing groundwater
pumping in the delivered water zone should also raise groundwater levels in adjacent areas such
as the areas around the Hudson well series and SC-A9A and reduce the rate of seawater intrusion
in those areas as well. The efficacy of BMP 2014 projects and management actions in preventing
significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion will be evaluated based on implementation of
BMP 2014 Phase 1 by 2025.
The measurable objective will also be used as a management goal to prevent seawater intrusion
causing chloride concentrations above 100 mg/L inland of the measurable objective isocontour.
As such, the following has been added to Section 2.6 of GSU22: “If the measurable objective is
not being met in the future, PV Water will evaluate its projects and management actions and
consider new strategies to prevent undesirable results.”
The HudsonS (shallow) well and SC-A4A have chloride concentrations indicating seawater
intrusion and the seawater intrusion SMC isocontour is inland of those locations. The other
3 areas do not show seawater intrusion as described below. Chemographs for all areas are
available in GSU22 Appendix 2A.
Area B: There is no evidence of seawater intrusion in this inland area. Chloride concentrations
have been largely stable over the historical record and remain below the measurable objective of
100 mg/L (see GSU22 Appendix 2A).
Area E: Chloride concentrations in this area do not indicate seawater intrusion and have been
largely stable over the historical record and remain below the measurable objective of 100 mg/L
(see GSU22 Appendix 2A).
Area F: Chloride at the confidential well available in area F has increased from roughly 50 mg/L
to just under the measurable objective of 100 mg/L over the historical period but has stabilized
since 2014 (see GSU22 Appendix 2A). Continued monitoring at this area will ensure that any
increases of chloride concentrations above the measurable objective are evaluated.
10/18/21 Comment #4: RRW - The measurable objective is ALREADY NOT BEING
ACHIEVED IN SEVERAL AREAS OUTSIDE OF THE SWI ZONE. So why are there no
projects or management actions written into the draft NOW to deal with these identified
undesirable results that have already occurred?
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Chloride increase in the Las Lomas Area from 60 to 100 mg/L 2008 - 2018 shows steady
seawater intrusion into the area. "Leveling off" 2016 - 2018 likely due to very good rain years in
2017-2018 not due to success of nearby Delivered Water Projects. If delivered water was helping
here, the Hudsen Well would not have increased in chlorides by 850% from 2009 to 2019.
Response: Undesirable results are based on the significant and unreasonable condition of
seawater intrusion advancing 1,000 feet beyond intrusion as of WY 2020. The measurable
objective will not be met if chloride concentrations beyond the isocontour rise above 100 mg/L
due to seawater intrusion. As described in the response to Comment 2.2 and 10/18/21 Comment
#2, chloride concentrations in inland areas such as Las Lomas are not a result of seawater
intrusion. Seawater intrusion at the Hudson Shallow well is included within the seawater intrusion
SMC isocontour. Intrusion advancing beyond this area would lead PV Water to evaluate its
projects and management actions as described in Section 2.6.

Groundwater in Storage Sustainability Status
Comment 7.7.1: RRW – [Why does figure 7-27 display an increase in groundwater in storage
from the previous year while figure 7-28 displays an increase in pumping from the previous year?
A dry year with an increase in pumping should not display an increase in groundwater in storage]
Response: The change in storage presented on Figure 51 (pg. 7-26) is calculated using
interpolated measured groundwater elevations. The methodology for this calculation is described
in the text on pg. 7-24 and in previous Basin annual reports. While it is true that 2020 was a dry
year and pumping was up from the previous year, there are many factors which contribute to
change in groundwater elevations and storage in the hydrologic system so year to year changes
may not have clear explanations. In WY 2020, groundwater elevations across the Basin increased
an average of approximately 2 feet. primarily due to the reduced pumping This increase is
atypical for a dry year because pumping was lower than the previous dry year of WY 2018 when
groundwater elevations declined and groundwater in storage decreased. This lower pumping in
WY 2020 compared to WY 2018 is associated with impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic on
agriculture product demand and production. The conclusion that groundwater in storage has
increased over multiple years can be explained by consistent reductions of groundwater pumping
compared to baseline. This conclusion is based on best available data and corroborated by trends
in groundwater elevation hydrographs.
10/18/21 Comment #13: RRW - The Consultants response has conflicting information and fails to
address our concern /comment regarding data integrity: … So which is it? Was pumping up or
down in 2020? It can't be both. The consultants response to our comment did not address our
concern about conflicting data contained in the groundwater storage status. This one of many
examples of inconsistent data in the draft plan.
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Response: Thank you for pointing out this inconsistency. As shown in Figure 52 of the GSU22,
pumping was up in WY 2020 compared to WY 2019. The above response has been revised. The
increase
ofmeasurable
groundwater
in storage
over 5 years
as described
in the GSU22
is achieved
consistent with the
The
objective
for reduction
of groundwater
in storage
has been
despite
BMP 2014 projects
andrising
management
actions
in operation
not meeting
their pumping
increase
of groundwater
elevations
over that
time period,
reduced
groundwater
planned yields (Table 10) and operational yields of 5,700 AFY less than 50% of the
compared to baseline, and the period including more wet years than dry years.

overall yield goal of 12,100 AFY. However, groundwater pumping has decreased
10,900 from average pumping for 2006-2010 to 2016-2020 (Figure 49). This number
=====================================================================
approaches the 12,100 AFY goal for the total volume of water needed to make up the
average annual shortfall in the Basin even if only just over half can be attributed to
BMP7.7.2:
2014 projects
and management
actions
Comment
RRW - The
statement that
GW storage reduction of 12,100 has already been

achieved "despite less than 50% of overall yield goal of projects being achieved" is not true.

Figure 7. Production and Precipitation Trends; Pajaro Valley 2000 – 2013 [From RRW Response to GSU22;
Originally Figure 2-20 in PV Water’s BMP 2014 ]

Response: The figure provided by RRW (re-presented above) does show that 2016-2020 pumping
is lower than 2006-2010 pumping.
The draft GSU22 does not state that the 12,100-acre-foot project yield goals have been met.
Rather, it explicitly states that they have not been met. Meanwhile, the measurable objective for
100% reduction in the rate of groundwater in storage depletion has been achieved because
groundwater change in storage has been positive in recent years based on rising groundwater
levels. This is described in Section 7.7 of the GSU22:
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The measurable objective can be considered elimination of annual overdraft or 100%
reduction in the rate of groundwater in storage depletion. […] The measurable objective
for reduction of groundwater in storage has been achieved despite BMP 2014 projects and
management actions in operation not meeting their planned yields (Table 10) and
operational yields of 5,700 AFY less than 50% of the overall yield goal of 12,100 AFY.
However, groundwater pumping has decreased 10,900 from average pumping for 20062010 to 2016-2020 (Figure 52). This number approaches the 12,100 AFY goal for the total
volume of water needed to make up the average annual shortfall in the Basin even if only
just over half can be attributed to BMP 2014 projects and management actions. This large
decline in groundwater pumping helps explain why SMC for reduction of storage are met.
=====================================================================
10/18/21 Comment #13: RRW - Section 7.7 of the GSU plan needs to be revised. Sea Water
Intrusion needs to be admitted to and quantified as propping up Groundwater levels and skewing
groundwater storage lost when chloride limits were redefined from 100 mg/L to 250 mg/L
Consultant states that there has not been significant increase in chlorides monitoring wells outside
of the SWI zone. First hand results for a RRW member's well is that chlorides have almost
doubled since it was first tested. Other data ignored includes data contained in the draft GSU 22
plan. See following figures that show significant chloride increases from 2002-2011 to 20162020.
THE ABOVE SHOWS CLEAR EVIDENCE THAT SWI HAS HELPED TO PROP UP GWLS.
THIS NEEDS TO BE ADMITTED TO IN BOTH SECTIONS 3 AND SECTIONS 7.7 IN THE
GSU 22 PLAN
Response: As described in responses to Comment 2.1 and 10/18/21 Comment #2, inland chloride
concentrations are not a result of seawater intrusion. In addition, Section 7.7 compares calculation
of change of groundwater in storage versus the GSP Alternative’s SMC for groundwater in
storage approved by DWR that is based on physical change of groundwater in storage.
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Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels Sustainability Status
Comment 7.8.1: RRW - Figure 50 (now 53) should differentiate wells inside and outside of the
delivered water zone (DWZ)
Response: The figure has been edited to differentiate wells inside and outside of the DWZ.

