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Board of Directors

Santa Clara Valley Water District

AGENDA
*AMENDED/APPENDED

*ITEMS AMENDED AND/OR APPENDED SINCE THE ORIGINAL PUBLICATION OF THIS 

AGENDA ARE IDENTIFIED BY AN ASTERISK (*) HEREIN

11:00 AMTuesday, April 11, 2017 District Headquarters Board Room

CALL TO ORDER:1.

Roll Call.1.1.

TIME CERTAIN:2.

11:00 AM

Notice to the Public:  The Board of Directors meets in Closed Session in accordance 

with the Ralph M. Brown Act.  Following the conclusion of Closed Session discussion, 

the Board will return for the remaining items on the regular meeting agenda.

CLOSED SESSION

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL

Anticipated litigation

Pursuant to Government Code 54956.9 (e)(2) (February flood event) 

and 54956.9(e)(3)

Claim of Edward and Annamarie Murphy and Claim of Annalisa Wilson.

17-0235*2.1

CLOSED SESSION

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-ANTICIPATED LITIGATION

Significant exposure to litigation

Pursuant to Government Code 54956.9(b)

Joseph Bandel v. Santa Clara Valley Water District

17-02102.2.

CLOSED SESSION

Pursuant to Government Code 54957

Public Employment

Title of employee being reviewed - Chief Executive Officer/General 

Manager

17-0234*2.3.

1:00 PM

District Counsel Report.2.4.

Pledge of Allegiance/National Anthem.2.5.

Orders of the Day.2.6.

A.  Approximate Discussion Time (Board); and

B.  Adjustments to the Order of Agenda Items.
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Time Open for Public Comment on any Item not on the Agenda.2.7.

Notice to the public: This item is reserved for persons desiring to address the 

Board on any matter not on this agenda.  Members of the public who wish to 

address the Board on any item not listed on the agenda should complete a 

Speaker Card and present it to the Clerk of the Board.  The Board Chair will call 

individuals to the podium in turn.  Speakers comments should be limited to three 

minutes or as set by the Chair.  The law does not permit Board action on, or 

extended discussion of, any item not on the agenda except under special 

circumstances.  If Board action is requested, the matter may be placed on a 

future agenda.  All comments that require a response will be referred to staff for 

a reply in writing. The Board may take action on any item of business appearing 

on the posted agenda.

*Handout 17-0247

*Handout 2.7-A  K. IrvinAttachments:

Adoption of a Resolution in Support of National Heritage Area 

Designation for Santa Clara County.
17-01982.8.

Adopt the Resolution SUPPORT OF NATIONAL HERITAGE 

AREA DESIGNATION FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY, to 

Support County of Santa Clara’s Effort in Requesting U.S. 

Congress’s Consideration and Designation of Santa Clara 

County as a National Heritage Area.

Recommendation:

Norma Camacho, 408-630-2084Manager:

Attachment 1:  PowerPoint

Attachment 2:  Resolution

Attachments:

Est. Staff Time: 10 Minutes
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Public Hearing - Annual Report on the Protection and Augmentation of 

Water Supplies - February 2017 and Recommended Groundwater 

Production and Other Water Charges for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 (FY 

2017-18).

17-01692.9.

A. Conduct a public hearing pursuant to Section 26.6 of the 

District Act to consider the District FY 2017-18 Annual 

Report on the Protection and Augmentation of Water 

Supplies, and direct staff to review such report with, 

and solicit comments from the District’s advisory 

committees;

B. Hear public comments from groundwater producers and 

any interested persons regarding such report; and

C. Continue the public hearing regarding such report to the 

April 13, 2017 special meeting, at 7:00 pm.

Recommendation:

Jim Fiedler, 408-630-2736Manager:

Attachment 1:  Staff Report

Attachment 2:  PowerPoint

Attachment 3:  Resolution No. 12-10

Attachment 4:  Resolution No. 12-11

Attachments:

Est. Staff Time: 20 Minutes

1:30 PM

Update on United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

Partnership Projects.
17-01842.10.

Receive and discuss information related to status of the 

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) projects 

where the District is the Local Sponsor, Co-Local Sponsor or 

member of a Local Sponsor Agency.

Recommendation:

Ngoc Nguyen, 408-630-2632

Katherine Oven, 408-630-3126

Manager:

Attachment 1:  Federal Appropriation Requests

Attachment 2:  PowerPoint

Attachments:

Est. Staff Time: 20 Minutes
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District’s Capital Improvement Program Fiscal Year 2016-17 Progress 

Report for Watersheds Capital Projects.
17-01042.11.

A. Receive information from staff on the FY2016-17 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) progress 

reports for key Watersheds Capital Projects; and

B. Approve adjustments to the Safe, Clean Water 

and Natural Flood Protection Program (SCW 

Program) schedules for four Watersheds 

projects. 

Recommendation:

Ngoc Nguyen, 408-630-2632Manager:

Attachment 1:  PowerPointAttachments:

Est. Staff Time: 75 Minutes

CONSENT CALENDAR:  (3.1 - 3.6) (Est. Time:  5 Minutes)3.

Notice to the public:  There is no separate discussion of individual consent calendar 

items.  Recommended actions are voted on in one motion.  If an item is approved on 

the consent vote, the specific action recommended by staff is adopted.  Items listed in 

this section of the agenda are considered to be routine by the Board, or delegated to 

the Board Appointed Officers (BAOs) yet required by law or contract to be Board 

approved (EL-7.10). Any item may be removed for separate consideration at the 

request of a Board member.  Whenever a resolution is on the consent calendar, a roll 

call vote will be taken on the entire calendar. Members of the public wishing to address 

the Board on any consent items should complete a Speaker Card and present it to the 

Clerk of the Board.

Fiscal Year 2015-16 Year-End Closing Budget Adjustment and Fiscal 

Year 2016-17 Mid-Year Budget Adjustment (D. Taylor).
17-01513.1.

A. Approve the Fiscal Year 2015-16 year-end closing budget 

adjustment; and

B. Approve the Fiscal Year 2016-17 mid-year budget 

adjustment.

Recommendation:

Darin Taylor, 408-630-3068Manager:

Attachment 1:  FY15-16 Year-End Budget Adjustment

Attachment 2:  FY16-17 Mid-Year Budget Adjustment

Attachments:
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Providing Notice of Time and Place of Public Hearing Regarding Flood 

Control Benefit Assessments for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 (FY 2017-18).
17-01863.2.

Set a time and place for the public hearing on Flood Control 

Benefit Assessments for FY 2017-18 at 1:00 p.m. on May 9, 

2017, at the Santa Clara Valley Water District, 5700 Almaden 

Expressway, San Jose, California.

Recommendation:

Melanie Richardson, 408-630-2035  Manager:

Attachment 1:  Benefit Assessment Report 2017

Attachment 2:  Notice of Public Hearing

Attachments:

Adopt Plans and Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids 

for the Installation of Cathodic Protection Rectifiers and Deep-Well 

Anodes on the Pacheco Conduit, Project No. 91214010.

16-05663.3.

A. Adopt Plans and Specifications and Authorize 

Advertisement for Bids for the Installation of Cathodic 

Protection Rectifiers and Deep-Well Anodes on the 

Pacheco Conduit per the Notice to Bidders; and  

B. Authorize the Designated Engineer to issue addenda, 

as necessary, during the bidding process.

Recommendation:

Jim Fiedler, 408-630-2736Manager:

Attachment 1:  Notice to Bidders

Attachment 2:  Project Location Map

Attachments:

Designation of Impartial Third Party to Oversee Validation and 

Tabulation of Written Protests for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Groundwater 

Production and Surface Water Charges.

17-01583.4.

Designate an impartial third party to oversee the verification 

and tabulation of the written groundwater production and 

surface water protests.

Recommendation:

Michele King, 408-630-2711Manager:

Attachment 1:  Resolution Nos. 12-10 and 12-11

Attachment 2:  Uhlenberg’s Proposal

Attachments:
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CEO Bulletin for the Weeks of March 24-30, and March 31-April 6, 

2017.
17-0211*3.5.

Accept the CEO Bulletins.Recommendation:

Norma Camacho, 408-630-2084Manager:

Attachment 1:  033017 CEO Bulletin

Attachment 2:  040617 CEO Bulletin

Attachments:

Approval of Minutes. 17-0156*3.6.

Approve the minutes.Recommendation:

Michele King, 408-630-2711Manager:

Attachment 1:  022817 Regular Meeting Minutes

Attachment 2:  030117 Special Meeting Minutes

Attachment 3:  031417 Regular Meeting Minutes

Attachment 4:  032317 Special Meeting Minutes

Attachments:

REGULAR AGENDA:

BOARD OF DIRECTORS4.
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Recommendation Regarding District-Owned Residential Rental 

Properties, Following District Outreach and Analysis.
17-0146*4.1.

A. Approve making no change to the District’s current 

property management practices in regards to 

residential rental properties (in accordance with 

Resolution 09-78) , based upon the outreach and 

analysis provided by staff in response to the Board’s 

November 22, 2016 request regarding the use of 

District-owned residential rental properties;

B. Approve utilizing a portion of net rental income from 

properties purchased through Watersheds (Fund 12) to 

fund the homeless encampment cleanup project and 

for development of a pilot program that focuses on the 

impacts of homeless encampments in each city where 

the net rental income is being utilized, with 

transference or reallocation to begin in Fiscal Year 

2020;

i. Up to ninety (90) percent of each FY’s net rental 

income will be utilized to fund the Safe, Clean 

Water and Natural Flood Protection Program 

Encampment Cleanup Project (SCW Project B4) 

through FY 2028; 

ii. Up to 10 percent of each FY’s net rental income 

will be utilized to develop a pilot program to help 

address waterway and stream stewardship 

impacts of homeless encampments in each city 

with Fund 12 District-owned residential rental 

properties, which will be implemented through 

FY 2021, at which time staff will assess the pilot 

program and return to the Board with a 

recommendation on whether to continue its 

implementation; and

C. Direct the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Ad-Hoc 

Committee to review Recommendation B’s proposed 

transfer from Fund 12 to Fund 26 for SCW Project B4 

and the use of those Fund 12 funds for the pilot 

program to help address waterway and stream 

stewardship impacts of homelessness in light of other 

Fund 12 capital project funding needs; and return to 

the Board with a recommended annual transfer amount 

into SCW Project B4 to be implemented from FY 2020 

to FY 2028 and for the pilot program from FY 2020 to 

FY 2021.

Recommendation:

Melanie Richardson, 408-630-2035Manager:
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Attachment 1:  Resolution No. 09-78

Attachment 2:  City of Mountain View Council Report

Attachment 3:  Handout 4.1-A

Attachment 4:  Handout 4.1-B

Attachment 5:  Handout 4.1-C

Attachment 6:  Handout 4.1-D

Attachment 7:  Handout 4.1-E

Attachment 8:  Handout 4.1-F

Attachments:

Est. Staff Time: 20 Minutes

Board Committee Reports.4.2.

WATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE:5.

WATERSHEDS:6.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER:7.

Chief Executive Officer Report.7.1.

*Handout 17-0248

*Handout 7.1-A Storm ReportAttachments:

ADMINISTRATION:8.

DISTRICT COUNSEL:9.

ADJOURN:10.

Board Member Reports/Announcements.10.1.

Clerk Review and Clarification of Board Requests.10.2.

Adjourn to 7:00 p.m., Special Meeting on April 13, 2017, in the Morgan Hill 

City Council Chambers, 17555 Peak Ave., Morgan Hill.

10.3.
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0235 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: *2.1

NON-EXHIBIT/CLOSED SESSION ITEM

SUBJECT:

CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL
Anticipated litigation
Pursuant to Government Code 54956.9 (e)(2) (February flood event) and 54956.9(e)(3)
Claim of Edward and Annamarie Murphy and Claim of Annalisa Wilson.
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0210 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.2.

NON-EXHIBIT/CLOSED SESSION ITEM

SUBJECT:

CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Significant exposure to litigation
Pursuant to Government Code 54956.9(b)
Joseph Bandel v. Santa Clara Valley Water District
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0234 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: *2.3.

NON-EXHIBIT/CLOSED SESSION ITEM

SUBJECT:

CLOSED SESSION
Pursuant to Government Code 54957
Public Employment
Title of employee being reviewed - Chief Executive Officer/General Manager
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0247 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.:

*Handout

Attachments: Handout 2.7-A  K. Irvin
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0198 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.8.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Adoption of a Resolution in Support of National Heritage Area Designation for Santa Clara County.

RECOMMENDATION:
Adopt the Resolution SUPPORT OF NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA DESIGNATION FOR SANTA
CLARA COUNTY, to Support County of Santa Clara’s Effort in Requesting U.S. Congress’s
Consideration and Designation of Santa Clara County as a National Heritage Area.

SUMMARY:
The Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors and the National Heritage Area Task Force (NHATF)
have invited the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) to join their effort to have the U.S.
Congress designate Santa Clara County as a National Heritage Area (NHA).

As described in the Santa Clara County National Heritage Area PowerPoint (Attachment 1), to be
presented by NHATF Chair Rod Diridon at the April 11, 2017 board meeting, NHA is a program of the
National Park Service (NPS) in which Congress recognizes an area for its unique history where:

• Natural, cultural, & historic resources form a nationally important story.

• The community drives the grassroots approach to heritage conservation.

• Community partnerships support historic preservation, natural resource conservation,
recreation, tourism and education.

The benefits of this designation include:
• Economic development-every $1 of federal investment to an NHA generates $5.50.

• Preserves and promotes the County's historical and cultural resources through

educational and interpretative programs.

• Honors the tremendous cultural diversity and heritage of the County.

• Creates a shared regional identity to foster environmentally sustainable
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powered by Legistar™

http://www.legistar.com/


File No.: 17-0198 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.8.

communities.

To receive this designation, Santa Clara County must submit a Feasibility Study to NPS for its
recommendation to the U.S. Congress. If Congress determines that such designation is suitable, it
would pass a resolution making Santa Clara County a NHA. After this, the county, cities, school
districts, community groups, and heritage organizations will work together to develop a NHA
management plan. To begin this process, the county appointed the NHATF to guide the development
of the Feasibility Study.

At this stage in the process, the County has requested the District’s official support of a NHA
designation by adopting the Resolution in Support of Santa Clara County National Heritage Area
Designation (Attachment 2).

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no financial impact associated with this item.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  PowerPoint
Attachment 2:  Resolution

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Norma Camacho, 408-630-2084
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An area recognized by Congress for its 
unique history where:

• Natural, cultural, & historic resources 
form a nationally important story.

• The community drives the grassroots 
approach to heritage conservation.

• Community partnerships support 
historic preservation, natural resource 
conservation, recreation, tourism and 
education. 

WHAT IS A NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA?
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• Economic development—every $1 of federal investment to an NHA 
generates $5.50.

• Preserves and promotes the County's 
historical and cultural resources through 
educational and interpretative programs.

• Honors the tremendous cultural diversity 
and heritage of the County.

• Creates a shared regional identity to 
foster environmentally sustainable
communities.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS?
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1. We submit a Feasibility Study to the 
National Parks Service for its 
recommendation to the U.S. Congress.

2. Congress passes a resolution making 
Santa Clara County a National Heritage 
Area.

3. The county, cities, school districts, 
community groups and heritage 
organizations work together to develop 
our NHA management plan.

HOW DO WE RECEIVE A DESIGNATION? 
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• We are on the first step of the project, 
developing the Feasibility Study.

• A National Heritage Area Task Force was 
appointed to guide the study. 

• Based on guidelines from the National Park 
Service, the study identifies:

• Nationally significant stories related to our 
history and culture. 

• The interpretation of this history.
• Programs and activities we will offer to 

promote the region’s heritage.

WHERE ARE WE IN THE PROCESS?
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Roots of the Valley’s Heritage: Ancestors of the Muwekma Ohlone
Tribe and the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band

A Valley of Firsts: 1st Civil Settlement, State Capital, public 
university, radio broadcast station 

Immigrants: The most diverse population in the U.S. 

Orchards: Largest fruit grower & processor in the world

Social Justice: Cesar Chavez led the way to labor reform

Silicon Valley: Personal computer transformed the world economy
6

Telling Our Story: Valley of Visionaries

Help us tell the 
story about our 
past – how we 
populated the 

Valley, transformed 
the environment 

and changed 
America.
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“Overall, Santa Clara County's scientific/commercial renaissance 

has, with justification, been compared to the earlier European 

renaissance. The creation of lasers, nuclear magnetic resonance, 

random access computer storage; disk drives, integrated circuits, 

personal computers, open-heart surgery, ink jet printing, gene-

splicing and other wonders in such a short span of time has 

placed Santa Clara County firmly in history as a unique location 

whose creative energies have changed the world.”
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What the National Park Services Says About Us: 
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8

White/Caucasian,
33.30%
Hispanic/Latino,
26.60%
Asian/Pacific Islander,
35.40%
Native American,
1.30%
Black/African
American, 2.90%
Race of Santa Clara County Residents (2014 Census Data)

Throughout our history 
of peopling the Valley, 
our cultural diversity 
has been our greatest 
asset.
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• Visit our web site at www.sccnha.org to:

• Receive regular updates
• Volunteer to help us with the effort
• Officially support our designation as a National Heritage Area

• Attend a monthly task force meeting
• Email nha@bos.sccgov.org
• Call 408-299-5030

HOW CAN YOU BE INVOLVED?
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT  

 
                                                        RESOLUTION NO. 17 - 

 
SUPPORT OF NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA DESIGNATION FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
 
 
WHEREAS, Santa Clara County, once known as the Valley of the Heart's Delight with beautiful 
rich land, bountiful streams, orchards, and idyllic life, has attracted people from many cultures, 
with diverse talents, and abundant determination; 
 
WHEREAS, that panoply of talent included remarkable artistic, scientific, and educational 
pathfinders dating back to the original Native Americans, through the Spanish, early American, 
early 1900s Asian and Italian and Irish and Portuguese and Scotts, and more recent Hispanic, 
Asian and other important newer arrivals; 
 
WHEREAS, that diversity of motivated talent created the West Coast’s most uniquely innovative 
society spawning the first civil settlement (1776), the first state capital (1850), the first private 
(1853) and public (1857) universities, the longest operating railroad (1864), the first controlled 
flight (1883), and many more celebrated innovations; 
 
WHEREAS, Santa Clara Valley became the land of opportunity and agricultural innovation, and 
the most productive fruit growing and processing center in the world;   
 
WHEREAS, our Valley’s rich history of agricultural and technological advances, coupled with 
our three grand universities, made our area a leader in military and space technology resulting 
in Silicon Valley being the world’s capital of high technology innovation; 
 
WHEREAS, historically and presently both water supply and flood protection are necessary for 
the agricultural and technological industries, and continue to play a vital role in the ability of the 
Santa Clara County to support its population and economic growth; 
 
WHEREAS, the County has worked with business and civic organizations interested in creating 
well-balanced communities that celebrate that diversity and success; and 
 
WHEREAS, a National Heritage Area designation for the Valley will bring opportunities to 
promote that heritage and celebrate the associated art, education, and tourism. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District does hereby support the County of Santa Clara’s effort to achieve a National 
Heritage Area designation by the U.S. National Park Service and the U.S. Congress. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on (insert meeting date):  
 
AYES: Directors 
 
NOES: Directors 
 
ABSENT: Directors 
 
ABSTAIN: Directors 
 



SUPPORT OF NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA DESIGNATION FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
                                                                                                         Resolution No. 17-XX 

 SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 By: __________________________________ 
  JOHN VARELA  
  Chair/Board of Directors 
 
ATTEST:  MICHELE L. KING, CMC 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Clerk/Board of Directors 



Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0169 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.9.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Public Hearing - Annual Report on the Protection and Augmentation of Water Supplies - February
2017 and Recommended Groundwater Production and Other Water Charges for Fiscal Year 2017-
2018 (FY 2017-18).

RECOMMENDATION:
A. Conduct a public hearing pursuant to Section 26.6 of the District Act to consider the District FY

2017-18 Annual Report on the Protection and Augmentation of Water Supplies, and direct staff
to review such report with, and solicit comments from the District’s advisory committees;

B. Hear public comments from groundwater producers and any interested persons regarding
such report; and

C. Continue the public hearing regarding such report to the April 13, 2017 special meeting, at
7:00 pm.

SUMMARY:
Section 26.6 of the District Act requires a public hearing regarding the Protection and Augmentation
of Water Supplies report be held on or before the fourth Tuesday of April. This public hearing is
conducted to inform the community of the activities performed by the District to ensure reliable water
supply and the recommended groundwater production and other water charges to pay for those
activities. The hearing provides opportunity for any interested person to submit comments to the
Board. This year’s rate setting process includes a formal protest procedure consistent with Board
Resolutions 12-10 and 12-11 (See attachments 3 and 4). If written protests are filed by a majority of
well owners or surface water operators, the groundwater production charge or surface water charge,
respectively, cannot be increased.

Since the publishing of the District’s Annual Report on the Protection and Augmentation of Water
Supplies (PAWS), which can be found at www.valleywater.org, staff has extended the schedule for
the Expedited Purified Water Program. Consequently, the following staff proposed increases are
lower than the proposed maximum groundwater production charges shown in the published annual
PAWS report.

Staff proposes a 9.6% increase in the North County (Zone W-2) Municipal and Industrial groundwater
production charge. Staff recommends maintaining the treated water surcharge at $100 per acre-foot
and increasing the non-contract treated water surcharge to $100 per acre-foot. The average
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File No.: 17-0169 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.9.

household in Zone W-2 would experience an increase in their monthly bill of $3.55 or about 12 cents
a day.

In the South County (Zone W-5), staff recommends a 6.4% increase in the M&I groundwater
production charge. The average household in Zone W-5 would experience an increase in their
monthly bill of $0.86 or about 3 cents per day.

The staff proposed increase to the agricultural groundwater production charge is 10.4% for both
zones. An agricultural water user who pumps 2 acre-feet per acre per year would experience an
increase of $0.25 per month per acre.

Staff recommends a 21.5% increase to the surface water master charge. This increase results in a
9.9% increase in the overall North County municipal and industrial surface water charge and 7.3%
increase in the overall South County municipal and industrial surface water charge. The overall
agricultural surface water charge in either zone would increase by 14.5%. Due to the continued
severity of the drought, the water district suspended nearly all raw surface water deliveries in 2014.
Many raw surface water users were forced to find an alternative source of water, primarily the
groundwater basin. However, the district intends to reinstate untreated surface water users due to
much improved water supply conditions.

For recycled water delivered in South County, staff recommends increasing the M&I charge by 6.7%.
For agricultural recycled water, staff recommends a 3.2% increase. The increase maximizes cost
recovery while concurrently providing an economic incentive to use recycled water. The pricing is
consistent with the provisions of the “Wholesale-Retailer Agreement for Supply of Recycled Water
Between Santa Clara Valley Water District and City of Gilroy.”

The increases in water charges are necessary to pay for critical investments in water supply
infrastructure rehabilitation and upgrades, and the development of future drought-proof supplies,
most notably purified water. Additionally, we are projecting lower water usage than pre-drought
averages, which results in lower revenue.

Staff recommends setting the State Water Project Tax at $26 million for FY 2017-18. This translates
to a property tax bill for the average single family residence of roughly $44.00 per year. The
recommended SWP tax is consistent with past practice. If the recommended FY 2017-18 State Water
Project Tax is not approved, the M&I groundwater production charge would need to be increased by
an additional $148/AF in North County and $31/AF in South County. The open space credit would
increase by roughly $755,000.