Water Quality Sustainability Status
Comment 7.10.1: CWC - Public water supply wells regulated by the State Water Resources
Control Board and state and local small water system wells (serving 2-14 connections) regulated
by the Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau should be included in the Water Quality
Monitoring Network as RMPs.
Response: The water quality monitoring network does not have RMP. Rather, it uses assimilative
capacity calculated using all wells in the PV Water Monitoring Network and Basin well sites
accessible through the Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment Program (GAMA)
Groundwater Information System which includes domestic drinking water wells. PV Water will
consider incorporating water quality data from small water systems in Monterey and Santa Cruz
County in assimilative capacity calculations in future updates of the GSU22, provided the data are
available at least annually.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.2: CWC - Please clarify in the text whether ALL representative monitoring will be
monitored for chloride, nitrate, AND TDS. It would be helpful if PV Water could add this
information to Table 30 (or create new tables for each monitoring parameter to clarify which
wells will be monitored for which parameters - the footnote is not clear) and clarify the
monitoring frequency of each water quality parameter, if different than what is listed in Table 30.
Response: The water quality monitoring network does not have RMP. As noted above, it uses
assimilative capacity calculated using all wells in the PV Water Monitoring Network and Basin
well sites accessible through the GAMA Groundwater Information System. Chloride, TDS, and
nitrate are routinely sampled at all wells monitored by PV Water. These constituents are generally
sampled by other agencies as well and are incorporated into PV Water’s databases when
available. The note on what is now Table 29 has been edited to reflect this.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.3: CWC - It is also imperative that PV Water add into the water quality
monitoring network all water quality parameters that have been identified in the Pajaro Valley
Basin above drinking water standards (Maximum Contaminant Levels). This would include 123-
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trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP) and arsenic in addition to nitrate. Hexavalent chromium should also
be included as a state-determined MCL is anticipated in the next year or two, and it is present in
the basin. 123-TCP, arsenic, and nitrate are all monitored in public drinking water wells according
to their monitoring schedules.
Response: Currently, PV Water is monitoring based on the existing water quality SMC which
were approved by DWR. These are set only for TDS, nitrate, and chloride.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.4: CWC - It is important that the PV GSP include the same wells in the water
quality network from year to year. In the “Sustainability Status in Pajaro Valley Subbasin: Water
Quality,” PV Water commented that they have “increased the total number of wells used [in the
water quality monitoring network] from ~300 in the SNMP to over 630 wells in the 2016-2020
analysis.” It will be important to compare water quality parameters in the same network of wells
in order to determine whether water quality is degrading.
Response: The incorporation of new groundwater quality data strengthens the understanding of
groundwater quality in the Basin as best available information. Ongoing evaluations are expected
to use more similar network of wells, but changes in well access and data availability in such a
large network will make it unlikely the exact same wells will be used every year.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.5: CWC - Take immediate actions to address the current nitrate UR present in the
coastal zone. PV Water reports that the coastal zone of the Basin is currently experiencing a
“theoretical” nitrate Undesirable Result. However, they have not proposed new actions to remedy
this problem and instead assert that projects currently underway will remedy the issue by 2040.
Current management should be adjusted to show that it is able to reach and maintain
sustainability.
Response: The word ‘theoretical’ has been removed from the text. Text describing nitrate
management projects in the Basin has also been added to Section 7.10.6.
PV Water's Agricultural Conservation/Irrigation Efficiency Program works with growers
to improve irrigation efficiency and by extension, fertigation practices. As part of PV
Water’s Master Reclamation Permit, nitrogen inputs in the coastal zone are monitored
through delivered water and by grower application. PV Water performs an annual analysis
assessing if nutrient application exceeds estimated crop demands based on land use
survey. The assessments have demonstrated that current practices in the Delivered Water
Zone are not adding excessive nitrogen into the system. Further, high nitrate may not
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necessarily be a result of current land and water use and may be a result of previously high
nitrate applications leaching through the soil and reaching groundwater. The Agricultural
Order is also an important tool that requires growers to monitor and report on nutrient
application with the goal of reducing nitrate loading to groundwater. In part due to the
programs described above, coupled with continued monitoring and evaluation, nitrate
management should continue to improve in the Basin.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.6: RRW - Rural Residents for Water has voiced concerns on a number of
occasions about the unacceptable groundwater quality objectives, pro-degradation and
assimilation policies that were used to in both the Salt and Nutrient Plan and the Central Coast
Groundwater Quality Plan. Now these errors are being continued in this draft GSU22 plan. The
objectives and the assimilation policies are not in keeping with the directives of State Water
Board and Resolution No. 68-16. Our concerns were voiced in writing through a letter dated June
20, 2021, a memo dated August 10, 2021 and in two emails sent to Central Coast Water Boards
between April and August. To date, no government agency has stepped up to take responsibility
for allowing these pro-degradatory objectives and policies to exist. DWR stated on p.19 of the
"Alternative Assessment Staff Report", July 2019, that "the Salt and Nutrient Plan is responsible
for identifying at-risk areas for groundwater quality degradation and mitigation strategies." In our
letter, we pointed out that at-risk areas had not been identified in the Salt and Nutrient Plan. The
current draft of GSU 22 update still does not identify or state where the at-risk areas are which
DWR presumed to exist in their July 2019 staff report. The Draft GSU22 needs to clearly show
where the at-risk areas are and how PV Water will coordinate with other agencies towards
facilitating joint strategies that minimize further risk in or near these areas.
ASSIMILATION CAPACITY POLICY NEEDS TO BE CHANGED TO COMPLY WITH
ANTI-DEGRADATORY INSTEAD OF PRO-DEGRADATORY POLICY IN THE CENTRAL
COAST GROUNDWATER QUALITY PLAN. The Assimilative Capacity that is in the "Salt and
Nutrient Plan" and now in the draft plan is not consistent with anti-degradation policy contained
in the Central Coast Groundwater Quality Plan.
The definitions for assimilative capacity in the SNP Plan do not comply with its own SNP
guidelines. Page 90 of the SNP Plan states, "For the purpose of this SNMP, assimilative capacity
is defined as the amount of loading the groundwater basin can receive from salts and nutrients
without resulting in damage to aquatic life or humans who utilize and consume the water. How
can nitrate loading that doubles in areas where nitrate levels are already much higher than safe
drinking water standards not be considered as damage to aquatic life or humans.”
Assimilative capacity has not been defined to comply with the "Human Right to Water" Act.
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The current assimilative capacity policy for the PV Basin . . . and for GSAs in general. . . needs to
be revised so that the average 2020 concentration level for any constituent does not exceed 20%
in order to be more protective of drinking water and irrigation water quality standards.
Response: The current groundwater quality SMC were developed in the salt and nutrient
management plan in response to regulations put forth by the Central Coast Region of the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). These were accepted by DWR in its review of PV
Water's GSP Alternative submittal. Ongoing monitoring will continue to evaluate trends in
groundwater quality. Please see page 17 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical
memorandum (9/7/2021) which addressed these concerns.
10/18/21 Comment #14: RRW - The GSU 22 plan needs to be amended to correct errors and
better address groundwater quality objectives and assimilative policies that are pro-degradatory
instead of anti-degradatory. Policies of the Central Coast Region Water Quality Control Board
(SWRCB) have not been consistent in our dealings regarding this issue. We have received
conflicting information about how the State has guided local GSAs in these areas. We have been
guided to links that summarize State law regarding the maintenance of the highest quality of
water as possible as measured against current median levels. If the rules are in flux, we maintain
that if an assimilation policy exists that allows a basin average for a contaminant to double, as is
the case for both chlorides and nitrates in the PV Basin, those policies need to be changed at both
the State and the local levels. Doubling of nitrates creates nitrate levels so high, that reverse
osmosis filters will not be able to make drinking water safe. Doubling of chlorides renders
thousands of acre-feet of groundwater unsuitable for agriculture. Doubling of TDS also renders
thousands of acre feet of groundwater as unsuitable for agriculture.
The State and local "assimilation" policies are creating a de facto land use planning mechanism
that can result when groundwater is no longer suitable for agriculture and creates an urban
conversion pressure.
Rural Residents requested in two different letters with two additional follow-up phone calls to the
Central Regional Water Quality Control Board to explain why pro-degradation policies are being
allowed to set groundwater quality objectives at levels more than double the current median level
for constituents. We have not received a response to our request for this information.
10/18/21 Comment #15: RRW - In our Oct. 3 comment letter to PVWater regarding the GSU22
plan, we requested the standards for assimilation policy be changed to be more protective of
groundwater quality so as not to allow a doubling of contamination. Our request was to limit
concentrations to no more than the following incremental percentages between now and 2039. We
did not receive a response to our comment
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- by 2027- average concentration not to increase above the 2020 level by more than
10%
- by 2033- average concentration not to increase above the 2027 level by more than 5%
- by 2039- average concentration not to increase above the 2033 level by more than 5%
PV Water can set an example of a much better assimilation policy by adopting a reasonable
assimilative policy such as shown above. . . . . an assimilation policy that provides better
protection of groundwater quality. They can set an example for DWR to consider in evaluating
other GSU plans.
Response: As described in the response above, DWR accepted PV Water’s water quality SMC as
described for in the GSP Alternative submittal. As a result, addressing the water quality SMC was
not included in DWR’s recommended actions for this 5-year update and was not part of the scope
of GSU22. After submittal of the GSU22, there will be a 75-day comment period to submit
comments to DWR for its consideration in its review of GSU22 and the GSP Alternative.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.7: CCW - Discontinue the use of “assimilative capacity” as a water quality
management strategy.
Response: The current groundwater quality SMC were developed in the Salt and Nutrient
Management Plan in response to regulations put forth by the Central Coast Region of the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). These were accepted by DWR in its review of PV
Water's GSP Alternative submittal. Ongoing monitoring will continue to evaluate trends in
groundwater quality. Please see page 17 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical
memorandum (9/7/2021) which addressed these concerns.
=====================================================================
Comment 7.10.8: CWC - GSU22 states that the chloride water quality minimum threshold
exceedance in zone 2 is not an exceedance because the concentrations are a result of SWI. This is
still an exceedance and needs to be acknowledged as such.
RRW - The draft plan needs to recognize exceedance of chloride of assimilative capacity in Zone
2.
Response: Chloride as a result of seawater intrusion is evaluated by the seawater intrusion SMC,
therefore this level of chloride in zone 2 is not an exceedance of water quality SMC. The note to
Table 14 has been edited to clarify this point. 10/18/21 Comment #16: RRW - In our prior
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comment letter, we pointed out that the average chloride level in the Coastal zone if 273 mg/L is
higher than the 250 mg/L isocontour line shown for sea water intrusion. According the Salt and
Nutrient Plan's current Assimilation Policy, this constitutes an undesirable result. We asked that
this fact be written into the GSU 22 section for Groundwater Quality.
The consultant responded that because the average level of chloride is in the SWI zone, it is not
an exceedance or an undesirable result. This is conflicting information. Our concern is worthy of
being addressed in a more meaningful way in the GSU22 plan.
Response: We maintain our original response, with clarification that it is the table note not
caption that has been edited
=====================================================================
10/17/21 Comment #2: Brian Sparling - I am concerned that problems with water quality in the
Royal Oaks area are being minimalized. The GSU22 states in the Discussion section, Statement
on Sustainability of Groundwater: “there is no undesirable result for nitrate in the Basin inland of
the SNMP coastal zone…” Royal Oaks is considered inland according to the report map, and our
well’s Nitrate concentrations hit the state limit of 10ppm in 2011 and has been steadily increasing
to 13.3ppm in 2019. The report adds: “There is no undesirable results for TDS and chloride in
the basin.” But even if the higher MT of 250mg/l is adopted for the coastal zone, Table 2 20162020 values, shows that Zone 2 is already over that value. Hudson landing, which is part of the
coastal Zone, has a Chloride concentration of over a 150% the MT.
Response: PV Water’s water quality SMC approved by DWR are based on average
concentrations over zones not concentrations in specific wells. Chloride concentrations resulting
from seawater intrusion are evaluated with the seawater intrusion SMC; please see the above
response to Comment 7.10.8.
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Water Budgets
Comment 9.1: RRW -The historical groundwater budget for rural residential use is not realistic
and needs to be reduced to a realistic number. What are the assumptions used in the hydrological
model that support such high numbers for rural residential water use?
Response: Best available data are input to the groundwater model, developed by PV Water and
USGS. The model will be continuously updated and improved as new data become available.
Rural residential pumping is a data input to the model and the observed pumping data is used to
verify simulated pumping of the water balance subregions.
=====================================================================
Comment 9.2: RRW - It is not clear in the groundwater budget if "flows to shore" include runoff
from creeks and rivers. The budget should make it clear how much of the "outflows" are from
surface water which should not be used in the calculation of "net inflow-outflow" in the
groundwater budget
Response: Flows to/from offshore are all groundwater flows. Surface water flows departing to the
ocean are not considered in groundwater budgets
=====================================================================
Comment 9.3: RRW - Only one of three water budget scenarios that was presented to the
advisory committee in the September meeting is included in the Water Budget section of the draft
plan. The budget that is included is considered to be the "average" rainfall scenario which actually
represents a 22% increase in annual rainfall during the 2022 through 2039 period. I do not [see] in
the draft where the sea level rise options are discussed. The 22% increase shown for the "average"
water budget is not realistic considering the increasing disparity in climate zone patterns. The
"average" scenario IS NOT CONSERVATIVE ENOUGH. The water budget scenario that should
be used is the "dry" budget which does not assume significant increases in rainfall through
2039.The "dry" scenario, which is not in the draft, assumes a 3 % increase in average annual
rainfall which is slightly above the historical average. The members of Rural Residents are
hopeful that the Board will not adopt the "average" water budget shown in the draft plan but will
instead adopt the "dry" scenario, which still projects a 3% increase in annual rainfall. We believe
that it is better to be more in line with "historical" data for rainfall, especially as many
climatologists project rainfall to be less than average in the future as warmer weather tends to
create higher pressure zones that can keep moisture fronts from moving into an area.
Response: The USGS developed the Average CCSM4 climate scenario based on best available
data from global circulation models as described in section 9.3.5 and in appendix 9A. DWR has
provided central tendency climate datasets for recommended use in SGMA, which predict
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increased precipitation along in the Central Coast in 2030 and 2070 as compared to historical. See
Figure 8 below for a statewide illustration of average precipitation and temperature changes from
historical in the DWR central tendency 2070 climate datasets. DWR guidance does allow use of
locally developed climate scenarios and use of the Average CCSM4 climate scenario for
projected water budget is consistent with guidance to use a scenario representing a central
tendency. The Average CCSM4 scenario includes conditions drier than historical conditions for
the 2040-2070 period. Projected water budget during that period shows that PV Water may need
to modify its projects and management actions to counter the effects of climate change.
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Figure 8. Projected Changes in Climate Conditions for 2070 [Extracted from DWR’s Guidance for Climate Change
Data Use During Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development, July 2018]
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Appendix 9A and Section 9.5 'Climate Change and Sea Level Rise Uncertainty Analysis' describe
and present budgets for the additional dry scenario and high sea level rise scenarios. As presented
on Figure 66 and 67 of the GSU22, the average and dry scenario both present a hotter and drier
climate compared to historical observations. These concerns were previously addressed in the
September Committee meeting. It is acknowledged in the GSU22 that uncertainty in climate
change projections (highlighted by differences between the average and dry scenarios, and
average and high sea level rise scenarios) will likely present sustainability challenges. Both the
average and dry climate scenarios present dry periods that can be evaluated for planning purposes.
Comment 9.4: CWC - Based on comments made during various meetings and the consultant’s
response, there appears to be a discrepancy in accounting for seawater intrusion in water storage
versus in the water budget. The reasoning behind such a difference remains unclear and adds
unnecessary confusion. Seawater intrusion should be accounted for in calculations for both water
storage and the water budget.
Response: As described in section 9.4.1, net offshore inflows (flows from offshore into the Basin)
are incorporated into the storage calculations as a very approximate estimate of the loss of usable
groundwater in storage due to intruded seawater. This estimate is considered very approximate
because flows from offshore may not raise concentrations in groundwater to become unusable and
was incorporated at the request of RRW and CWC input at the July Committee and Board
meetings. This calculation is included alongside absolute change in groundwater in storage for all
Basinwide water budgets presented in the GSU22. Sustainability status for groundwater in storage
(Section 7.7) utilizes change of physical groundwater in storage based on changes of groundwater
levels consistent with SMC approved by DWR in its assessment of the Basin’s GSP alternative.
=====================================================================
Comment 9.5: CWC - According to PV Water’s models presented during GSU22 Committee
meetings, the rate of seawater intrusion is expected to decrease for a limited period of time and
then drastically increase around 2040. This indicates that the PV Water’s plan as currently written
will be unable to maintain sustainability. PV Water should adjust its plans to prevent and manage
seawater intrusion to account for the predicted effects of climate change.
Response: As described in Section 9.6:
“BMP 2014 projects and management actions result in net flow towards the coastline
across the seawater intrusion minimum threshold isocontour for approximately 15 years
past the sustainability deadline of 2040. The direction of this net flow would likely prevent
seawater intrusion inland of the seawater intrusion minimum threshold isocontour and
seawater intrusion undesirable results. After 2040, the efficacy of BMP 2014 projects in
maintaining sustainability reduces net offshore inflows into the Basin and reductions of
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groundwater in storage begin to increase back to historical levels. After 2055, flows
across the seawater intrusion minimum threshold isocontour again flow inland, increasing
the risk of seawater intrusion undesirable results. Continued investment in implementing
current and planned BMP 2014 projects, and potentially the addition of new groundwater
sustainability projects or project improvements, may be required to maintain Basin
sustainability through 2070.”
The Basin’s GSP Alternative will be continually evaluated while the plan is implemented, with
the potential for project modification or implementation of additional projects if sustainability
goals are not met. As stated in BMP2014, Basin projects and management actions will be
evaluated after 2025.