The District’s Annual Report on the Protection and Augmentation of Water Supplies, among other
information, contains a financial analysis of the District’s water utility system and additional details
about the above recommendations. This report can be found at www.valleywater.org

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no financial impact associated with holding the hearing. If at a subsequent meeting, the
Board approves the recommended groundwater production and other water charges or obtains
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File No.: 17-0169 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.9.

alternate funding mechanisms, the Water Utility should have sufficient funding for planned operations
and capital improvement projects for fiscal year 2017-18.

CEQA:
The recommended action, the holding of a public hearing is not a project under CEQA. Further,
establishment of groundwater production charges is not a project under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15273(a) reads as follows: CEQA does not apply to establishment or modification of charges
by public agencies which the public agency finds are for the purpose of meeting operating expenses;
purchasing or leasing supplies, equipment and materials; meeting financial reserve
needs/requirements; and obtaining funds for capital projects needed to maintain service within
existing service areas.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  Staff Report
Attachment 2:  PowerPoint
Attachment 3:  Resolution No. 12-10
Attachment 4:  Resolution No. 12-11

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Jim Fiedler, 408-630-2736
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Staff Report  
 
In accordance with the District Act, District staff has prepared an annual report on the Protection 
and Augmentation of Water Supplies, which was filed with the Clerk of the Board on February 
24, 2017.  
 
The Report is the 46th annual report on the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s (District) activities 
in the protection and augmentation of the water supplies. This Report is prepared in accordance 
with the requirements of the District Act, section 26.5. The Report provides information on water 
requirements and water supply availability, and financial analysis of the District’s water utility 
system. The financial analysis includes future capital improvement and maintenance 
requirements, operating requirements, financing methods and staff’s recommended 
groundwater production and other water charges by zone for fiscal year 2017–18. 
 
The Rate Setting Process 
 
According to Section 26.3 of the District Act, proceeds from groundwater production charges 
can be used for the following purposes: 
 

1. Pay for construction, operation and maintenance of imported water facilities 
2. Pay for imported water purchases 
3. Pay for constructing, maintaining and operating facilities which will conserve or distribute 

water including facilities for groundwater recharge, surface distribution, and purification 
and treatment 

4. Pay for debt incurred for purposes 1, 2 and 3. 
 
This year, as in past years, staff has carefully evaluated the activities that can be paid for by 
groundwater production charges. The work of the district is divided into projects. Every project 
has a detailed description including objectives, milestones, and an estimate of resources 
needed to deliver the project. To ensure compliance with the District Act, each project manager 
must justify whether or not groundwater production charges can be used to pay for the activities 
associated with their project. The financial analysis presented in the annual report is based on 
these project plans. 
 
Resolution 99-21 guides staff in the development of the overall pricing structure based on 
principles established in 1971. The general approach is to charge the recipients of the various 
benefits for the benefits received. More specifically, pricing is structured to manage surface 
water, groundwater supplies and recycled water conjunctively to prevent the over use or under 
use of the groundwater basin. Consequently, staff is very careful to recommend pricing for 
groundwater production charges, treated water charges, surface water charges and recycled 
water charges that work in concert to achieve the effective use of available resources.  
 
This year’s rate setting process is being conducted consistent with Board Resolutions 99-21, 
12-10 and 12-11, as well as Proposition 218’s requirements for property-related fees for water 
services. As in the past, the Board will continue to hold public hearings and seek input from its 
advisory committees and the public before rendering a final decision on groundwater production 
and other water charges for FY 2017–18. 
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Staff Recommendations 
 
Exhibit 1 shows the proposed groundwater production charges and other charges for FY 2017–
18. Since the publishing of the District’s Annual Report on the Protection and Augmentation of 
Water Supplies (PAWS), staff has extended the schedule for the Expedited Purified Water 
Program. Consequently, the following staff proposed charges are lower than the proposed 
maximum charges shown in the published annual PAWS report. 
 

Exhibit 1 
Summary of Charges 

(Dollars Per Acre Foot, $/AF) 
 

 
 
 
 

FY 2015–16 FY 2016–17
Proposed 

FY 2017–18
Zone W-2 (North County)

       Basic User/Groundwater Production Charge
   Municipal & Industrial 894.00 1,072.00 1,175.00
   Agricultural 21.36 23.59 25.09

Surface Water Charge
Surface Water Master Charge 22.60 27.46 33.36
Total Surface Water, Municipal & Industrial* 916.60 1,099.46 1,208.36
Total Surface Water, Agricultural* 43.96 51.05 58.45

Treated Water Charges
Contract Surcharge 100.00 100.00 100.00
Total Treated Water Contract Charge** 994.00 1,172.00 1,275.00
Non-Contract Surcharge 200.00 50.00 100.00
Total Treated Water Non-Contract Charge*** 1,094.00 1,122.00 1,275.00

Zone W-5 (South County)

Basic User/Groundwater Production Charge
   Municipal & Industrial 356.00 393.00 418.00
   Agricultural 21.36 23.59 25.09

Surface Water Charge
Surface Water Master Charge 22.60 27.46 33.36
Total Surface Water, Municipal & Industrial* 378.60 420.46 451.36
Total Surface Water, Agricultural* 43.96 51.05 58.45

       Recycled Water Charges
   Municipal & Industrial 336.00 373.00 398.00
   Agricultural 45.16 47.38 48.88

*Note: The total surface water charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the water master charge

**Note: The total treated water contract charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the contract surcharge

***Note: The total treated water non-contract charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the non-contract surcharge

Dollars Per Acre Foot
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The proposed increases in water charges are necessary to pay for critical investments in water 
supply infrastructure rehabilitation and upgrades, and the development of future drought-proof 
supplies, most notably purified water. Additionally, we are projecting lower water usage than 
pre-drought averages, which results in lower revenue. 
 
Given the financial needs summarized above, staff proposes a 9.6% increase in the North 
County (Zone W-2) Municipal and Industrial groundwater production charge from $1,072/AF to 
$1,175/AF. Staff recommends maintaining the treated water surcharge at $100/AF, and 
increasing the non-contract treated water surcharge to $100/AF. The proposal equates to a 
monthly bill increase for the average household of $3.55 or about 12 cents a day. 
 
In the South County (Zone W-5), staff proposes a 6.4% increase in the M&I groundwater 
production charge from $393/AF to $418/AF. The proposal equates to a monthly bill increase for 
the average household of $0.86 or about 3 cents per day.  
 
Staff recommends a 6.4% increase in the agricultural groundwater production charge in both 
zones from $23.59/AF to $25.09/AF. The staff recommendation equates to a $0.25 increase per 
month per acre for an agricultural water user who pumps 2 acre-feet per acre per year. 
 
Staff recommends a 21.5% increase to the surface water master charge from $27.46/AF to 
$33.36/AF to bring revenues in line with costs related to managing, operating and billing for 
surface water diversions. This increase results in a 9.9% increase in the overall North County 
municipal and industrial surface water charge and 7.3% increase in the overall South County 
municipal and industrial surface water charge. The overall agricultural surface water charge in 
either zone would increase by 14.5%. Due to the severity of the drought, the water district 
suspended nearly all raw surface water deliveries in 2014. Many raw surface water users were 
forced to find an alternative source of water, primarily the groundwater basin. However, the 
district intends to reinstate untreated surface water users due to much improved water supply 
conditions. 
   
For recycled water, staff recommends increasing the M&I charge by 6.7% to $398/AF. For 
agricultural recycled water, staff recommends a 3.2% increase to $48.88/AF. The increase 
maximizes cost recovery while concurrently providing an economic incentive to use recycled 
water. This pricing is consistent with the provisions of the “Wholesale-Retailer Agreement for 
Supply of Recycled Water Between Santa Clara Valley Water District and City of Gilroy.”  
 
Staff recommends setting the State Water Project Tax at $26 million for FY 2017–18.  This 
translates to a property tax bill for the average single family residence of roughly $44.00 per 
year. The District incurs an annual indebtedness to the State of California pursuant to its Water 
Supply Contract dated November 20, 1961. Such indebtedness is proportional to the District’s 
allocation of water from the State Water Project and pays for construction, maintenance and 
operation of state water project infrastructure and facilities. Staff anticipates that the District’s 
contractual indebtedness to the State under the State Water Supply Contract for FY 2017–18 
will be at least $28 million. Staff’s recommendation regarding the State Water Project tax is 
consistent with the District’s past practice and with the approach of other water districts and 
agencies that maintain State water supply contracts. 
 
Projections 
 
Exhibit 2 shows actual and projected District-managed water use. FY 2015–16 water usage 
came in at roughly 200,000 AF. For the current year, FY 2016–17, staff estimates that water 
usage will be approximately 205,000 AF or flat to the FY 2016-17 budget, and roughly a 28% 
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reduction versus calendar year 2013. For FY 2017–18, total District-managed water use is 
projected at 217,000 AF, which is a 6% increase relative to the FY 2016-17 estimated actual, 
and consistent with water usage patterns during the last drought that occurred between 2007 
and 2011. The FY 2017-18 water usage estimate represents a 24 percent reduction relative to 
calendar year 2013. Water use is projected to ramp up to 253,000 AF by FY 2025-26. 
 

Exhibit 2 
District-managed Water Use Projection (1,000’s AF) 

 

 
 

 
Exhibit 3 shows key financial indicators with staff’s recommendation projected to FY 2021-22. 
The debt service coverage ratio, which is a ratio of revenue less operations expenses divided by 
annual debt service, is targeted at 2.0 or better which helps to ensure financial stability and 
continued high credit ratings keeping cost to borrow low.  
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Exhibit 3 
5 Year Charge and Financial Indicator Projection 

 

 
 
A portion of the projected increases in the groundwater production charge are driven by the 
capital improvement program as shown in Exhibit 4. Over $2.3 billion in capital investments, 
primarily to repair and rehabilitate aging infrastructure, are planned for the next 10 years. FY 
2017–18 operations and operating project costs are projected to decrease by 8.1% versus the 
FY 2016–17 adjusted budget, due primarily to reduced imported water costs. On a longer term 
basis, operating outlays are projected to increase an average of 4.5% per year for the next 10 
years due to anticipated inflation, the California Water Fix, and new operations costs related to 
the expansion of purified water facilities. Debt service is projected to rise from $37.1 million in 
FY 2017–18 to $148.6 million in FY 2026–27 as a result of periodic debt issuances to fund the 
capital program.  
 

Exhibit 4 
Cost Projection by Cost Center ($M) 

 

 

Adjusted Proposal 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22

No. County (W-2) M&I GWP charge ($/AF) $1,072 $1,175 $1,288 $1,412 $1,547 $1,695
     Y-Y Growth % 19.9% 9.6% 9.6% 9.6% 9.6% 9.6%
So. County (W-5) M&I GWP charge ($/AF) $393 $418 $442 $467 $494 $522
     Y-Y Growth % 10.4% 6.4% 5.7% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7%
Ag GWP charge ($/AF) $23.59 $25.09 $26.53 $28.03 $29.65 $31.33
     Y-Y Growth % 10.4% 6.4% 5.7% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7%

Operating & Capital Reserve $51,025 $36,709 $46,179 $40,801 $48,018 $51,618
Supplemental Water Supply Reserve ($K) $14,277 $14,677 $15,077 $15,477 $15,877 $16,277
Sr. Lien Debt Svc Cov Ratio (1.25 min) 1.89         2.14         2.52         2.59         2.36         2.26         
South County (Deficit)/Reserves ($K) $7,886 $7,214 $6,932 $7,893 $9,551 $10,968
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Exhibit 5 shows the groundwater production charge projection for the next 10 years and 
assumes a continuation of the level of service provided in FY 2016–17 and funding of the 
preliminary FY 2018-2027 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Note that there are initiatives 
and potential uncertainties that could result in the identification of additional capital or operations 
projects that are not reflected in projection.  
 

Exhibit 5 
10 Year Groundwater Charge Projection 

 

 
 
Exhibit 6 shows a comparison of the adjusted proposed groundwater production and treated 
water charges relative to the anticipated increases for the following similar agencies: 
Metropolitan Water District, Orange County Water District, San Diego County Water Authority, 
San Francisco PUC (Hetch Hetchy), and Zone 7 .  
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Exhibit 6 
Anticipated FY 2017–18 Water Charge Increases for Similar Agencies 

 

 
  

 
Exhibit 7 shows a comparison of the average monthly bill for several of the District’s retail 
customers (e.g. SJWC, City of Santa Clara, City of Morgan Hill, and City of Gilroy) relative to the 
District’s perennial list of retail agency comparators across the state. SCVWD retailer rates 
shown include the SCVWD proposed adjusted increase for FY 2017-18. North County and 
South County well owner rates are also shown, which exclude pumping costs (e.g. electricity) 
and well maintenance costs. 

 
Exhibit 7 

Retail Agency Benchmarks 
 

 

% inc. % inc. % inc. Projection
'14 to '15 '15 to '16 '16 to '17 FY 17 FY 183

SCVWD North W-2 (Groundwater prdctn per AF) 10% 20% 20% $1,072 9.6%
SCVWD North W-2 (Treated Water per AF) 9% 17% 18% $1,172 8.8%
SCVWD South W-5 (Groundwater prdctn per AF) 5% 12% 10% $393 6.4%

Metropolitan WD (Untreated Water per AF)1 -1% 1% 8% $762 4.4%
Metropolitan WD (Treated Water per AF)1 3% 1% 2% $1,075 3.8%
Orange County WD (Groundwater per AF) 7% 10% 25% $402 TBD
San Diego County WA (Treated Water per AF)1 3% 6% 1% $1,531 TBD
San Francisco PUC (Treated Water per AF)2 17% 25% 8% $1,969 0.0%
Zone 7 (Treated Water per AF)1 3% 37% 15% $1,575 -13.2%
   1) MWD, SDCWA and Zone 7 rates based on calendar year (i.e. 2018 rate would be effective on 1/1/2018)
   2) SFPUC rates include BAWSCA bond surcharge estimate of $183/AF
   3) SCVWD FY 18 projection includes staff proposed adjustments to proposed maximum
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Cost of Service 
 
The cost of service analyses for FY 2017–18 is shown in Exhibit 8 for North County and Exhibit 
9 for South County. The exhibits are laid out in a format that follows six industry standard rate 
making steps. 

1. Identify utility pricing objectives and constraints 
2. Identify revenue requirements 
3. Allocate costs to customer classes 
4. Reduce costs by revenue offsets or non-rate related funding sources 
5. Develop unit costs by customer class or net revenue requirements by customer 

class 
6. Develop unit rates by customer class 

 
Step 2 includes identifying and segregating Water Utility Fund costs from Watershed and 
Administrative Funds and allocating Water Utility costs between zones W-2 (North) and W-5 
(South) according to benefit provided. Step 3 involves allocating costs by customer class either 
directly or based on water usage. Steps 4 and 5 result in unit costs by customer class after 
applying non-rate related offsets.  
 
Step 6 includes two adjustments. The first adjustment is the application of fungible revenue, in 
this case 1% ad valorem property taxes, to offset the costs of agricultural water in accordance 
with Board Resolution 99-21. For FY 2017-18, staff is proposing a $1.6M transfer of 1% ad 
valorem property taxes from the General Fund and $1.6M from the Watershed Stream 
Stewardship Fund as sources for this adjustment also known as the “Open Space Credit.”  
 
The second adjustment involves reallocating a portion of the cost of treated water (or recycled 
water in the case of South County) to groundwater and surface water users. Treated and 
recycled water offsets the need to pump groundwater and therefore increases the volume of 
stored groundwater and improves reliability. The reallocation of a portion of the treated water 
cost for example represents the value of treated water to groundwater and surface water users 
and facilitates a pricing structure that prevents the over use of the groundwater basin. 
Preventing over use not only preserves groundwater for use in times of drought, but also 
prevents land subsidence or sinking of the land, which can cause serious infrastructure issues. 
 
Another aspect of the second adjustment is related to setting the basic user charge for surface 
water equal to the groundwater production charge. Surface water use is effectively in-lieu 
groundwater use permitted by the District to help preserve the groundwater basin. As such, the 
costs related to preserving the groundwater basin provide value to surface water users because 
it makes available District surface water, which otherwise would only be used for groundwater 
recharge. Similarly, the costs related to providing surface water benefit groundwater users 
because surface water usage helps preserve the groundwater basin. The second adjustment 
reallocates costs between surface water and groundwater customers in order to set the basic 
user charge for surface water equal to the groundwater production charge in recognition of this 
conjunctive use relationship, and in accordance with board policy. A 2015 study was conducted 
by Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc (RFC) that confirms the reasonableness of such an 
adjustment. The report titled “Report Documenting the Reasonableness of the Conjunctive Use 
Benefit of Surface Water and Recycled Water to Groundwater Customers” documents the 
support and justification for the water district’s cost of service methodology and can be found on 
the District’s website.  
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Exhibit 8 
Cost of Service North County Zone W-2 ($K) 

 

  

FY '18 Projection ($K) Zone W-2  
GW TW SW Total W-2

M&I AG M&I M&I Ag
1 Operating Outlays

2   Operations/Operating Projects 39,739      438       84,288      715           17         125,196          
3   SWP Imported Water Costs 6,771        76         21,042      390           10         28,288            
4   Debt Service 8,538        96         28,287      115           3           37,038            
5   Total Operating Outlays 55,047      609       133,616     1,220        30         190,522          
6
7 Capital & Transfers

8    Operating Transfers Out 3,286        37         5,939        85             2           9,349             
9    Capital Outlays excl. carryforward 19,374      217       109,635     467           11         129,705          
10 Total  Capital & Transfers 22,661      254       115,574     552           13         139,054          
11 Total Annual Program Costs 77,708      863       249,191     1,772        43         329,576          
12
13 Revenue Requirement Offsets

14     Capital Cost Recovery (1,730)       (19)        (3,127)       (45)            (1)          (4,923)            
15     Debt Proceeds (11,504)     (129)      (65,100)     (277)          (7)          (77,017)           
16     Inter-governmental Services (395)          (4)          (713)          (10)            (0)          (1,123)            
17     SWP Property Tax (5,565)       (62)        (18,490)     (315)          (8)          (24,440)           
18     South County Deficit/Reserve (87)            (1)          (157)          (2)             (0)          (248)               
19     Interest Earnings (254)          (3)          (460)          (7)             (0)          (723)               
20     Inter-zone Interest 20             0           37             1              0           58                  
21     Capital Contributions (945)          (11)        (1,708)       (24)            (1)          (2,688)            
22     Other (966)          (11)        (911)          (15)            (0)          (1,903)            
23     Reserve Requirements (4,539)       (21)        (24,765)     (109)          (1)          (29,435)           
24 Adjusted Revenue Requirement (FY 18) 51,744      602       133,797     968           25         187,134          
25 Adjusted Revenue Requirement (FY 15 adj) 12,633      56         4,657        158           84         17,587            

26 Total Adjusted Revenue Requirement 64,376      657       138,453     1,125        109       204,721          
27 Volume (KAF) 58.1 0.7 105.0 1.5 0.0 165.3
28
29 Revenue Requirement per AF 1,108$      1,012$   1,319$      750$         2,978$   
30
31 Adjustments for Agricultural Preservation
32    Allocate WU 1% Ad Valorem Prop Tax -            (641)      -            -            (107)      (748)               
33    Transfer GF 1% Ad valorem Prop Tax -            -        -            -            -        -                 
34    Transfer WS 1% Ad Valorem Prop  Tax -            -        -            -            -        -                 
35 Revenue Requirement per AF 1,108.0$    25.1$     1,319$      750$         58.4$     
36
37 Adjustments to Facilitate Conjunctive Use
38    Reallocate TW/SW/RW costs 3,891        -        (4,578)       687           -        (0)                   
39 Charge per AF 1,175$      25.1$     1,275$      1,208$      58.4$     
40 Total Revenue ($K) $68,268 $16 $133,875 $1,813 $2 $203,974

Step 2-
Identify revenue 
reqmnts

Step 4-
Reduce costs by 
revenue offsets

Step 3 - Allocate costs to customer classes

Step 5 - Develop unit costs by customer class

Step 6 - Rate Design
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Exhibit 9 
Cost of Service South County Zone W-5 ($K) 

 

 
  

FY '18 Projection ($K) Zone W-5
GW SW RW Total W-5

M&I AG M&I AG M&I AG
1 Operating Outlays

2   Operations/Operating Projects 8,450        8,553        212           541           83             71             17,910           
3   SWP Imported Water Costs -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
4   Debt Service -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
5   Total Operating Outlays 8,450        8,553        212           541           83             71             17,910           
6
7 Capital & Transfers

8    Operating Transfers Out -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
9    Capital Outlays excl. carryforward -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
10 Total  Capital & Transfers -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
11 Total Annual Program Costs 8,450        8,553        212           541           83             71             17,910           
12
13 Revenue Requirement Offsets

14     Capital Cost Recovery 1,803        1,878        38             98             595           510           4,923             
15     Debt Proceeds -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
16     Inter-governmental Services (67)            (69)            (1)             (4)             -            -            (141)               
17     SWP Property Tax (719)          (749)          (15)            (39)            (21)            (18)            (1,560)            
18     South County Deficit/Reserve (37)            269           (20)            14             15             6              248                
19     Interest Earnings -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
20     Inter-zone Interest (27)            (28)            (1)             (1)             (1)             (1)             (58)                 
21     Capital Contributions -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
22     Other (65)            (68)            (1)             (2)             -            -            (136)               
23     Reserve Requirements -            -            -            -            -            -            -                 
24 Adjusted Revenue Requirement (FY 18) 9,339        9,786        212           607           672           569           21,185           
25 Adjusted Revenue Requirement (FY 15 adj) 296           (764)          25             (177)          (8)             (291)          (918)               

26 Total Adjusted Revenue Requirement 9,635        9,023        237           430           664           278           20,267           
27 Volume (KAF) 24.0 25.0 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.6 52.1               
28
29 Revenue Requirement per AF 401$         361$         474$         331$         949$         464$         
30
31 Adjustments for Agricultural Preservation
32    Allocate WU 1% Ad Valorem Prop Tax -            (5,761)       -            -            -            -            (5,761)            
33    Transfer GF 1% Ad valorem Prop Tax -            (1,626)       -            -            -            -            (1,626)            
34    Transfer WS 1% Ad Valorem Prop  Tax -            (1,023)       -            (354)          -            (249)          (1,626)            
35 Revenue Requirement per AF 401$         24.5$        474$         58.4$        949$         48.9$        
36
37 Adjustments to Facilitate Conjunctive Use
38    Reallocate TW/SW/RW costs 397           -            (11)            -            (386)          -            -                 
39 Charge per AF 418$         24.5$        451$         58$           398$         48.9$        
40 Total Revenue ($K) $10,032 $613 $226 $76 $279 $29 $11,254

Step 2-
Identify revenue 
reqmnts

Step 4-
Reduce costs by 
revenue offsets

Step 5 - Develop unit costs by customer class

Step 3 - Allocate costs to customer classes

Step 6 - Rate Design
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Open Space Credit 
 
The District Act limits agricultural groundwater production charges to a maximum of 25 percent 
of the M&I groundwater production charges. Current board policy adds an “open space” credit to 
agricultural revenues. The purpose of the credit is to preserve the open space benefits provided 
by agricultural lands by keeping agricultural groundwater production charges low. To the extent 
that Proposition 218 applies to the groundwater production charge, it requires that costs to end 
users be proportional such that one class of users is not subsidizing another. 
 