Page 76 of 113

36

Monitoring Networks
Comment 10.1: RRW - Section 10.4.2.2 Seawater Intrusion Monitoring Network does not
provide an adequate description of how sea water intrusion will be tracked, reported and how the
public will be notified…. More information needs to be added to describe how sea water
intrusion will be tracked. It needs to describe in what form(s) and at what intervals the
information will be provided. It needs to describe in what way the public will be notified and
have access to the information. See B. The Monitoring Plan does not commit to frequency of
reporting being provided to PV Water Board, other agencies and to the public (above). It does
not commit to how interested parties will be notified. More information needs to be added in
monitoring protocol to describe how groundwater quality reporting will be done. It needs to
describe in at what intervals the information will be provided. It needs to describe in what way
the public will be notified and have access to the information
Response: Text has been added to the monitoring network background stating that the public
will have access to the monitoring network results as presented in the Annual reports.
Table 30 provides the monitoring agency and frequency of monitoring for wells in the
groundwater quality monitoring network. SGMA requires that up-to-date groundwater
conditions, including groundwater quality and seawater intrusion, are presented in the annual
reports. The public will have access to these annual reports, as they have had access to historical
PV Water annual reports.
=====================================================================
Comment 10.2: RRW - RMPs planned in non- alluvial areas are low priority. This further
exacerbates the inadequacy of the RMP network and the further skews the calculation of
exceedances for GWL-SMCs to the detriment of rural residents
Response: This is not the case. As presented in section 10.6.3:
“The category with the highest priority to address is where additional RMPs are
recommended. The next highest priority to address is where there are spatial data gaps
within the full PV Water monitoring network. The lowest priority to address are spatial
data gaps that only occur within the PV GSP Alternative monitoring network.”
The text states that data gaps where there are no Aromas monitoring wells (confidential or
otherwise) are medium priority (areas 7 and 8 on Figure 9). Groundwater monitoring in these
areas need to be established first before evaluating need to add RMPs for these areas. As
described in Section 10.6.3.1.3, existing RMPs may be representative of these areas. The highest
priority areas are where additional RMPs are recommended (areas 2, 3, and 4 on Figure 9) with
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areas 2 and 3 identified to establish RMPs near domestic water users. Appendix 3E displays data
to inform chronic lowering of groundwater levels SMC for these RMPs when they are
established.

Figure 9. Groundwater Level Monitoring Networks and Identified Data Gaps [Figure 86 in GSU22]

10/18/21 Comment #6: RRW - RMPs planned in non- alluvial areas are low priority. This
further exacerbates the inadequacy of the RMP network and the further skews the calculation of
exceedances for GWL-SMCs to the detriment of rural residents. This makes is even more
important for exceedances to be revised so that GWLs and RMPs do not go below the minimum
threshold for more than 2 years. . . not 4 years.
Response: Please see response above and response to Comment 3.5.
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=====================================================================
Comment 10.3: RRW - Duplicatory RMPs need to be eliminated to make RMP network more
representational
Recommended RMP network. Delete 5 duplicatory RMPs in alluvial plan. Add
additional RMPs near rural residential areas.

x

Potential
additional RMPS
according to Fig. 10
Potential
additional RMPS
according to Fig. 26
Delete these
RMPs. Duplicatory
in alluvial plain areas

Figure 10. RRW Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Level Data Gap Analysis [From RRW Response to GSU22]
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Response: The wells shown on Figure 10, and copied onto this map created by RRW, are not
additional wells to be added as RMP. Rather these are wells that were considered as RMP but not
included in the final network. Therefore, the revision requested here is already part of GSU22.
=====================================================================
Comment 10.4: RRW - There are unacceptable groundwater elevation data gaps in the upland
areas with elevations greater than 200 feet.
Response: The focus of GSU22 is on the Aromas aquifer as the primary aquifer. The lack of
Aromas aquifer monitoring wells in the far upland areas of the Basin precludes the current
establishment of RMP there. Adding monitoring in these areas has been identified as a data gap
to address. The current plan to address data gaps is described in section 3.11 and section 10.6.
Please also see page 14 of the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical memorandum
(9/7/2021) which addressed this concern. These concerns were also addressed at the May and
September Committee meetings.
=====================================================================
Comment 10.5: RRW - Groundwater Extraction Protocols, 10.5.2, states that agricultural
operations that extract less than 10 acre/feet per year of groundwater are exempt from metering.
It is not clear if non-metered agricultural pumping has been in annual reports, water budgets,
groundwater storage estimates, and other projections and if it has been, where is it shown. PV
Water has estimates for non-metered rural residential water usage. If so, how and where is nonmetered ag water use reflected in important charts and graphs. If not included, non-metered
agricultural water usage needs to be included in every aspect of PV Water's sustainability
planning and every aspect of the GSU22 plan development.
Response: Non-metered pumping is incorporated in PV Water’s model inputs to the PVHM and
in annual reporting pumping estimates. As described in Section 10.5.2 of the GSU22, nonmetered pumping estimates are based on the size and type of land use where the non-metered
pumping takes place.
Estimated water use both for the Rural Residential user category and the non-metered ag
pumping are included in the annual water use totals in PV Water annual reports. In the model,
rural residential pumping is a data input and the observed pumping data is used to verify
simulated pumping of the water balance subregions. Large scale purveyor wells are modeled
based on actual pumping and agricultural wells are used as water extraction points to meet
simulated crop water demand.

Page 80 of 113

40

Outreach and Engagement
Comment 12.1: CWC - More materials should have been provided in a bilingual format (Spanish
and English) and there should have been bilingual committee members or staff available to
participate in bilingual outreach efforts.
Response: PV Water appreciates your comments and recommendations as provided in CWC’s
October 4, 2021, Comment Letter. Per comments regarding #7 Outreach & Engagement: We will
take these comments into future consideration. We want to reiterate our comments from
Committee Meeting #12 (September 9, 2021) that our Communication & Engagement Plan was
published, presented, and invited comments at Committee Meeting #1 (October 14, 2020). No
comments were provided from CWC, Committee Members, or any stakeholder. As such, the
Committee accepted the Communication & Engagement Plan and the GSU22 outreach approach
proceeded. All 12 Committee Meetings had a specific Communication & Engagement discussion
on the agenda. At no time were recommendations made by any stakeholder, including Alternate
Committee Member Mayra Hernandez of CWC, to improve the outreach. CWC did ask for a
Spanish translator to be present at the September 28, 2021, Community Meeting and PV Water
provided a translator. At all meetings, Ellen Cross, Strategy Driver, Inc. was available to speak
Spanish, but translation was not requested. Being conscientious of improvement and lessons
learned, a GSU22 Survey was presented at all 12 Committee Meetings and Community
meetings. We received three completed surveys and responded accordingly. None of the Surveys
requested Spanish translation or additional outreach. We appreciate the reflection on how to
approach Communication & Engagement and will take that into future consideration; real-time
feedback would have afforded the process the benefit of real-time recalibration.
=====================================================================
Comment 12.2: RRW - Decision makers have minimalized Rural Resident requests to apply a
more conservative and protective SMCs for groundwater level and have not accepted our
testimonials as valid concerns [….] GWL Exceedances need to be more protective because it is
not always feasible for an RMP network to proportionally detect groundwater levels for all water
use sectors, especially domestic wells located above 200 ft elevation.
Response: PV Water provided the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical
memorandum (9/7/2021) , which addressed concerns listed by RRW. The petition provided by
RRW was also reviewed publicly at the May Committee meeting and mentioned at Board
Meeting #1.
All comments, including those provided by RRW and CWC, were taken seriously. In addition to
formal meetings that were open to the broader beneficial users of water, informal meetings were
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conducted between Committee meetings. PowerPoint presentations presented by both RRW and
CWC were also accommodated during public meetings and the Committee Meetings. Committee
Member Marla Anderson (RRW) and Alternate Mayra Hernandez (CWC) were given ample
time to speak during all open meetings and were provided time in between meetings to speak
with staff and consultants. The GSU22 Committee heard input by all stakeholders and they had
the ultimate decision to incorporate comments. Some comments were accepted and some were
not. The Committee Members voted on recommendations to PV Water Board and were
submitted based on majority vote.
PV Water advanced all correspondence requested to be shared to the GSU22 Committee from all
parties. Opportunities for comment by GSU22 Committee and public attendees was afforded
following each discussion item and during Question/Answer sessions. GSU22 Committee
members and the public at large were afforded ample opportunity to express their perspective as
members of RRW and CWC elected to utilize this frequently during discussion and votes. The
GSU22 Committee was established to provide a collective body that represented an array of
interests and groups in the Basin to provide recommendations to the Board of Directors for
approval. While unanimity would be ideal, with a diverse group of perspectives it is reasonable
that not all parties would agree on every matter. Most Committee votes passed with only one or
two of the 15 members voting against any given recommendation.
=====================================================================
Comment 12.3: RRW - Several of RRW’s communications were ignored and personal testimony
regarding known occurrences of well distress by Rural Residents at Advisory Committee
meetings were discounted. the GSU22 process did not facilitate participation by RRW. No
changes were made to chronic lowering of groundwater level SMC as a result of RRW
testimony.
Response: PV Water provided the Response to Rural Residents for Water technical
memorandum (9/7/2021), which addressed concerns listed by RRW. PV Water also held
meetings with RRW to address their concerns as well as meetings prior to and after every
Committee meeting. The petition provided by RRW was shared publicly and fully responded to
in the May Committee meeting. Further, chronic lowering of groundwater level SMC were
changed based on comments from Committee Member Anderson, the Rural Residential Well
Owner Representative on the Committee. Committee Member Anderson also agreed to share her
well data and which will contribute to monitoring data.
Best available data were used to develop all SMC, including for chronic lowering of
groundwater level. The definition and determination of occurrence for significant and
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unreasonable conditions for all indicators was based on feedback provided by the GSU22
Committee.
=====================================================================
Comment 12.4: CWC - CWC presented to both the GSU22 Committee and the PV Water Board
regarding the incorporation of a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program into PV
Water’s groundwater management. We offer more detailed recommendations here for further
consideration.
Response: Thank you for your comments. The incorporation of a Drinking Water Well Impact
Mitigation Program is not within the scope of GSU22. CWC was given a platform to present
information regarding a Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Program at a GSU22
Committee meeting as well at the PV Water Board of Directors meeting in September.
====================================================================
Comment 12.5: RRW - Please correct line item in chart on page 12-4 "Rural Residents for
Water" January 2021- December 2021, 'One on One meetings with Committee Member Marla' to
'Clarifications provided via telephone meetings with Committee Member Marla Anderson,
Provided opportunity for questions and comments during zoom meetings'
Response: This text has been edited accordingly without reference to Zoom (or GoToMeeting)
meetings because this entry refers to meetings beyond the 12 monthly Committee meetings.
=====================================================================
Comment 12.6: RRW - If funding is not in place to cover the costs to construct new or deepen
existing wells that fail due to groundwater quality or groundwater level problems based on
approved RMP plans, the RMP plan may not be sufficient to protect a GSA from liability for loss
of human right to water.
Response: Thank you for your comments. The incorporation of this type of funding is not within
the scope of GSU22.
=====================================================================
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:
MEETING OF:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

November 12, 2021
November 17, 2021
Board of Directors
General Manager
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM 10C: Consider Agreement with cbec, inc. eco
engineering for College Lake Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional
Services for Water Years 2022 and 2023, in an Amount Not to Exceed $253,562

INTRODUCTION
When this item goes before the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water) Board of Directors
(Board) on November 17, 2021, staff will ask the Board to consider approval of an agreement with cbec,
inc. eco engineering (cbec) for College Lake Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services for
Water Years 2022 and 20231, in an amount not to exceed $253,562. The proposed scope of work supports
PV Water’s ongoing Basin Management Plan Update (BMP) implementation efforts and provides
important data collection services and analysis in support of the College Lake Integrated Resources
Management Project (College Lake Project or Project).
BACKGROUND
PV Water’s BMP, approved by the Board in April 2014, identifies a three part solution to the water
resource issues affecting the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin: 1) Water Conservation, 2) Optimization
of Existing Water Supply Facilities, and 3) Development of New Water Supplies. The seven projects and
programs described in more detail in the BMP that make up the three-part solution are as follows:








Conservation Program
Increased production and deliveries from existing facilities
Increased Recycled Water Storage
Harkins Slough Recharge Facility Upgrades*
Watsonville Slough with Recharge Basins*
College Lake with Inland Pipeline to the Coastal Distribution System (now known as the proposed
College Lake Integrated Resources Management Project)
Murphy Crossing with Recharge Basin

* Now known as the Watsonville Slough System Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Project
The Board certified the Final EIR (FEIR) and approved the College Lake Project on October 16, 2019. As
described in the FEIR, the Project has an anticipated average yield of 1,800 to 2,300 acre-feet per year
(AFY). Staff filed a water-right application with the CA State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
on November 17, 2017. On September 22, 2020, the SWRCB held a water-right hearing for the
application. SWRCB staff notified PV Water that the SWRCB is planning to have the College Lake
water-right application on the agenda of its December 7, 2021 meeting.

1

Water Year represents the period October 1 through the following September 30.
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DISCUSSION
College Lake is a naturally occurring, seasonal lake that receives water from the Green Valley, Casserly,
and Hughes Creeks. These streams drain approximately 11,000 acres of range, rural residential, and crop
lands. Corralitos Creek, during periods of high flow, also contributes water to College Lake.
The College Lake Project includes construction of a new adjustable weir that would raise the College Lake
outlet elevation to increase the total storage capacity of the lake from approximately 1,400 AF to 2,000
AF. It also would increase the total inundated area from approximately 260 acres to 300 acres. New
facilities will include approximately 6 miles of a new water main, a new pump station, and a filtration
plant with disinfection. Water pumped out of College Lake will be filtered and disinfected at an onsite
treatment plant prior to distribution. For additional information on the Project, please refer to the Projects
webpage at pvwater.org/college-lake-project.
In September 2015, anticipating future data needs to support the College Lake Project EIR and water-right
permitting process, the Board approved an agreement with cbec to develop an In-stream Flow Study and
to provide hydrologic monitoring services throughout water year 2016. Staff have been working with
cbec in the time since to not only continue maintaining and monitoring existing stream sites as advised by
PV Water’s special counsel for water rights, but also develop and expand a network of shallow monitoring
wells (piezometers) to improve our understanding of shallow groundwater movement and the effects of
College Lake.
FISCAL IMPACT
The cost estimate for College Lake Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services is $253,562
PV Water’s fiscal year 2021-22 budget includes $3,780,000 for professional services in support of the
College Lake Project. Some staff time will go toward project management and conducting related field
work.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Board approve an agreement, in substantially the same form as the version attached, with cbec for
College Lake Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services, Water Years 2022 and 2023, in
an amount not to exceed $253,562, through June 30, 2024.
The Administration and Finance Committee reviewed the scope of services, cost estimate during its
November 9, 2021 meeting, and voted in favor of recommending Board approval.
ATTACHMENT
 Agreement with cbec for College Lake Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services,
Water Years 2022 and 2023, in an amount not to exceed $253,562 through June 30, 2024
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PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
36 BRENNAN STREET  WATSONVILLE, CA 95076
TEL: 831) 722-9292 FAX: 831) 722-3139
email: info@pvwater.org  www.pvwater.org

November 17, 2021

cbec, inc. eco engineering
Attn: Chris Hammersmark, PhD, PE
2455 Industrial Blvd.
West Sacramento, CA 95691

Re:

Agreement for Consultant Services
College Lake Hydrologic Monitoring for Water Years 2022 and 2023

Mr. Chris Hammersmark,
This letter sets forth the agreement between Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (“PV
Water”) and cbec eco engineering, (“Consultant”) for professional services related to:
College Lake Hydrologic Monitoring Services for Water Years 2022 and 2023
1.

Scope of Services: PV Water hereby engages Consultant for the services as more
specifically described in Scope of Work attached hereto as Exhibit A, and made a part of,
this letter agreement.

2.

Term of Agreement: The term of this Agreement shall be effective on November 17, 2021
and terminate on June 30, 2024, unless terminated sooner pursuant to the terms of this
Agreement. The Parties’ authorized representatives (defined below) shall have the authority
to extend this term by written amendment to this Agreement.

3.

Compensation: The hourly fee for services and fee estimate is attached hereto Exhibit A,
and made a part hereof.

4.

Maximum Payment: Payment for services rendered under this Letter Agreement shall not
exceed Two Hundred Fifty Three Thousand Five Hundred Sixty Two Dollars ($253,562).

5.

Method of Payment: Consultant shall prepare and submit to PV Water a detailed invoice
for the professional services described herein. PV Water shall pay the amount of the invoice
within thirty (30) days after the receipt of the invoice, subject to a finding by PV Water that
work performed has been satisfactory and that payment is for the work specified herein.

6.

Indemnification Requirements: Consultant agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold
harmless PV Water, its directors, officers, employees and agents from and against any and
all claims, demands, actions, damages, or judgments, including associated costs of
investigation and defense arising in any manner from or in any way related to the obligations
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or performance of this agreement by the Consultant, Consultant’s employees or agents,
except where caused by the sole negligence, or willful misconduct of PV Water.
7.

Insurance Requirements: Consultant agrees to procure and maintain the insurance
coverages and limits as required by PV Water prior to the commencement of work, as
specified in Exhibit “B”.

8.

Amendment: Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, neither this Agreement nor
any provision hereof may be waived, modified, amended, or discharged, or terminated except
by an instrument in writing signed by the Parties, and then only to the extent set forth in such
writing.

9.

Termination: PV Water may terminate this Agreement at any time, with or without cause,
in its sole discretion, by giving written notice to Consultant at least thirty days (30) prior to
such termination. Upon notice of termination, Consultant will immediately take action not to
incur any additional obligations, costs or expenses, except as may be reasonably necessary
to terminate its activities. PV Water’s only obligation to the Consultant will be just and
equitable payment for services authorized by, and received to the satisfaction of PV Water
up to and including the effective date of termination. All finished or unfinished work or
documents procured or produced under the Agreement will become property of PV Water
upon the termination date.

10.

Dispute Resolution: The Parties agree to act in good faith to resolve through negotiation
any dispute, claim or controversy arising out of or relating to this Agreement. If no resolution
is achieved, and if the parties mutually agree, then prior to pursuing formal legal action, the
parties shall make a good faith effort to resolve the dispute by non-binding mediation.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, nothing contained in this Agreement shall impair
the parties’ right to pursue any and all legal remedies.

11.

Entire Agreement: This Agreement, together with Exhibits and/or attachments and any
agreements provided for herein, constitute the entire understanding between the Parties with
respect to the matters set forth herein, and they supersede all prior or contemporaneous
understandings or agreements between the Parties with respect to the subject matter hereof,
whether oral or written.

12.