The recommended agricultural groundwater production charge for FY 2017–18 is $25.09 per 
acre foot, which is 6 percent of the proposed M&I groundwater production charge in South 
County. To comply with the current agricultural groundwater production charge setting 
policy, staff recommends the open space credit received by South County be $9.0 million in 
FY 2017-18 (funded by 1 percent ad valorem property taxes). This includes an adjustment 
that reconciles FY 2014–15 actuals against what was projected. The $9.0 million is comprised 
of a $4.4 million transfer from North County Water Utility 1% ad valorem property taxes, a $1.4 
million contribution from South County Water Utility 1% ad valorem property taxes, a $1.6 
million transfer of 1% ad valorem property taxes from the General Fund and $1.6 million from 
the Watershed Stream Stewardship Fund. As shown in Exhibit 10, the Open Space Credit is 
projected to grow to over $17.4 million by FY 2026-27. 
 

Exhibit 10  
Open Space Credit Trend 
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Hearings and Meetings Schedule  
 
Exhibit 11 presents the schedule for the annual groundwater production charge setting process. 
 

Exhibit 11 
Hearings and Meetings Schedule – 2017 

 
Date Hearing/Meeting 

December 13 Board Workshop: Planning for FY 18 Groundwater Production Charges 
January 10 Board Meeting on Preliminary Groundwater Production Charge Analysis 
February 24 Mail notice of public hearing and file PAWS report 

March 15 Water Retailers Meeting 
April 3 Agricultural Water Advisory Committee Meeting 
April 4 Landscape Committee Meeting 
April 11 Open Public Hearing  
April 13 Continue Public Hearing in Morgan Hill (Informational Open House) 
April 17 Environmental & Water Resources Committee 
April 19 Water Commission Meeting 
April 25 Conclude Public Hearing 
May 9 Adopt Budget & Groundwater Production and Other Water Charges 
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Public Hearing 
Groundwater Production & Other Water Charges 

April 11, 2017
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Public Hearing has Three Specific Objectives

1. Present annual report on Santa Clara Valley Water 
District’s activities and recommended 
groundwater production charges

2. Provide opportunity for any interested person to 
“…appear and submit evidence concerning the 
subject of the written report” to the Board of 
Directors

3. Determine and affix Groundwater Production and 
Other Water Charges for FY 2017-18



Attachment 2
Pg 3 of 33

46th Annual Report Provides Information, Accountability

2017
Protection and 
Augmentation of 
Water Supplies 
Report 
www.valleywater.org
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10 Reservoirs

393 acres of recharge ponds

142 miles of pipelines

3 water treatment plants

1 water purification center 

3 pump stations

$7.1B system replacement value

A comprehensive, flexible water system serves 1.9 million people  
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Many activities ensure safe, reliable groundwater supplies

Operate & maintain local 
reservoirs

Purchase imported water

Operate & maintain raw, 
treated & recycled water 
pipelines

Plan & construct improvements 
to infrastructure

Monitor & protect groundwater 
from pollutants

$445M Seismic Retrofit 
under way at Anderson 

$97M Ten Year Pipeline 
Rehabilitation to begin in FY’18 
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Topics For Today’s Public Hearing

Rate Setting Process
FY 18 financial analysis and projections

Water Usage
Cost Projection
Proposed Maximum Groundwater Production 
Charges & Staff Proposed Adjustments
Benchmarks
State Water Project Tax

Schedule/Wrap up
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Rate Setting Process
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District Act Defines Uses for Groundwater Charges

District Act Section 26.3: Defines purposes of groundwater 
production charges that can be imposed on a zone of benefit
1. Pay for construction, operation and maintenance of 

imported water facilities
2. Pay for imported water purchases
3. Pay for constructing, maintaining and operating facilities 

which will conserve or distribute water including facilities 
for groundwater recharge, surface distribution, and 
purification and treatment

4. Pay for debt incurred for purposes 1, 2 and 3
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Pricing Policy helps Optimize Use of Water Resources

Resolution 99-21: Utility taxing and pricing policy guides staff in 

the development of the overall structure to charge recipients 

for the various direct and indirect benefits received

Key concept – “water supplies are managed, through taxing 

and pricing, to obtain the effective utilization of the water 

resources of the District…”

Objective: Maximize effective use of available resources
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The Charge Setting Process is Consistent with 
Resolutions 12-10 and 12-11

Meets the procedural and substantive requirements for 
establishing property related fees

Includes cost of service analysis by customer class

Includes protest procedure as defined in Board Resolutions 12-
10 & 12-11

Prior Year Results North County = <1.7% for GW, 0% for SW

Prior Year Results South County = <0.3% for GW, 0% for SW
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The District follows best practice rate making steps

 

11  
Step 1 - Identify Utility Pricing Objectives 

and Constraints  

33  
Step 2 - Identify Revenue     
Requirements 

44  
Step 3 – Allocate Costs to Customer   
Classes 

Step 4 – Allocate Offsets to Customer Classes 

66  

Step 5 – Develop Unit Costs by Customer Class 
55  

22  

11  

Step 6– Develop Unit Rates by Customer Class 
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Pricing Objectives and Constraints

 - District Act         - AWWA M-1 Manual  - Achieve strong
 - Resolution 99-21         - Best practices    bond ratings
 - Prop 218

        - Effectively manage   - Preservation of open 
          treated water, surface water,      space
         groundwater, and recycled water

  = Primary Pricing Objectives

Legal 
Considerations

Revenue 
Stability

Minimization of 
Customer 
Impacts

Cost of Service 
Based 

Allocations

Simple to 
Understand & 

Update

Equitable 
Contributions 

from New 
Customers

Economic 
Development

Pricing 
Objectives 

Revenue
Sufficiency

Demand
Management

Environmental
Stewardship
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FY 18 Financial Analysis 

and Projections
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California Water Fix (CWF):
“Conveyance Pumping” Case included in Prelim Analysis

State Water Project portion of CWF would be paid for by SWP tax in FY 19 & beyond

Incremental SWP tax for average single family residence would be $13/yr by FY 27

Expedited Purified Water:
Costs assume a Progressive Design Build (PDB) method

Two year schedule extension versus January 2017 preliminary analysis

Recycled Water North County Partnership:
FY 17 budget totals $3M

No additional funding in FY 18 & beyond

Drought Reserve:
$3M of seed funding allocated in FY 17, no further funding included in forecast

Salary Savings:
Included in FY 18 ($1.5M)

Financial Analysis: FY 18 Key Assumptions
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District Managed Water Usage drives revenue projection
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Adjusted Cost Projection
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Key Capital project funding FY 18 thru FY 27 

 Expedited Purified 
Water Program ($966M) 

 Rinconada Reliability 
Improvement ($174M)

 Anderson Dam Seismic 
Retrofit ($413M)
 $67M (15% of total $445M 

project) to be reimbursed 
by Safe Clean Water 
Measure

 FAHCE Implementation 
Fund ($145M 
placeholder)

 Calero & Guadalupe 
Dams Seismic Retrofit 
($133M)

 10 Year Pipeline 
Rehabilitation ($97M)

 Almaden Dam 
Improvements ($47M)

 Vasona Pumping Plant 
Upgrade ($20M)
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Some projects cannot be funded without higher future 
charges

 Dam Seismic Stability at 
2 Dams – Unfunded 
portion ($89.5M)

 SCADA Small Capital 
Improvements ($19.6M)

 South County Recycled 
Water Reservoir 
Expansion ($7.0M)

 Land Rights – South 
County Recycled 
Water Pipeline ($5.8M)

 Alamitos Diversion Dam 
Improvements ($3.2M)

 Coyote Diversion Dam 
Improvements (2.5M)
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$37.0M in FY 2017-18

$148.6M in FY 2026-27

• Debt service coverage 

ratio targeted at 2.0  

helps ensure financial 

stability and high credit 

ratings

Financial Analysis: Implementation of CIP results in debt 
service increases
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Financial Analysis: Preliminary
Water Supply Investment Scenarios

Notes:
• Water Supply alternative costs are based on staff estimates, and are subject to change
• CWF and Purified Water PDB track are included in the current projection
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North County M&I Groundwater Charge
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Proposed Maximum 
Groundwater Production 
Charges & Staff Proposed 

Adjustments
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FY 2018: North County Proposed Maximum Charges

9.9% increase for M&I groundwater production 
9.0% increase for contract treated water

10.2% increase for M&I surface water & 14.5% for Ag surface water
6.4% increase for Ag groundwater production

$3.65 per month average household increase 

*Note: The total surface water charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the water master charge

**Note: The total treated water contract charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the contract surcharge

***Note: The total treated water non-contract charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the non-contract surcharge

8.8%
9.6%

9.9%

1,175.00

1,208.36

1,275.00

1,275.00

$3.55

FY 2015–16 FY 2016–17

Proposed 
Maximum

FY 2017–18
Zone W-2 (North County)

       Basic User/Groundwater Production Charge
   Municipal & Industrial 894.00 1,072.00 1,178.00
   Agricultural 21.36 23.59 25.09

Surface Water Charge
Surface Water Master Charge 22.60 27.46 33.36
Total Surface Water, Municipal & Industrial* 916.60 1,099.46 1,211.36
Total Surface Water, Agricultural* 43.96 51.05 58.45

Treated Water Charges
Contract Surcharge 100.00 100.00 100.00
Total Treated Water Contract Charge** 994.00 1,172.00 1,278.00
Non-Contract Surcharge 200.00 50.00 50.00
Total Treated Water Non-Contract Charge*** 1,094.00 1,122.00 1,228.00

Dollars Per Acre Foot

100.00
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FY 2018: South County Proposed Maximum Charges

6.4% increase for M&I & Ag groundwater production 
7.3% increase for M&I surface water & 14.5% for Ag surface water 
6.7% increase for M&I recycled water & 3.2% for Ag recycled water

$0.86 per month average household increase 

*Note: The total surface water charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the water master charge

**Note: The total treated water contract charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the contract surcharge

***Note: The total treated water non-contract charge is the sum of the basic user charge (which equals the groundwater production charge) plus the non-contract surcharge

FY 2015–16 FY 2016–17

Proposed 
Maximum

FY 2017–18
Zone W-5 (South County)

Basic User/Groundwater Production Charge
   Municipal & Industrial 356.00 393.00 418.00
   Agricultural 21.36 23.59 25.09

Surface Water Charge
Surface Water Master Charge 22.60 27.46 33.36
Total Surface Water, Municipal & Industrial* 378.60 420.46 451.36
Total Surface Water, Agricultural* 43.96 51.05 58.45

       Recycled Water Charges
   Municipal & Industrial 336.00 373.00 398.00
   Agricultural 45.16 47.38 48.88

Dollars Per Acre Foot
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Groundwater Production Charges Adjusted Projection
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Impact on Multi-Year Groundwater Production Charge Projection

Proposed Maximum

Staff Proposed Adjustments

Note: Staff Proposed Adjustments reflect schedule extension for Expedited Purified Water Program 

Proposed Maximum 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22

No. County (W-2) M&I GWP charge ($/AF) $1,072 $1,178 $1,306 $1,449 $1,607 $1,782
     Y-Y Growth % 19.9% 9.9% 10.9% 10.9% 10.9% 10.9%
So. County (W-5) M&I GWP charge ($/AF) $393 $418 $442 $467 $494 $522
     Y-Y Growth % 10.4% 6.4% 5.7% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7%

Adjusted Proposed Maximum 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22

No. County (W-2) M&I GWP charge ($/AF) $1,072 $1,175 $1,288 $1,412 $1,547 $1,695
     Y-Y Growth % 19.9% 9.6% 9.6% 9.6% 9.6% 9.6%
So. County (W-5) M&I GWP charge ($/AF) $393 $418 $442 $467 $494 $522
     Y-Y Growth % 10.4% 6.4% 5.7% 5.7% 5.8% 5.7%
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Benchmarks
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Comparison of FY 17 proposed increase with similar agencies