Consultant's Records: Consultant shall maintain accurate accounting records and other
written documentation pertaining to the costs incurred related to this Agreement. Such records
and documentation shall be kept available at Consultant's office during the period of this
Agreement, and after the term of this Agreement for a period of three years from the date of the
final payment for Consultant's services.

13.

Independent Contractor: In the performance of its work, it is expressly understood that
Consultant, including Consultant's employees and agents, is an independent contractor solely
responsible for its acts and omissions, and Consultant shall not be considered an employee
of PV Water for any purpose.
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14.

Consultant Not an Agent: Except as PV Water may specify in writing, Consultant shall
have no authority, express or implied, to act on behalf of PV Water in any capacity
whatsoever as an agent. Consultant shall have no authority, express or implied, pursuant to
this Agreement to bind PV Water to any obligation whatsoever.

15.

Construction: Consultant acknowledges fully reviewing this Agreement and that the
normal rule of construction to the effect that any ambiguities are to be resolved against the
drafting party shall not be employed in the interpretation of this Agreement.

16.

Severability: If any provision of this Agreement is invalid, illegal or unenforceable, such
provision shall be deemed to be served or deleted from this Agreement and the balance of
this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect notwithstanding such invalidity, illegality
or unenforceability.

17.

Counterparts: This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, which, together, shall
constitute one and the same instrument. Facsimile and scanned pdf signatures shall be
accepted as an original.
Sincerely yours,
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency

By: __________________________
Brian Lockwood
General Manager

“CONSULTANT”
The undersigned understands and agrees to the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement
and is duly authorized to enter into this Agreement.
Date: ____________, 2021
cbec, inc. eco engineering
By: ___________________________
Chris Hammersmark, Principal
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Exhibit "A"
Date:
To:
From:
Proposal:
Subject:

November 3, 2021
Brian Lockwood and Casey Meusel, PV Water
Chris Hammersmark and Gavin Downs, cbec, inc. eco engineering
P21‐70 ‐ College Lake Hydrologic Monitoring for Water Years 2022 and 2023
Scope of Work and Budget Estimate

Introduction
At the request of Casey Meusel of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water), cbec, inc. eco
engineering (cbec) has developed a scope of work and an estimate of probable cost to provide various
technical services related to the proposed College Lake Integrated Resources Management Project. The
primary area of service is to provide surface water and groundwater monitoring during the 2022 and 2023
water years. Beyond the tasks focused on surface water and groundwater monitoring, an “As‐Needed
Services,” task has been included to provide budget for yet to be determined tasks. Additionally, an
optional “Salsipuedes Gage Installation” task has been added in the event a planned USGS gage is not
installed in the same location. The following sections provide additional details on the tasks included in
this scope of work.

Task 1 – Maintain Surface Water Monitoring Network and Conduct Flow
Measurements
To both continue and potentially expand the hydrologic monitoring network related to surface water
inflows and outflows from College Lake, pressure transducers will be maintained at these key locations:







Casserly Creek Upstream
Paulsen Creek (formerly known as Casserly West)
Fairgrounds Creek
College Lake Pump House
Upper Salsipuedes Creek (upstream of the Corralitos Creek confluence)
Lower Salsipuedes Creek (downstream of the Corralitos Creek confluence) (Optional)

While most of these are existing monitoring locations, the Lower Salsipuedes Creek location is new and
will need to be established. Budget has been included under Task 8 to install a gage at this new monitoring
location; however, it will not be used unless authorized by PV Water because the planned USGS gage for
the same location is not installed. Budget has been included in this task to provide flow measurements
and gage downloads at the Lower Salsipuedes Creek location if PV Water elects to install the gage.
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College Lake Hydrologic Monitoring for Water Years 2022 and 2023
Scope of Work and Budget Estimate

For each water year, gages will be downloaded by cbec every two (2) months during the wet season (3
downloads total in January, March, and May). We have assumed PV Water staff will download the gages
every two months for the remainder of the water year (July, September, and November). PV Water will
be responsible for covering costs associated with replacing missing, stolen, or corrupted gages. All gages
have associated staff plates installed.
Flow measurements are used to inform and update existing stage/discharge relationships, or to establish
new relationships due to significant geomorphic adjustments. Up to twelve (12) discharge measurement
sessions per water year are proposed. Eight (8) rounds of flow measurements are expected to be
performed with a handheld Acoustic Doppler Velocimeter (ADV) via wading in the creek. Four (4) rounds
of flow measurements are expected to be performed with an Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler (ADCP)
deployed from a small trimaran when wading is not possible. High flow events are less frequent, difficult
to predict and cause challenges in the deployment of staff and equipment. Although these events can be
difficult to measure, they are critical in building an understanding of the system.
Assumptions:
 PV Water will replace faulty or missing pressure transducers and staff plates
 PV Water staff will perform gage downloads during the dry season (July, September, and
November)
Deliverables:
 Water level elevation data in spreadsheet format at the end of the monitoring period
 Flow data and time of measurement in spreadsheet format at the end of the monitoring season
 Photos, videos, and notes regarding other observations made during field efforts

Task 2 – Post‐Process Surface Water Gage and Flow Data
Budget in this task has been provided to perform barometric compensation for each of the gage records,
translate the gage records to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88), refine or develop
new rating curves for the flow measurement locations, and develop flow time series from the water level
time series.
Deliverables:
 Rating curves in spreadsheet format
 Flow time series in spreadsheet format

Task 3 – Piezometer Installation
Several piezometers that were installed previously have been damaged or destroyed and may need to be
reinstalled. In addition, several new piezometers may be added to the monitoring network in geographic
areas not previously covered. Budget to cover five (5) potential new piezometer installations and field
reconnaissance trips per water year has been included.
Assumptions:

C:\Work\Proposals\P21‐70_CollegeLakeMonitoring_WY22&23\P21‐70_College_Lake_WY2022_2023_Monitoring_Scope_2021‐11‐03.docx
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cbec, inc.

College Lake Hydrologic Monitoring for Water Years 2022 and 2023
Scope of Work and Budget Estimate







New piezometers will be installed with assistance from PV Water staff. cbec will only provide one
staff person to support these installations.
Existing well locations will not be resurveyed unless they have been disturbed. Previously
surveyed well top elevations will be used.
New installations will be grouped such that 2‐3 piezometers can be installed in one day or paired
with other fieldwork.
New piezometer locations will be surveyed with a total station or RTK GPS.
PV Water will provide pressure transducers for the new piezometers.

Deliverable:
 Surveyed coordinates from new well top locations provided in California State Plane Zone III.

Task 4 – Maintain Groundwater Monitoring Network
This task provides budget to continue monitoring the shallow groundwater monitoring network for water
years 2022 and 2023. Piezometers will be downloaded every 4 months.
Assumptions:
 Piezometers will be downloaded every 4 months, totaling 3 site visits per water year.
 cbec will coordinate with PV Water in advance of site visits to provide adequate notification to
landowners.

Task 5 – Post‐Process and Analyze Groundwater Data
Budget in this task has been provided to perform barometric compensation for each of the piezometer
gage records, translate the gage records to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD88), and to
perform preliminary analysis of these data with respect to College Lake water levels and surrounding
topography.
Deliverables:
 Groundwater elevation data in spreadsheet format at the end of the monitoring period.

Task 6 – Reporting
A brief technical memorandum will be developed summarizing the results of the surface water and
groundwater hydrologic monitoring efforts for each of the water years monitored.
Deliverables:
 Draft WY 2022 hydrologic monitoring technical memorandum in electronic format (pdf and MS
Word).
 Final WY 2022 hydrologic monitoring technical memorandum in electronic format (pdf).
 Draft WY 2023 hydrologic monitoring technical memorandum in electronic format (pdf and MS
Word).
 Final WY 2023 hydrologic monitoring technical memorandum in electronic format (pdf).

C:\Work\Proposals\P21‐70_CollegeLakeMonitoring_WY22&23\P21‐70_College_Lake_WY2022_2023_Monitoring_Scope_2021‐11‐03.docx
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cbec, inc.

College Lake Hydrologic Monitoring for Water Years 2022 and 2023
Scope of Work and Budget Estimate

Task 7 – As‐Needed Services
This task provides budget for cbec staff to provide as‐needed technical support for to be determined tasks
that support monitoring project implementation.
Assumptions:
 Any work to be performed under this task will be authorized in writing by PV Water.
 Level of effort will match the available budget resources within this task.
Deliverables:
 Deliverables will be determined in consultation with PV Water as the as‐needed support tasks are
defined.

Task 8 – Salsipuedes Creek Gage Installation (Optional)
This task provides budget for cbec staff to install a single (1) surface water monitoring gage at the Lower
Salsipuedes Creek site.
Assumptions:
 Will only be required if the USGS does not install the planned gage in a similar location.
 Any work to be performed under this task will be authorized in writing by PV Water.
 Level of effort will match the available budget resources within this task.
 PV Water will provide a pressure transducer for the new gaging site.
Deliverables:
 If necessary, surveyed coordinates of the well top location in California State Plane Zone III.

Task 9 – Project Management
cbec’s project manager, Gavin Downs, will be responsible for day to day coordination with the project
team and will coordinate directly with Brian Lockwood and Casey Meusel. Budget has been allocated
towards check‐in calls and meetings with PV Water, as well as for general project management activities
(e.g., setting up the contract, preparing invoices, etc.).

Proposed Budget
cbec proposes to perform these services on a time and materials basis. The estimated cost for labor and
expenses to perform the full proposed scope of work is $126,471.60 and $127,089.60 for water years
2022 and 2023, respectively. The budget estimates were developed using 2022 rates for water year 2022
activities, and 2023 rates for water year 2023 activities. The total amount for the hydrologic monitoring
for water years 2022 and 2023 is $253,561.20. Details of the estimated costs are shown in the attached
budget summary.

C:\Work\Proposals\P21‐70_CollegeLakeMonitoring_WY22&23\P21‐70_College_Lake_WY2022_2023_Monitoring_Scope_2021‐11‐03.docx
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ESTIMATED PROJECT BUDGET SUMMARY FOR WY 2022 & WY 2023
College Lake WY 2022 & 2023 Hydrologic Monitoring
cbec Proposal # 21‐70
Task #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Task Description
Maintain Monitoring Network and Conduct Flow Measurements
Post‐Process Gage and Flow Data
Piezometer Installation
Maintain Groundwater Monitoring Network
Post‐Process and Analyze Groundwater data
Reporting for Monitoring
As‐Needed Services
Salsipuedes Gage Installation (Optional)
Project Management

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Labor Fee $

233,462.00

Reimbursables $

20,099.20

Subconsultant(s) $
Total Project Budget $
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Subtotal
76,860.00
22,185.00
15,280.00
21,300.00
20,450.00
30,790.00
23,470.00
2,943.00
20,184.00

‐
253,561.20

ESTIMATED 2022 LABOR FEES
College Lake WY 2022 Hydrologic Monitoring
cbec Proposal # 21‐70
Asssociate II

Associate I

Technician II

$207

$185

$170

$148

$133

12
6
6
6
10
18
20
3
24

28

105

0

0

28

180
45
40
60
50
70
10
10
24
489

60
20
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5
85

252
71
46
66
60
88
58
18
48
707

Subtotal for
cbec Labor Fee
Per Task

Senior I

$266

Subtotal Labor
Hours Per Task

Senior II

Task #
2022 Rates
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Director

2022 rates provided. Unless expressly provided within the contract, rates are subject to increase annually on January 1 of each year

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

37,812.00
10,916.00
7,516.00
10,476.00
10,060.00
15,148.00
11,560.00
2,943.00
9,936.00
116,367.00

ESTIMATED 2023 LABOR FEES
College Lake WY 2023 Hydrologic Monitoring
cbec Proposal # 21‐70

Asssociate II

Associate I

Technician II

$213

$191

$175

$153

$137

12
6
6
6
10
18
20
24
102

0

0

60
20

28

180
45
40
60
50
70
10

28

24
479
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80

Subtotal for
cbec Labor Fee
Per Task

Senior I

$274

Subtotal Labor
Hours Per Task

Senior II

Task #
2023 Rates
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Director

2023 rates provided. Unless expressly provided within the contract, rates are subject to increase annually on January 1 of each year.

252
71
46
66
60
88
58

$ 39,048.00
$ 11,269.00
$
7,764.00
$ 10,824.00
$ 10,390.00
$ 15,642.00
$ 11,910.00
$
‐
$ 10,248.00
$ 117,095.00

48
689

ESTIMATED 2022 REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES
College Lake WY 2022 Hydrologic Monitoring
cbec Proposal # 21‐70
Item Description
Mileage
Parking
Lodging
Per Diem
Airfare
Field Truck
ATV
Canoe
Utility Boat
Jet Boat
Total Station
Current Meter
ADCP Package
RTK GPS
Water Level Meter
Misc. Field Supplies
Software Lease

Quantity
600 miles
trip
day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
24 day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
2 day(s)
8 unit(s)
4 day(s)
3 day(s)
12 day(s)

month(s)

Unit Cost 2022
0.56 /mile
/trip
/day
/day
/day
125.00 /day
150.00 /day
30.00 /day
200.00 /day
350.00 /day
150.00 /day
60.00 /unit
650.00 /day
350.00 /day
35.00 /day

/month

Copying / Production
Courier / Delivery
Archiving / Documentation

Item Cost 2022
$
336.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
3,000.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
300.00
$
480.00
$
2,600.00
$
1,050.00
$
420.00
$
1,000.00
$

‐

Subtotal Reimbursables
Administrative Charge (10%)

$
$
$
$
$

‐
‐
‐
9,186.00
918.60

Total WY 2022 Reimbursables

$

10,104.60
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ESTIMATED 2023 REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES
College Lake WY 2023 Hydrologic Monitoring
cbec Proposal # 21‐70
Item Description
Mileage
Parking
Lodging
Per Diem
Airfare
Field Truck
ATV
Canoe
Utility Boat
Jet Boat
Total Station
Current Meter
ADCP Package
RTK GPS
Water Level Meter
Misc. Field Supplies
Software Lease

Quantity
600 miles
trip
day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
24 day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
day(s)
2 day(s)
8 unit(s)
4 day(s)
3 day(s)
12 day(s)

Unit Cost 2023
0.56 /mile
/trip
/day
/day
/day
125.00 /day
150.00 /day
30.00 /day
200.00 /day
350.00 /day
150.00 /day
60.00 /unit
650.00 /day
350.00 /day
35.00 /day

month(s)

Copying / Production
Courier / Delivery
Archiving / Documentation

Item Cost 2023
$
336.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
3,000.00
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
‐
$
300.00
$
480.00
$
2,600.00
$
1,050.00
$
420.00
$
900.00
$

‐

Subtotal Reimbursables
Administrative Charge (10%)

$
$
$
$
$

‐
‐
‐
9,086.00
908.60

Total WY 2023 Reimbursables

$

9,994.60
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EXHIBIT “B”
Insurance Requirements

Consultant shall procure and maintain insurance as follows:
1.

Commercial General Liability Insurance. Commercial general liability insurance,
including products and completed operations, property damage, bodily injury,
personal and advertising injury with limits of not less than $1,000,000 each
occurrence and $1,000,000 aggregate.

2.

Automobile Liability Insurance. Automobile liability insurance covering automobile
bodily injury and property damage, including all owned (if any), hired and nonowned autos, with limits of not less than $1,000,000 each accident. If Consultant
acquires any owned vehicles, Consultant shall provide insurance as above.

3.

Professional Liability Insurance. Limits of liability in amounts not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence or claim and $1,000,000 aggregate, insuring Consultant
and its employees against liabilities arising out of or in connection with the negligent
acts, errors, or omissions of any of the foregoing in connection with the carrying out
of their professional responsibilities relating to this Agreement. Consultant shall
renew continuous coverage or extend the reporting period, to the extent available, by
endorsement or otherwise, for claims five (5) years from the date this Agreement is
terminated. Such professional liability policies shall include coverage for liability
assumed by the Consultant under this Agreement for losses arising out of
Consultant’s negligence.

4.

Workers’ Compensation and Employer’s Liability Insurance. Worker’s
Compensation as required by the Labor Code of the State of California and
Employer’s Liability Insurance for all employees in workplaces involved in this
Agreement. Employer's liability insurance in the amount of, at least, $1,000,000 per
accident for bodily injury or disease. The Certificate of Insurance shall include
waiver of subrogation endorsement in favor of PV Water. This requirement may be
waived if Consultant provides a sworn affidavit to PV Water that Consultant has
no employees.

5.

Other Requirements.
a. Additional Insured Endorsement. The general liability and automobile liability
policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain the following provisions: The
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, its directors, officers, employees,
and authorized volunteers are to be additional insured. The coverage shall
contain no special limitations on the scope of protection afforded to PV Water,
its directors, officers, employees, or authorized volunteers.
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b. Primary Insurance. For any claims related to this Agreement, Consultant’s
insurance shall be primary insurance as respects PV Water, its directors, officers,
employees, and authorized volunteers, individually and collectively. Any
insurance, self-insurance, or other coverage maintained by PV Water, its
directors, officers, employees, or authorized volunteers shall be in excess of
Consultant’s insurance and shall not contribute to it.
c. Cancellation. The policies specified above are to state or be endorsed to state that
coverage shall not be canceled by either party, except after thirty (30) days (10
days for non-payment of premium) prior written notice by U.S. mail has been
given to PV Water.
d. Changes. If any change is made in the insurance carrier, scope of coverage or
retroactive date of professional liability coverage required under this Agreement,
Consultant shall notify the PV Water within three (3) working days.
e. Evidence of Insurance. Prior to execution of this Agreement, Consultant shall
file with PV Water, on forms acceptable to PV Water, certificate(s) of insurance
and additional insured endorsements, as specified above.
f. Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions. Any deductible or self-insured
retention must be declared to and approved by the PV Water. At the option of
PV Water, the insurer shall either reduce or eliminate such deductibles or selfinsured retentions.
g. Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers having a current
A.M. Best rating of no less than A-VII or equivalent or as otherwise approved by
PV Water.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:
MEETING OF:
TO:
RE:

November 12, 2021
November 17, 2021
Board of Directors
DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM 10D: Consider Agreement with Balance
Hydrologics, Inc. for Watsonville Slough Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring
Professional Services for Water Years 2022 and 2023, in an Amount Not to
Exceed $132,972

INTRODUCTION
When this item goes before the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water) Board of Directors
(Board) on November 17, 2021, staff will ask the Board to consider approval of agreement with Balance
Hydrologics, Inc. for Watsonville Slough Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services for
Water Years 2022 and 20231, in an amount not to exceed $132,972. The proposed scope of work supports
PV Water’s ongoing Basin Management Plan Update (BMP) implementation efforts and provides
important data collection and analysis services necessary to support the new water-right permit application
process for the Watsonville Slough System Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Project (“Project”).
BACKGROUND
PV Water’s BMP, adopted by the Board in April 2014, identifies a three part solution to the water resource
issues affecting the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin: 1) Water Conservation, 2) Optimization of Existing
Water Supply Facilities, and 3) Development of New Water Supplies. The seven projects and programs
described in more detail in the BMP that make up the three-part solution are as follows:








Conservation Program
Increased production and deliveries from existing facilities
Increased Recycled Water Storage
Harkins Slough Recharge Facility Upgrades*
Watsonville Slough with Recharge Basins*
College Lake Integrated Resources Management Project (now known as the College Lake
Integrated Resources Management Project)
Murphy Crossing with Recharge Basin

* Now known as the Watsonville Slough System Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Project
DISCUSSION
The existing Harkins Slough Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Facility, and the proposed Project
are both dependent upon the Watsonville Slough Watershed for source water. The Harkins Slough Facility
has recharged approximately 10,000 acre-feet of water since operations commenced in 2002. The
proposed Project would divert up to a maximum of 6,000 acre-feet per year of slough water for recharge.
Recovered slough water will be conveyed through the Coastal Distribution System to serve as an
agricultural irrigation supply and concomitantly a source of in-lieu recharge.

1

Water Year represents the period October 1 through the following September 30.
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Understanding the changing conditions in the watershed is an important aspect of determining how the
Agency can optimize the existing Harkins Slough Facility while providing valuable information with
respect to operation of a new point of diversion on Struve Slough. A Watsonville Slough Hydrologic
Study completed in 2014 provided a foundation for planning and environmental needs to support proposed
Project. The study was grant funded and led by the Resource Conservation District of Santa Cruz and
conducted by Balance Hydrologics, Inc. It included: stakeholder outreach & input, stream gaging, channel
surveys, surface water-groundwater interactions, land use analysis, and ultimately the development of two
models (hydrologic and hydraulic models).
In October 2015, anticipating future data needs to support the proposed BMP projects in the Watsonville
Slough watershed and the water-right permitting process, the Board approved an agreement with Balance
Hydrologics, Inc. to provide hydrologic monitoring services throughout water year 2016. Staff have been
working with Balance Hydrologics, Inc. since to continue to maintain and monitor the existing stream
sites and characterize brackish backflow conditions. The data collected has supported modeling used to
inform the proposed Project design and the water-right application for a new diversion on Struve Slough,
which was recently accepted by the State Water Resources Control Board, notice of which was published
in the Pajaronian on 3 Fridays in October and November 2021.
FISCAL IMPACT
The Balance Hydrologics, Inc. scope of work for Watsonville Slough Hydrologic Monitoring Professional
Services is estimated to cost $132,972, and will be billed on a time and materials basis. PV Water’s Fiscal
Year 2021-22 budget includes a combined total of $1,380,000 for professional services to support the
proposed Project. Some staff time will go toward managing this effort and providing hydrologic support.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Board approve the agreement with Balance Hydrologics, Inc., in substantially the same form as the
version attached, for Watsonville Slough Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Professional Services, Water
Years 2022 and 2023, in an amount not to exceed $132,972, through June 30, 2024.
The Administration and Finance Committee reviewed the scope of services, cost estimate during its
November 9, 2021 meeting, and voted in favor of recommending Board approval.
ATTACHMENT
 Agreement with Balance Hydrologics, Inc. for Watsonville Slough Watershed Hydrologic
Monitoring Professional Services, Water Years 2022 and 2023, in an amount not to exceed
$132,972 through June 30, 2024
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PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
36 BRENNAN STREET  WATSONVILLE, CA 95076
TEL: 831) 722-9292 FAX: 831) 722-3139
email: info@pvwater.org  www.pvwater.org

November 17, 2021

Barry Hecht
Balance Hydrologics, Inc.
800 Bancroft Way, Suite 101
Berkeley, CA 94710

Re:

Agreement for Consultant Services
Watsonville Slough Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring for Water Years 2022 and 2023

Dear Mr. Hecht,
This letter sets forth the agreement between Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (“PV
Water”) and Balance Hydrologics, Inc., (“Consultant”) for professional services related to:
Watsonville Slough Watershed Hydrologic Monitoring Services for Water Years 2022 and
2023
1.