% inc. % inc. % inc. Projection
'14 to '15 '15 to '16 '16 to '17 FY 17 FY 183

SCVWD North W-2 (Groundwater prdctn per AF) 10% 20% 20% $1,072 9.6%
SCVWD North W-2 (Treated Water per AF) 9% 17% 18% $1,172 8.8%
SCVWD South W-5 (Groundwater prdctn per AF) 5% 12% 10% $393 6.4%

Metropolitan WD (Untreated Water per AF)1 -1% 1% 8% $762 4.4%
Metropolitan WD (Treated Water per AF)1 3% 1% 2% $1,075 3.8%
Orange County WD (Groundwater per AF) 7% 10% 25% $402 TBD
San Diego County WA (Treated Water per AF)1 3% 6% 1% $1,531 TBD
San Francisco PUC (Treated Water per AF)2 17% 25% 8% $1,969 0.0%
Zone 7 (Treated Water per AF)1 3% 37% 15% $1,575 -13.2%
   1) MWD, SDCWA and Zone 7 rates based on calendar year (i.e. 2018 rate would be effective on 1/1/2018)
   2) SFPUC rates include BAWSCA bond surcharge estimate of $183/AF
   3) SCVWD FY 18 projection includes staff proposed adjustments to proposed maximum
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$15.25 

$23.98 

$30.94 

$41.58 

$43.28 

$44.01 

$50.39 

$54.23 

$63.47 

$68.13 

$69.18 
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$76.33 

$77.83 

$81.45 

$83.18 

$103.91 

$117.13 

$119.53 
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South County M&I well owner

Bakersfield

Riverside

Gilroy

Sacramento

North County M&I well owner

Morgan Hill

Napa

Newport Beach

Hollister

Los Angeles

Livermore (Cal Water/Zone 7)

Mill Valley (Marin MWD)

Alameda (EBMUD)

Santa Clara

Long Beach (Golden State)

San Diego

San Carlos (Cal Water)

San Jose (SJWC)

San Francisco

Santa Barbara

Palo Alto

Meter and volumetric charges as of January 2017 (unless 
otherwise noted)

Monthly billing for 5/8” meter and 1,500 cubic feet usage 

Retail Agency Benchmarks

Notes:
• SCVWD retailer rates shown include SCVWD proposed adjusted increase for FY 2017-18, but do not include increases that 

retailers may impose
• Well owner rates exclude pumping costs (e.g. electricity) and well maintenance costs 
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State Water Project Tax Recommendation

Staff recommends decreasing the SWP tax from $33M to $26M 
The SWP tax bill for the average single family residence would   
increase from $55.00 to $44.00/year.

Impact if SWP tax 
not approved:
• $148/AF in terms of North 
County M&I groundwater 
production charge

• $31/AF in terms of South 
County M&I groundwater 
production charge

• $755,000 in terms of Open 
space credit



Attachment 2
Pg 30 of 33

Schedule & Wrap Up
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Hearings and Feedback Ensure Feedback and Transparency

2017 schedule for hearings and meetings 
Dec 13 Board Workshop: Planning for FY 18 Groundwater Prod. Charges
Jan 10 Board Meeting on Preliminary Groundwater Prod. Charge Analysis
Feb 24 Mail notice of public hearing and file PAWS report
March 15 Water Retailers Meeting
April 3 Ag Water Advisory Committee
April 4 Landscape Committee Meeting
April 11 Open Public Hearing
April 13 Continue Public Hearing in Morgan Hill (Informational Open House)
April 17 Environmental & Water Resources Committee
April 19 Water Commission Meeting
April 25 Conclude Public Hearing
May 9 Adopt budget & groundwater production and other water 

charges

Note: Protests may be submitted between the date the notice was mailed 
(February 24) and the conclusion of the hearing (April 25)








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Feedback from Advisory Committees and Community

Water Retailers

Ag Advisory

Landscape Committee

Public Phone Calls
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Summary and Next Steps

Summary

FY 18 increase driven by vital infrastructure rehabilitation, 

upgrades, and investments

Staff proposed adjustments would reduce the FY 2017-18 

groundwater production charge increase relative to the 

proposed maximum

Next Steps

Obtain Feedback from Water Commission and Environmental 

& Water Resources Committee

Continue Hearing to April 13 in Morgan Hill



RESOLUTION NO. 12-10 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
 
THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT ADOPTING PROCEDURES
 

FOR THE IMPOSITION OF SURFACE WATER CHARGES
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 4 of the District Act, the purposes of the District Act are to 
authorize the District to provide comprehensive water management for all beneficial uses within 
Santa Clara County; and 

WHEREAS, Section 5(5) of the District Act authorizes District to do any and every lawful act 
necessary to be done that sufficient water may be available for beneficial uses within Santa 
Clara County; and 

WHEREAS, Section 5(12) authorizes the District to make contracts and do all acts necessary 
for the full exercise of all powers vested in the District; and 

WHEREAS, Proposition 218, adopted on November 6, 1996, added Articles XIIIC and XIIID to 
the California Constitution which impose certain procedural and substantive requirements with 
respect to the imposition of certain new or increased fees and charges; and 

WHEREAS, whether legally required or not, the District Board believes it to be in the best 
interest of the community to align its practices with respect to the imposition of surface water 
charges to mirror the majority protest requirements of Article XIII D, section 6 applicable to 
charges for water services to the extent possible; and 

WHEREAS, the District Board believes it to be in the best interest of the community to record its 
decisions regarding implementation of the provisions relating to imposition of surface water 
charges and to provide the community with a guide to those decisions and how they have been 
made; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District does hereby 
resolve as follows: 

SECTION 1. Statement of Legislative Intent. It is the Board of Directors' intent in adopting 
this resolution, to adopt the notice, hearing, and majority protest procedure proceedings that are 
consistent, and in conformance with, Articles XIIIC and XIIID of the California Constitution and 
with the Proposition 218 Omnibus Implementation Act and the provisions of other statutes 
authorizing imposition of surface water charges. To the extent that these requirements are 
legally required to supercede the requirements set forth in the District Act, these provisions are 
intended to prevail. 

SECTION 2. Definitions. 

A.	 Record Owner. The District will provide the required notice to the Record Owner. 
"Record Owner" means the record owner of the property on which the surface water 
use-facility is present, and the tenant(s) who are District surface water permittees liable 
for the payment of the surface water charge. 
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Resolution 12-10 
A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

B.	 Charge Zone. "Charge Zone" means the District zone (Le. Zone W-2 or Zone W-5) that 
a surface water user's turnout is located, which is applicable in identifying the proposed 
surface water charge. Surface water users that receive surface water outside of either 
Zone W-2 or Zone W-5 are deemed to be located in the zone to which the surface water 
user's turnout is most nearly located. 

SECTION 3. Surface Water Charge Proceeding. The following procedures will be used: 

A.	 Those SUbject to the charge. The Record Owners of the existing surface use-facilities. 

B.	 Amount of Charge. A formula or schedule of charges by which the customer can easily 
calculate the potential surface water charge will be included in the notice. The surface 
water charge is comprised of a basic user charge and a surface water master charge. 
The surface water charge must comply with the following substantive requirements: 

1.	 Revenues derived from the surface water charge will not be used for any 
purpose other than that for which the charge is imposed. 

2.	 Revenues derived from the surface water charge will not exceed the direct and 
indirect costs required to provide the service. 

3.	 The amount of the surface water charge must not exceed the proportional cost of 
the service attributable to the property. 

4.	 No charge may be imposed for a service unless the service is actually used by, 
or immediately available to the property owner (or, if applicable, the tenant). 

5.	 No charge can be imposed for general governmental services where the service 
is available to the public at large in substantially the same manner as it is to 
property owners. 

C.	 Notice. The following guidelines apply to giving notice of the surface water charge. 

1.	 Record Owner(s) of each parcel subject to the surface water charge, meaning 
any parcel with a surface water use-facility, will be determined from the last 
equalized property tax roll. If the property tax roll indicates more than one owner, 
each owner will be sent the notice. District surface water permittees liable for the 
payment of the surface water charge will also be provided with the notice. 

2.	 The notice must be sent at least forty-five (45) days prior to the date set for the 
public hearing on the surface water charge. 

3.	 Failure of any person to receive the notice will not invalidate the proceedings. 
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Resolution 12-10 
A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

D.	 Surface Water Charge Protest. The following guidelines apply to the surface water 
charge protest procedure: 

1.	 The notice will be mailed to all affected Record Owners at least forty-five (45) 
days prior to the date of the public hearing on the proposed surface water 
charge. 

2.	 Written protests must be forwarded to the Clerk of the Board by mail or in person, 
sealed in an envelope which conceals the contents, with the property address or 
APN written on the outside of the envelope. To be counted, protests must be 
received no later than the date for return of protests stated on the notice, or the 
close of the public hearing, whichever is later. 

3.	 A protest must be signed under penalty of perjury. For properties with more than 
one Record Owner, a protest from anyone surface water user-facility will count 
as a protest for the property. No more than one protest will be counted for any 
given property. 

4.	 Only protests with original signatures will be accepted. Photocopied signatures 
will not be accepted. Protests will not be accepted via e-mail. Protests must be 
submitted in sealed envelopes identifying the property on which the surface 
water user-facility is located, and include the legibly printed name of the signator. 
Protests not submitted as required by this Resolution will not be counted. 

5.	 This proceeding is not an election. 

6.	 Written Protests must remain sealed until the tabulation of protests commences 
at the conclusion of the public hearing. A written protest may be submitted or 
changed by the person who submitted the protest prior to the conclusion of the 
public testimony on the proposed charge at the public hearing. 

7.	 Prior to the public hearing, neither the protest nor the envelope in which it is 
submitted will be treated as a public record, pursuant to the Government Code 
section 6254(c) and any other applicable law, in order to prevent potential 
unwarranted invasions of the submitter's privacy and to protect the integrity of the 
protest process. 

E.	 Tabulating Protests. The following guidelines apply to tabulating protests: 

1.	 It will be the responsibility of the Clerk of the Board to determine the validity of all 
protests. The Clerk will accept as valid all protests except those in the following 
categories: 

a.	 A photocopy which does not contain an original signature; 
b.	 An unsigned protest; 
c.	 A protest without a legible printed name; 
d.	 A protest which appears to be tampered with or otherwise invalid based 

upon its appearance or method of delivery or other circumstances; 
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Resolution 12-10 

A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

e.	 A protest submitted to the District via e-mail; 
f.	 A protest submitted in an envelope that does not have the address or 

APN written on the outside of the envelope; 
g.	 A protest signed by someone other than the Record Owner for the APN. 

The Clerk's decision, after consultation with the District Counsel, that a protest is invalid 
is final. 

2.	 An impartial person, designated by the governing board, who does not have a 
vested interest in the outcome of the proposed charge will tabulate the written 
protests submitted, and not withdrawn. The impartial person may be a member 
of the Clerk of the Board Office. 

3.	 A Record Owner who has submitted a protest may withdraw that protest at any 
time up until the conclusion of the final public hearing on the surface water 
charge. 

4.	 A property owner's failure to receive notice of the surface water charge will not 
invalidate the proceedings conducted under this procedure. 

F.	 Public Hearing. 

1.	 At the public hearing, the District Board will hear and consider all public 
testimony regarding the proposed surface water charge and accept written 
protests until the close of the public hearing, which hearing may be continued 
from time to time. 

2.	 The District Board may impose reasonable time limits on both the length of the 
entire hearing and the length of each speaker's testimony. 

3.	 At the conclusion of the hearing, the Clerk of the Board, or other neutral person 
designated to do the tabulation will complete tabulation of the protests from 
Record Owners, including those received during public hearing. 

4.	 If it is not possible to tabulate the protests on the same day as the public hearing, 
or if additional time is necessary for public testimony, the District Board may 
continue the public hearing to a later date to receive additional testimony, 
information or to finish tabUlating the protests; or may close the public hearing 
and continue the item to a future meeting to finish tabulating the protests. 