Scope of Services: PV Water hereby engages Consultant for the services as more
specifically described in Scope of Work attached hereto as Exhibit A, and made a part of,
this letter agreement.

2.

Term of Agreement: The term of this Agreement shall be effective on November 17, 2021
and terminate on June 30, 2024, unless terminated sooner pursuant to the terms of this
Agreement. The Parties’ authorized representatives (defined below) shall have the authority
to extend this term by written amendment to this Agreement.

3.

Compensation: The hourly fee for services and fee estimate is attached hereto Exhibit A,
and made a part hereof.

4.

Maximum Payment: Payment for services rendered under this Letter Agreement shall not
exceed One Hundred Thirty Two Thousand Nine Hundred Seventy Two Dollars
($132,972).

5.

Method of Payment: Consultant shall prepare and submit to PV Water a detailed invoice
for the professional services described herein. PV Water shall pay the amount of the invoice
within thirty (30) days after the receipt of the invoice, subject to a finding by PV Water that
work performed has been satisfactory and that payment is for the work specified herein.

6.

Indemnification Requirements: Consultant agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold
harmless PV Water, its directors, officers, employees and agents from and against any and
all claims, demands, actions, damages, or judgments, including associated costs of
investigation and defense arising in any manner from or in any way related to the obligations
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or performance of this agreement by the Consultant, Consultant’s employees or agents,
except where caused by the sole negligence, or willful misconduct of PV Water.

7.

Insurance Requirements: Consultant agrees to procure and maintain the insurance
coverages and limits as required by PV Water prior to the commencement of work, as
specified in Exhibit “B”.

8.

Amendment: Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, neither this Agreement nor
any provision hereof may be waived, modified, amended, or discharged, or terminated except
by an instrument in writing signed by the Parties, and then only to the extent set forth in such
writing.

9.

Termination: PV Water may terminate this Agreement at any time, with or without cause,
in its sole discretion, by giving written notice to Consultant at least thirty days (30) prior to
such termination. Upon notice of termination, Consultant will immediately take action not to
incur any additional obligations, costs or expenses, except as may be reasonably necessary
to terminate its activities. PV Water’s only obligation to the Consultant will be just and
equitable payment for services authorized by, and received to the satisfaction of PV Water
up to and including the effective date of termination. All finished or unfinished work or
documents procured or produced under the Agreement will become property of PV Water
upon the termination date.

10.

Dispute Resolution: The Parties agree to act in good faith to resolve through negotiation
any dispute, claim or controversy arising out of or relating to this Agreement. If no resolution
is achieved, and if the parties mutually agree, then prior to pursuing formal legal action, the
parties shall make a good faith effort to resolve the dispute by non-binding mediation.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, nothing contained in this Agreement shall impair
the parties’ right to pursue any and all legal remedies.

11.

Entire Agreement: This Agreement, together with Exhibits and/or attachments and any
agreements provided for herein, constitute the entire understanding between the Parties with
respect to the matters set forth herein, and they supersede all prior or contemporaneous
understandings or agreements between the Parties with respect to the subject matter hereof,
whether oral or written.

12.

Consultant's Records: Consultant shall maintain accurate accounting records and other
written documentation pertaining to the costs incurred related to this Agreement. Such records
and documentation shall be kept available at Consultant's office during the period of this
Agreement, and after the term of this Agreement for a period of three years from the date of the
final payment for Consultant's services.

13.

Independent Contractor: In the performance of its work, it is expressly understood that
Consultant, including Consultant's employees and agents, is an independent contractor solely
responsible for its acts and omissions, and Consultant shall not be considered an employee
of PV Water for any purpose.

14.

Consultant Not an Agent: Except as PV Water may specify in writing, Consultant shall
have no authority, express or implied, to act on behalf of PV Water in any capacity
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whatsoever as an agent. Consultant shall have no authority, express or implied, pursuant to
this Agreement to bind PV Water to any obligation whatsoever.

15.

Construction: Consultant acknowledges fully reviewing this Agreement and that the
normal rule of construction to the effect that any ambiguities are to be resolved against the
drafting party shall not be employed in the interpretation of this Agreement.

16.

Severability: If any provision of this Agreement is invalid, illegal or unenforceable, such
provision shall be deemed to be served or deleted from this Agreement and the balance of
this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect notwithstanding such invalidity, illegality
or unenforceability.

17.

Counterparts: This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, which, together, shall
constitute one and the same instrument. Facsimile and scanned pdf signatures shall be
accepted as an original.
Sincerely yours,
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency

By: __________________________
Brian Lockwood
General Manager

“CONSULTANT”
The undersigned understands and agrees to the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement
and is duly authorized to enter into this Agreement.
Date: ____________, 2021
Balance Hydrologics, Inc.
By: ___________________________
Edward D. Ballman
Vice President
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Exhibit "A"
800 Bancroft Way • Suite 101 • Berkeley, CA 94710 • (510) 704-1000
224 Walnut Avenue • Suite E • Santa Cruz, CA 95060 • (831) 457-9900
12020 Donner Pass Road • Unit B1 • Truckee, CA 96160 • (530) 550-9776
www.balancehydro.com • email: office@balancehydro.com

November 5, 2021
Brian Lockwood, General Manager
Casey Meusel, Associate Hydrologist
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
36 Brennan Street
Watsonville, California 95076

RE:

Scope of Work for Salinity and Flow Monitoring in the Watsonville
Sloughs Study Area, Water Years 2022 and 2023

Dear Brian and Casey:
You have asked that we propose to continue the Watsonville Sloughs hydrologic monitoring program to
collect information to support project development and implementation efforts for the Watsonville Slough
System Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Projects. Hydrologic conditions targeted in the
proposed monitoring include: (A) the magnitude, extent and frequency of the brackish-water pulses, (B)
their configuration and dissipation rates, (C) water surface elevations around the existing and proposed
points of diversion, (D) the evolving inflows from the watershed at Watsonville Slough at San Andreas
Road, Gallighan Slough near its mouth, and Watsonville Slough at Highway 1 to help assess water
availability and hydraulic dynamics, and (E) water-level and water-quality conditions that support the
environmental values which characterize the Watsonville Slough system and will inform water
availability analysis.
This proposal lays details the proposed monitoring efforts for water years (WY) 2022 and 2023.Proposed
costs as outlined in Table 1 for WY 2022 are $65,513 and for WY 2023 are $67,458.23. The total
proposed budget is $132,971.23. Consistent with prior proposals, we have divided the proposal into two
sections to make it easier for you to work directly with Mr. Parke on the routine annual monitoring:
A. Focused Studies Emerging from the Annual Monitoring
There are no focused studies which we believe are needed this year.
B. Annual Monitoring WY2022 and WY2023

Integrated Surface and Ground Water Hydrology • Wetland and Channel Restoration • Water Quality • Erosion and Sedimentation • Storm Water and Floodplain Management
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This arrangement allows Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PV Water) and Balance Hydrologics
staff to quickly explore findings from the prior year’s work or data needs that come up in planning or
regulatory activities. Tasks or questions which arise during the year can requested under As-Needed
Support Services task. You are able to adapt the annual monitoring directly with Mr. Parke, and draw on
Mr. Hecht’s expertise where needed.
A. FOCUSED STUDIES EMERGING FROM THE ANNUAL MONITORING
Task 1 Special Study:Optional/Placeholder Task – No Work Proposed for WY2022 to WY2023
At this time no special studies are suggested.
Task 2. As-Needed Support Services
Upon written request and authorization by the PV Water General Manager, Balance will provide support
services to supplement in-house capabilities and otherwise support development of the Watsonville
Slough System Managed Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Projects. This task is included in the scope at
the request of PV Water.
B. ANNUAL MONITORING WY2022 and WY2023
Task 3. Gaging Network Maintenance (annually, approximately 8 Visits)
To ensure data collection efforts reflect current data needs, the gaging network needs to be maintained
and calibrated. To meet the need for detailed information on the brackish pulses, streamflow rates, and
support the continued implementation effort of the proposed Watsonville Slough System Managed
Aquifer Recharge and Recovery Projects, at the start of WY2022 and WY2023 we will service and
calibrate instrumentation at the following stations:
•

Watsonville Slough at Shell Road (upstream and downstream stations)

•

Watsonville Slough at San Andreas Road

•

Watsonville Slough at Highway 1

•

Harkins Slough at Pump Station

•

Struve Slough Project point of diversion (POD)

•

Harkins Slough at Buena Vista Road

•

Struve Slough at Lee Road

•

Gallighan Slough at the Landfill

As per previous practice, we share billing rates of field visits and data-processing time with Senior Staff
Professional and Hydro Tech as a way of reducing the costs to PV Water.

222177 PVWater Scope WY22-23 Balance Hydrologics 11-05-2021
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Task 4. Field Measurements During Storm and Salinity Breaching Events (Estimated 6 Visits Per Year)
This task also has the billing rates shared with Hydrologic Tech in order to conserve budget.
Field visits during brackish backflow events will focus on identifying the upstream extent of the saline
water pulses from Shell Road as far upstream as Watsonville Slough at Highway 1. A hand-held
salinity/conductance meter will be used to measure the maximum extent of incursions.
Storm measurements will focus on providing high flow measurements at the following locations:
•

Watsonville Slough at San Andreas Road

•

Watsonville Slough at Highway 1

•

Gallighan Slough at the landfill

•

Harkins Slough at Buena Vista Road

Task 5. Data Post-Processing and Archiving
Measurements need to be integrated into an annual flow record – the gaged flow each day at each station.
For days of substantially changing flow, we develop records for each 15-minute period, consistent with
State and Federal norms (informally called “USGS methods”). Hydrographs and tables will be prepared,
and an observers’ log for each station will be prepared. This task includes time for a year-end digital
submittal of reported data after review of PV Water and senior Balance staff.
This task will also have the billing shared with Hydrologic Tech in order to conserve budget.
Task 6. Brief Annual Data Summary Memo
The memo will include a condensed summary of methods used; our estimates of dates and magnitudes of
peak flows; readings of specific conductance (salinity), and other incidental water-quality observations;
and a station observer log, which includes observations made by our staff and PV Water at each visit.
Maps and graphs will be included, as in the past memos.
Task 7. Project Administration
We allocate about an hour per month to administer this complex work scope with a lot of field equipment
and field labor split between PV Water and Balance. A small amount of set-up time is also included.
Schedule
Work will begin when Balance is given authorization by PV Water to proceed. Initial work will be done
by Balance’s Santa Cruz office staff, with Berkeley office staff in reserve, if needed. We anticipate being
able to begin the outlined tasks within three workdays of your authorization to proceed. The WY2022 and
WY2023 gaging draft memos will be completed by December 15th of the respective water year with a
targeted finalization during the following month when comments from PV Water on the report become
available.