5.	 If according to the final tabulation of the protests from Record Owners, the 
number of protests submitted against the proposed surface water charge (or 
increase of the surface water charge) winlin a Charge Zone exceeds 50% plus 
one of either: (i) the identified number of parcels within that Charge Zone, or (ii) 
the identified number of owners and tenants who are subject to the surface water 
charge within that Charge Zone, then a "majority protest" exists and the District 
Board of Directors will not impose the surface water charge within that Charge 
Zone. 
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Resolution 12-10 

A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on February 14, 2012. 

AYES: Directors T. Estremera, D. Gage, J. Judge, P. Kwok, R. Santos, B. Schmidt, 
L. LeZotte 

NOES: Directors None 

ABSENT: Directors None 

ABSTAIN:	 Directors None 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

ATTEST: MICHELE L. KING, CMC
 

Clerk/Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO.12- 11 

AN AMENDED AND RESTATED RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
 
THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT ADOPTING PROCEDURES
 

FOR THE IMPOSITION OF GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION CHARGES
 

WHEREAS, Section 26 of the District Act includes provisions relating to imposition and notice 
and opportunity to be heard on the imposition of groundwater production charges, including the 
opportunity to contest the imposition; and 

WHEREAS, Section 26 of the District Act provides the purposes for which groundwater 
production charges can be collected as follows: 

1.	 To pay for construction, operation and maintenance of imported water facilities; 
2.	 To pay for imported water purchases; 
3.	 To pay for construction, operation and maintenance of facilities to conserve or distribute 

water including facilities for groundwater recharge, surface distribution, and purification 
and treatment of water; 

4.	 To pay for debt incurred for the above purposes. 

WHEREAS, Proposition 218, adopted on November 6, 1996, added Articles XIIIC and XIiID to 
the California Constitution which impose certain procedural and substantive requirements with 
respect to the imposition of certain new or increased fees and charges; and 

WHEREAS, whether the District's groundwater production charge is assessed upon a parcel of 
property or upon a person as an incident of property ownership such that it is sUbject to 
proposition 218 is a sUbject currently before the courts and has not yet been finally decided; and 

WHEREAS, regardless of whether the District is legally required to or not, the District Board 
believes it to be in the best interest of the community to align its practices with respect to the 
imposition of groundwater production charges to mirror the majority protest requirements of 
Article XIII D section 6 applicable to charges for water to the extent possible; and 

WHEREAS, some of the requirements of the majority protest procedure are unclear and require 
further judicial interpretation or legislative implementation; and WHEREAS, the District Board 
believes it to be in the best interest of the community to record its decisions regarding 
implementation of the provisions relating to imposition of groundwater production charges and 
to provide the community with a guide to those decisions and how they have been made; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District does hereby 
resolve as follows: 

SECTION 1. Statement of Legislative Intent. It is the Board of Director's intent in adopting 
this amended and restated resolution, to adopt the notice, hearing, and majority protest 
procedure proceedings that are consistent, and in conformance with, Articles XIIIC and XIiID of 
the California Constitution and with the Proposition 218 Omnibus Implementation Act and the 
provisions of other statutes authorizing imposition of water charges. To the extent that these 
requirements are legally required to supercede the requirements set forth in the District Act, 
these provisions are intended to prevail. 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

SECTION 2. Definition of Record Owner. The District Act authorizes the groundwater 
production charge to be noticed and imposed on "owners or operators of water-producing 
facilities" which is not based on property ownership, while Article XIII D requires that notice be 
provided to the owner of a parcel whose name and address appears on the last equalized 
secured property tax assessment roll. In order to resolve the differences between these two 
approaches, the District will provide the required notice to the record owner of the property on 
which the water-producing facility is present, as well as to the owners or operators of water 
producing facilities (who are tenants of that real property directly liable to pay the groundwater 
production charge to the District). 

SECTION 3. Groundwater Production Charge Proceeding. The following procedures will be 
used: 

A.	 Those Subject to the charge. The Record Owners of existing water producing wells 
including water supply and extraction/environmental wells, whether currently active or 
not. 

B.	 Amount of Charge. A formula or schedule of charges by which the customer can easily 
calculate the potential charge will be included in the notice. The charge must comply 
with the following substantive requirements: 

1.	 Revenues derived from the charge will not be used for any purpose other than 
that for which the charge is imposed. 

2.	 Revenues derived from the charge will not exceed the direct and indirect costs 
required to provide the service. 

3.	 The amount of the charge must not exceed the proportional cost of the service 
attributable to the property. 

4.	 No charge may be imposed for a service unless the service is actually used by, 
or immediately available to the owner. 

5.	 No charge can be imposed for general governmental services where the service 
is available to the public at large in substantially the same manner as it is to 
property owners. 

C.	 Notice. The following gUidelines apply to giving notice of the groundwater production 
charge. 

1.	 The record owner(s) of each parcel subject to the charge, meaning any parcel 
with a water-producing facility, will be determined from the last equalized 
property tax roll. If the property tax roll indicates more than one owner, each 
owner will be sent the notice. Where tenants are directly liable to pay the 
groundwater production charge to the District, they will also be provided with the 
notice. 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

2.	 The notice must be sent at least forty-five (45) days prior to the date set for the 
public hearing on the charge. 

3.	 Failure of any person to receive notice will not invalidate the proceedings. 

D.	 Groundwater Production Charge Protest. The following guidelines apply to the 
protest procedure: 

1.	 The notice will be mailed to all affected Record Owners at least forty-five (45) 
days prior to the date of the public hearing on the proposed charge. 

2.	 Written protests must be forwarded to the Clerk of the Board by mail or in person, 
sealed in an envelope which conceals the contents, with the property address or 
APN written on the outside of the envelope. To be counted, protests must be 
received no later than the date for return of protests stated on the notice, or the 
close of the public hearing, whichever is later. 

3.	 A protest must be signed under penalty of perjury. For properties with more than 
one Record Owner, a protest from anyone will count as a protest for the 
property. No more than one protest will be counted for any given property. 

4.	 Only protests with original signatures will be accepted. Photocopied signatures 
will not be accepted. Protests will not be accepted via e-mail. Protests must be 
submitted in sealed envelopes identifying the property on which the well is 
located, and include the legibly printed name of the signator. Protests not 
submitted as required by this amended and restated esolution will not be 
counted. 

5.	 This proceeding is not an election. 

6.	 Written Protests must remain sealed until the tabulation of protests commences 
at the conclusion of the public hearing. A written protest may be submitted, or 
changed, or withdrawn by the person who submitted the protest prior to the 
conclusion of the public testimony on the proposed charge at the public hearing. 

7.	 Prior to the public hearing, neither the protest nor the envelope in which it is 
submitted will be treated as a public record, pursuant to the Government Code 
section 6254(c) and any other applicable law, in order to prevent potential 
unwarranted invasions of the submitter's privacy and to protect the integrity of the 
protest process. 

E.	 Tabulating Protests. The following guidelines apply to tabulating protests: 

1.	 It will be the responsibility of the Clerk of the Board to determine the validity of all 
protests. The Clerk will accept as valid all protests except those in the following 
categories: 

a.	 A photocopy which does not contain an original signature; 
b.	 An unsigned protest; 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

c.	 A protest without a legible printed name; 
d.	 A protest which appears to be tampered with or otherwise invalid based 

upon its appearance or method of delivery or other circumstances; 
e.	 A protest submitted to the District via e-mail; 
f.	 A protest submitted in an envelope that does not have the address or 

APN written on the outside of the envelope; 
g.	 A protest signed by someone other than the Record Owner for the APN. 

The Clerk's decision, after consultation with the District Counsel, that a protest is invalid 
is final. 

2.	 An impartial person, designated by the governing board, who does not have a 
vested interest in the outcome of the proposed charge will tabulate the written 
protests submitted, and not withdrawn. The impartial person may be a member 
of the Clerk of the Board Office. 

3.	 A Record Owner who has submitted a protest may withdraw the protest at any 
time up until the conclusion of the final public hearing on the charge. 

4.	 A property owner's failure to receive notice of the charge will not invalidate the 
proceedings conducted under this procedure. 

F.	 Public Hearing 

1.	 At the public hearing, the District Board will hear and consider all public 
testimony regarding the proposed charge and accept written protests until the 
close of the public hearing, which hearing may be continued from time to time. 

2.	 The District Board may impose reasonable time limits on both the length of the 
entire hearing and the length of each speaker's testimony. 

3.	 At the conclusion of the hearing, the Clerk of the Board, or other neutral person 
designated to do the tabulation will complete tabulation of the protests from 
Record Owners, including those received during public hearing. 

4.	 If it is not possible to tabulate the protests on the same day as the public hearing, 
or if additional time is necessary for public testimony, the District Board may 
continue the public hearing to a later date to receive additional testimony, 
information or to finish tabulating the protests; or may close the public hearing 
and continue the item to a future meeting to finish tabulating the protests. 

5.	 If according to the final tabulation of the protests from Record Owners, the 
number of protests submitted against the proposed increase of the groundwater 
production charge within a groundwater production charge zone exceeds 50% 
plus one of either: (a) the identified number of parcels within that groundwater 
production charge zone, or (b) the identified number of owners and operators 
within that groundwater production charge zone who are subject to the increased 
groundwater production charge, then a "majority protest" exists and the District 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

Board of Directors will not impose any increase to the groundwater production 
charge within that groundwater production charge zone. 

SECTION 4 

Resolution NO.11-03 adopted by the District on January 25, 2011 and Resolution NO.1 0-06 
adopted by the District on January 26, 2010 are both hereby amended and restated in their 
entirety as set forth in this amended and restated resolution. This amended and restated 
resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on February 14, 2012. 

AYES: Directors T. Estremera, D. Gage, J. Judge, P. Kwok, R. Santos, B. Schmidt,
L. LeZotte 

NOES: Directors None 

ABSENT: Directors None 

ABSTAIN: Directors None 

LARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

~ j~ J / ~ 
LINDA J. LEZOTTE 

_ 

Chair/Board of Directors 

ATTEST: MICHELE L. KING, CMC 

By: II_.=....=..~~=----.:_------'-~-=---='-.JL--
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0184 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.10.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Update on United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Partnership Projects.

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive and discuss information related to status of the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) projects where the District is the Local Sponsor, Co-Local Sponsor or member of a Local
Sponsor Agency.

SUMMARY:
USACE Partnership Projects:

The District is currently partnering with the USACE on planning, design, and/or construction of five
flood protection projects that will provide flood protection for up to 11,762 residents and businesses in
Santa Clara County. Annually, staff updates the board on all USACE partnership projects in
preparation for upcoming legislative meetings in Washington, DC in which the District will be
requesting federal funding for its projects. Key staff from the USACE San Francisco District Civil
Works Branch will be in attendance to address specific project questions on the following projects:

N. Nguyen

1.Upper Guadalupe River Project Construction
2.South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study Design and next feasibility phase
3.Upper Berryessa Creek Project Construction
4.San Francisquito Creek Project Feasibility

K. Oven

5.Upper Llagas Creek Project Construction

Annually, the USACE identifies their Federal appropriations request for each project with the intent of
obtaining funds in the President’s budget. Attachment 1 summarizes the funding requests for FY17
and FY18. The USACE fiscal year begins October 1 and ends September 30. The status of each of
these projects is described in the PowerPoint presentation (Attachment 2).
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File No.: 17-0184 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.10.