222177 PVWater Scope WY22-23 Balance Hydrologics 11-05-2021
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Budget
The costs to implement this scope of work are summarized in the attached Tables 1and 2. We propose
billing on a time-and-materials basis not to exceed the values presented therein. As is our practice with
multi-year contracts, our projected billings include a 3 percent escalation to account for labor rate
increases in WY2023.
Staffing
We intend to assign the identical staff, including Jason Parke as Gaging Manager, who has participated in
the previous study work. Barry Hecht will remain the Principal-in-charge, and Chelsea Neill or other
Balance staff may assist as needed. We are pleased to be able to provide you with a stable, veteran project
staff familiar with the Pajaro Valley and the PV Water team.
Closing
Thank your again for the opportunity to continue our work in this important watershed system. This
means a lot to all of us at Balance, and we look forward to contributing to a more robust understanding of
how the slough system functions in ongoing conditions. We value the opportunity to talk over the scope
of work and our mutual understandings of your evolving needs.

Sincerely,
BALANCE HYDROLOGICS, Inc.

Jason Parke
Hydrologist / Geologist

Barry Hecht, P.G., CEG, CHg
Senior Principal

Enclosures:

Table 1– Anticipated staff hours by task, monitoring WY2022 and WY2023
Table 2 – Estimated costs of monitoring proposed for WY2022 and WY2023

222177 PVWater Scope WY22-23 Balance Hydrologics 11-05-2021
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Table 1. Anticipated Staff Hours by Task
Principal II

Principal I

Senior
Professional

Project
Professional

Sr. Staff
Professional

Staff
Professional

Assistant
Professional

Junior
Professional

GIS/CADD
Senior
Analyst

GIS/CADD
Analyst

GIS/CADD
Assistant
Analyst

Sr. Proj
Admin

Sr. Report
Specialist

Report
Specialist

Hydrologic
Tech

Task Number and Description

Sr. Principal

222177 Watsonville Slough Gaging and Salinity Monitoring WY2022 and WY2023

Hourly Rate $220

$208

$198

$179

$170

$155

$132

$116

$110

$131

$110

$99

$113

$100

$89

$89

Labor Costs For
Task

Task 1. Special study: Optional/placeholder task
Task 1a. WY2022

no work proposed for water year 2022

Task 1b. WY2023

no work proposed for water year 2023

Task 2. As-Needed support services: Balance will assist with specific tasks as approved by PV Water general manager.
Task 2a. WY2022

4

49

$8,475.00

Task 2b. WY2023

4

49

$8,729.25

Task 3. Gaging network maintenance (annually, approximately 8 Visits)
Task 3a. WY2022

80

32

$15,248.00

Task 3b. WY2023

80

32

$15,705.44

Task 4. Field measurements during storm and salinity breaching events (estimated 6 visits per year)
Task 4a. WY2022

4

48

25

$10,545.00

Task 4b. WY2023

4

48

25

$10,861.35

Task 5. Data post-processing and archiving
Task 5a. WY2022

6

12

71

65

$20,606.00

Task 5b. WY2023

6

12

71

65

$21,224.18

Task 6. Brief annual data summary memo
Task 6a. WY2022

12

30

7

$7,913.00

Task 6b. WY2023

12

30

7

$8,150.39

Task 7a. WY2022

1

6

8

$2,054.00

Task 7b. WY2023

1

6

8

$2,115.62

Subtotal Hours
Total Hours

54
920

568

16

Task 7. Project administration

24

244

TOTAL LABOR

Notes:

1. If possible, assistance from PVWMA staff would is appreciated with the special study tasks and the continued routine
downloads of instruments.
2. WY2023 costs represent a 3 percent escalation to track with inflation and the consumer price index trend.

222177 PVWater Tables WY22-23 T12 - 11-05-2021, Table 1, 11/5/2021
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Expenses from Table 2

$131,627.23
$1,344.00

Contingency from Table 2
GRAND TOTAL $132,971.23

©2021-22 Balance Hydrologics, Inc.

Table 2. Estimated Costs

222177 Watsonville Slough Gaging and Salinity Monitoring WY2022 and WY2023
Professional Fees

Rate

Hours

Allocation

Sr. Principal
Principal
Senior Specialist
Senior Professional
Project Professional
Senior Staff Professional
Staff Professional
Assistant Professional
Junior Professional

$220
$208
$198
$179
$170
$155
$132
$116
$110

54
24
0
0
0
568
0
0
0

$11,880.00
$4,992.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$88,040.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

GIS/CADD Senior Analyst
GIS/CADD Analyst
GIS/CADD Assistant Analyst
Senior Project Administrator
Senior Report Specialist
Report Specialist
Hydrologic Technician
3 percent escalation for WY2023 to reflect inflation and cpi

$131
$110
$99
$113
$100
$89
$89

0
0
0
16
0
14
244

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$1,808.00
$0.00
$1,246.00
$21,716.00
$1,945.23

Labor Subtotal (Table 1) $131,627.23

Expenses
Direct Expenses
Mileage (two water years)
Mileage, 4-Wheel Drive
Vehicle Rental
Equipment Costs
Per Diems

2400

miles @
miles @

$0.560
$0.560

@

$1,344.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Reimbursable Costs
Other Travel, Subsistence
Express Mail, Deliveries
Maps and Aerial Photos
Outside Copying, Blueprint
Outside Consultants
Analytical Laboratory Fees
Materials and Supplies
Permits, Licenses or Agency Inspection fees
+
Printing
Other

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

trips @

client responsibility

$0.00
$0.00
Expenses Subtotal

$1,344.00

ESTIMATED TOTAL $132,971.23
Contingency
TOTAL w/ CONTINGENCY $132,971.23
Notes
* 4WD rates apply only if required by site conditions. See Balance policy re 4WD. Milage costs are based federal standard rates.
+Plotting costs vary according to complexity of design
Project-related expenses will be billed at cost plus 10%; including work by outside consultants and analytical or testing laboratories.
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EXHIBIT “B”
Insurance Requirements

Consultant shall procure and maintain insurance as follows:
1.

Commercial General Liability Insurance. Commercial general liability insurance,
including products and completed operations, property damage, bodily injury,
personal and advertising injury with limits of not less than $1,000,000 each
occurrence and $1,000,000 aggregate.

2.

Automobile Liability Insurance. Automobile liability insurance covering automobile
bodily injury and property damage, including all owned (if any), hired and nonowned autos, with limits of not less than $1,000,000 each accident. If Consultant
acquires any owned vehicles, Consultant shall provide insurance as above.

3.

Professional Liability Insurance. Limits of liability in amounts not less than
$1,000,000 per occurrence or claim and $1,000,000 aggregate, insuring Consultant
and its employees against liabilities arising out of or in connection with the negligent
acts, errors, or omissions of any of the foregoing in connection with the carrying out
of their professional responsibilities relating to this Agreement. Consultant shall
renew continuous coverage or extend the reporting period, to the extent available, by
endorsement or otherwise, for claims five (5) years from the date this Agreement is
terminated. Such professional liability policies shall include coverage for liability
assumed by the Consultant under this Agreement for losses arising out of
Consultant’s negligence.

4.

Workers’ Compensation and Employer’s Liability Insurance. Worker’s
Compensation as required by the Labor Code of the State of California and
Employer’s Liability Insurance for all employees in workplaces involved in this
Agreement. Employer's liability insurance in the amount of, at least, $1,000,000 per
accident for bodily injury or disease. The Certificate of Insurance shall include
waiver of subrogation endorsement in favor of PV Water. This requirement may be
waived if Consultant provides a sworn affidavit to PV Water that Consultant has
no employees.

5.

Other Requirements.
a. Additional Insured Endorsement. The general liability and automobile liability
policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain the following provisions: The
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, its directors, officers, employees,
and authorized volunteers are to be additional insured. The coverage shall
contain no special limitations on the scope of protection afforded to PV Water,
its directors, officers, employees, or authorized volunteers.
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b. Primary Insurance. For any claims related to this Agreement, Consultant’s
insurance shall be primary insurance as respects PV Water, its directors, officers,
employees, and authorized volunteers, individually and collectively. Any
insurance, self-insurance, or other coverage maintained by PV Water, its
directors, officers, employees, or authorized volunteers shall be in excess of
Consultant’s insurance and shall not contribute to it.
c. Cancellation. The policies specified above are to state or be endorsed to state that
coverage shall not be canceled by either party, except after thirty (30) days (10
days for non-payment of premium) prior written notice by U.S. mail has been
given to PV Water.
d. Changes. If any change is made in the insurance carrier, scope of coverage or
retroactive date of professional liability coverage required under this Agreement,
Consultant shall notify the PV Water within three (3) working days.
e. Evidence of Insurance. Prior to execution of this Agreement, Consultant shall
file with PV Water, on forms acceptable to PV Water, certificate(s) of insurance
and additional insured endorsements, as specified above.
f. Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions. Any deductible or self-insured
retention must be declared to and approved by the PV Water. At the option of
PV Water, the insurer shall either reduce or eliminate such deductibles or selfinsured retentions.
g. Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers having a current
A.M. Best rating of no less than A-VII or equivalent or as otherwise approved by
PV Water.
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Production Monthly Summary 2021 as of October 31st*
All totals are in Acre Feet

Harkins Slough Project:
Effluent FW to Basin

January

February

March

April

May

0.000

0.000

2.430

0.000

0.000

July

June

August

September

October

November

December

Individual
Totals
2.4

Coastal Distribution System (CDS):
Recovery Wells Sub Total
8.507
Blend Wells
SW #1
0.000
SW #2
0.000
Blend Wells Subtotal
0.000
RWF Blend (See Breakdown Below)
124.175

8.688

14.583

35.079

37.136

33.809

31.649

25.153

20.052

10.754

0.000

0.000

225.41

0.000
2.409
2.409
119.113

0.000
16.043
16.043
242.049

29.609
124.582
154.191
403.329

90.795
193.784
284.579
480.653

114.808
230.320
345.128
446.744

100.285
237.875
338.160
450.899

36.680
220.759
257.439
375.605

17.658
135.613
153.271
385.056

4.974
36.868
41.842
239.037

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

394.81
1198.25
1593.06
3266.66

132.68

130.21

272.67

592.60

802.37

825.68

820.71

658.20

558.38

291.63

0.00

0.00

CDS Total

Approximate Recycled Water Blend Breakdown:
Estimated Recycled Water
108.473
114.629
RWF No_1 (potable)
15.702
4.484

210.384
31.665

308.871
94.458

377.220
103.433

343.723
103.021

348.326
102.573

277.577
98.028

298.757
86.299

200.024
39.013

0.000
0.000

5085.13

0.000
0.000

2587.98
678.68

* Recycled Water Blend Breakdown is Approximate because there is always some water in the tank that may be recycled water or RWF No-1 Water, "Est Recycled Water" is the RWF Blend total, (which is measured by the RWF Distribution meter after the tanks,)
MINUS the RWF No_1 total, which is measure before the No_1 water goes into the tanks to blend.

0.000

Well 860 (Harvest Dr.)

Volume of Water (Acre-Feet)

900

0.000

0.000

0.000

27.042

31.357

18.601

2017

700

2018

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

2021 Production Percentages:
Recovery Supplemental Wells
Recycled Water
Wells
4%
31%
51%

Five-Year Production Comparison

800

0.000

77.00

Potable
Water
13%

2019

600

2020

500

2021

400
300
200
100
0
Jan

Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Jul
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Nov Dec
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*Preliminary, Subject to Revision