Funding for the following projects has been included in the Federal FY17 Budget Request:

∙ Upper Guadalupe River: $1.2M for construction
∙ South SF Bay Shoreline: $550K for design and next feasibility phase
∙ San Francisquito Creek: $471K for feasibility

In FY 16, the USACE received the following funding appropriations:

∙ Upper Berryessa Creek: $20M to complete construction
∙ San Francisquito Creek: $100K to continue feasibility
∙ South SF Bay Shoreline: $3M for preconstruction engineering and design

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no financial impact associated with this informational item.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
potential for resulting in direct or reasonable foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  Federal Appropriation Requests
Attachment 2:  PowerPoint

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Ngoc Nguyen, 408-630-2632
Katherine Oven, 408-630-3126
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Summary of Preliminary Federal Appropriation Requests 
For Federal Fiscal Years 2017 and 2018 

For projects that affect Santa Clara County, California 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Requests 
 

 
Project/Program Name 

 
District Involvement Fiscal Year 

2017 Request†
 

Preliminary 
Fiscal Year 

2018 Request 
 
 

Flood Protection Projects of Direct Interest to the Santa Clara Valley Water District 

Upper Guadalupe River Project 
 

 

Local Sponsor $1.2 million 
 

 

$72 milllion 
 

 

South San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study* Co-Local Sponsor $550,000 $15.4 million 

Coyote/Berryessa Creek Project Local Sponsor Currently 
funded through 

completion 

Currently 
funded through 

completion 

 
San Francisquito Creek Project* Member of the San 

Francisquito Creek 
Joint Powers Authority, 
the Local Sponsor 

 
 

$471,000 

 
 

$471,000 

Llagas Creek Project Local Sponsor Will use 
contributed 

funds 

$0 

 
†Fiscal Year 2017 funding allocations not finalized yet. 
*Interjurisdictional Project/Program. 
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District – United States Army Corps of  
Engineers (USACE) Partnership

Flood  Protection Projects
Project status - Fiscal Year 2016-2017

SCVWD Board of Directors
& USACE Staff

April 11, 2017



Proposed FY18 Federal Funding Request

*InterjurisdictionalProject/Program.

Project/ProgramName USACE
District

District
Involvement

Fiscal Year2016
WorkPlan

Fiscal Year2017
Administration  

BudgetRequest

Fiscal Year2018
Request

Upper Guadalupe RiverProject San
Francisco

As the Local
Sponsor $0 $1.2 million $72 million

South San Francisco Bay
Shoreline Study* San

Francisco
As a Co-Local

Sponsor $3 million $550,000 $15.4 million

Coyote/Berryessa Creek Project San
Francisco

As the Local
Sponsor $20 million

funded
through

completion

funded
through

completion

San Francisquito Creek Flood
Project*

San
Francisco

As a member
of the San

Francisquito
Creek Joint

Powers
Authority as
the Local
Sponsor

$100,000 $471,000 $471,000

Llagas Creek Project San
Francisco

As the Local
Sponsor $0

negotiating
MOU to use
contributed

funds
$0

*Interjurisdictional Project/Program
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 Upper Guadalupe River
From I-280 to Blossom Hill Road – 5.5 miles

Objectives
 Provide 100-yr flood protection to

nearly 7,000 parcels

 Preserve and improve wildlife and 
fisheries habitat

 Provide opportunity for a continuous 
6-mile trail

Schedule
 Revised 65% vehicular bridges (P&S) completed

 GWIWG Review of 65% vehicular bridges     Mar 2017

 100% Design of vehicular bridges Apr 2017

 Reach 10B & 12 Planting Dec 2017

 Revised 95% Reaches 7&8 Channel (P&S)    TBD

 100% Reaches 7&8 Channel (P&S) TBD
Attachment 2
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 Upper Guadalupe River
From I-280 to Blossom Hill Road – 5.5 miles

Updates
Reaches 7 & 8 Channel Design: Design team 
met with USFWS, NMFS, and RWQCB on Feb 
1. Team is working to resolve comments on 
channel design. Optimal schedule is to 
award construction of channel work in 2018.

Reaches 7 & 8 65% Vehicular Bridge Designs: 
Designs submitted to GWIG in February with 
comments due at end of March. Aim is to 
obtain bridge design approvals prior to 
channel design approval, in order to help 
position the bridges for 2018 construction.

GWIG Coordination: Obtaining concurrence 
from GWIG on Reaches 7 & 8 bridges and 
channel designs has posed to be a 
significant challenge. Team cannot pursue 
actions that are outside of the USACE
authorized plan.

Estimated Total Project Cost

Fed: $188 million
SCVWD: $105 million
Total: $293 million
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South SF Bay Shoreline Study – EIA 11

Objectives
 Protect area from up to 100-yr tidal 

events including for sea level rise thru 
year 2067

 Restore 2,900 acres of tidal marsh habitat 
for federally endangered species and 
migratory birds

 Provide public access and recreational  
opportunities

North San Jose and Alviso – 4 miles

Schedule
 Chief’s Report signed Dec 2015
 Design Agreement signed July 2016
 Reach 1 Levee Design begins Oct 2016
 Environmental Permits way forward July 2017
 Reach 1 Levee Design completed Dec 2017      
 Reach 1 Levee Const. award (pend. funds) May 2018 Attachment 2
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South SF Bay Shoreline Study – EIA 11

Estimated Total Design & Const Cost

Fed: $70.3 million
SCC: $44    million
SCVWD: $59.7 million
Total: $174  million

Updates
Environmental Approval: RWQCB had 
provided a letter of support, but no permit, 
as the design has not been completed.

Team will meet with RWQCB on March 30 to 
discuss their concerns on: 

Pond A18 levee alignment

Zero net loss policy, and 

Artesian Slough Crossing

Team needs RWQCB buy-in by July 17 to 
not impact design schedule.

Federal Funding: USACE needs construction 
funds in FY18 budget to begin construction 
in May 2018. SPD has prioritized this as a 
new start for construction funds.

North San Jose and Alviso – 4 miles

Attachment 2
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Upper Berryessa Creek

Objectives

 Provide 100-yr flood protection to 
650 parcels and Milpitas Bart 
Station

 Provide recreational opportunities 
in Cities  of Milpitas and San Jose

From Calaveras Blvd to I-680 – 2.2 miles

Schedule
 Award Contract Aug 2016
 Start Construction Oct 2016
 Restart Construction Mar 2017
 Complete Construction Dec 2017

Attachment 2
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Upper Berryessa Creek
From Calaveras Blvd to I-680 – 2.2 miles

Estimated Total Project Cost

Fed: $21.2 million
SCVWD: $16    million
Total: $37.2 million

Updates
2016 Construction: 2016 work was 
completed on schedule with ~500 
feet of channel constructed.

2017 Construction: Construction re-
started on March 1 on schedule.

Rain Impacts: The site is saturated and 
there has been substantial flow in the 
channel. Despite rain project is still on 
schedule for December 2017 
completion.

2017 Construction: Construction will re-
start March 1. The Union Pacific 
Railroad trestle bridge is planned for 
replacement in mid-July 2017.  
Coordination with the railroad 
continues.

Attachment 2
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Objectives
 Protect more than 3000 homes,

schools, businesses from 100-yr 
flood

San Francisquito Creek
From HWY 101 to El Camino Real – 3.7 miles

Schedule
 Tentatively Selected Plan Aug 2017
 Agency Decision Memo Aug 2018
 Chief’s Report February 2020

Attachment 2
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San Francisquito Creek
From HWY 101 to El Camino Real – 3.7 miles

Updates
3x3x3 Waiver: Waiver Package was 
submitted to HQ Dec 2016 and has not 
been reviewed/approved. Proposed 
Cost has increased by $193,278. An 
additional 34 months was requested with 
proposed completion date of Feb 2020.

SCVWD Funding: SCVWD funds were 
provided at start of FY17 to meet cost 
share requirements ($270,000).

Project Tasks: Project schedule needs to 
be finalized; project H&H models and 
economic analysis to continue; impact 
assessment findings need to be applied; 
and Tentatively Selected Plan needs to 
be identified.

Estimated Total Project Cost

Fed: $3.2 million
SMFCD: $1.5 million
SCVWD: $1.5 million
Total: $6.2 million

Attachment 2
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Upper Llagas Creek

Objectives
 Provide 100-yr flood protection to urban 

areas of Morgan Hill, San Martin, and 
Gilroy

 Provide 10-yr flood protection or not 
induce flooding to agricultural areas of 
San Martin and Gilroy

 Protect, enhance, or restore the creek 
ecosystems geomorphically

 Provide opportunities to integrate 
recreational  improvements

Morgan Hill, San Martin, Gilroy Areas – 14 miles

Schedule
 Draft Agreement to SCVWD 2015
 Submit Agreement to HQ           May 2017
 Update PMP* TBD
 SCVWD approves PMP TBD
*Project Management Plan

Attachment 2
Page 11 of 12



Upper Llagas Creek
Morgan Hill Urban Areas – 14 miles

Attachment 2
Page 12 of 12

Updates
Funds: A Contributed Funds (CF) 
agreement would supports the 
completion of a Limited Re-evaluation 
Report for up to $810,000.

LRR: The Limited Re-evaluation Report 
will be an updated Economic Report. 
The revised scope removed DDR* and 
EIS/EIR tasks from the CF package; this is 
not allowable under CF authorization.

Agreement: SCVWD provided 
comments on the Agreement; USACE
deemed comments non-substantive. 
Re-visited guidance and requirement 
for PMP in front of CF appears gray. As 
such will submit Agreement as is to HQ 
for approval.

*Design Documentation Report

Estimated Total Construction Cost
(WRDA 2007)

Fed: $65   million
SCVWD: $40   million
Total: $105 million



Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0104 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 2.11.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
District’s Capital Improvement Program Fiscal Year 2016-17 Progress Report for Watersheds Capital

Projects.

RECOMMENDATION:

A. Receive information from staff on the FY2016-17 Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
progress reports for key Watersheds Capital Projects; and

B. Approve adjustments to the Safe, Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection Program
(SCW Program) schedules for four Watersheds projects.

SUMMARY:
The District plans, manages, and implements capital improvements to comply with the Board’s Ends
Policies and Executive Limitations. Program plans or master plans are developed to achieve the
results established by the Ends Policies. These plans then become the basis for staff to develop and
propose individual capital projects that become part of the District’s Five-Year Capital Improvement
Program (CIP).

The FY2017-21 CIP includes a total of 65 capital projects.  Of these, 27 are Watersheds Capital
projects. The total value of the CIP is $4.2B. Watersheds projects contribute $1.2B to the total CIP.
Table 1 presents, by CIP category, the number of active FY17 projects, the Board-approved FY17
budget, and actual expenditures through December 31, 2016 (FY17-Q2).

Table 1
FY17 Active CIP Projects, Budgets, and Expenditures

by Category through FY17-Q2

CIP Category No. of
Active
Projects

FY17 Budget ($
Million)

FY17 Expenditures ($M)
thru 12/31/16  (% of budget)

Water Supply 30 $143.8 $72.4 (50%)

Flood Protection 19 $232.0 $64.1 (28%)

Water Resources Stewardship 8 $8.5 $0.6 (7%)

Buildings & Grounds 3 $ 8.1 $1.0 (12%)

Information Technology 5 $ 8.3 $1.1 (13%)

Total 65 $400.7 $139.2 (35%)
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CIP Category No. of
Active
Projects

FY17 Budget ($
Million)

FY17 Expenditures ($M)
thru 12/31/16  (% of budget)

Water Supply 30 $143.8 $72.4 (50%)

Flood Protection 19 $232.0 $64.1 (28%)

Water Resources Stewardship 8 $8.5 $0.6 (7%)

Buildings & Grounds 3 $ 8.1 $1.0 (12%)

Information Technology 5 $ 8.3 $1.1 (13%)

Total 65 $400.7 $139.2 (35%)

Key Capital Projects

Table 2 presents the project delivery phase and FY17 second quarter status of twelve (12) key
Watersheds Capital projects’ milestones.  Staff will discuss these in greater detail in their presentation
(Attachment 1).

Table 2. FY17-Q2 Status of Watersheds Capital Projects

No. Key Capital Projects Project Milestone(s) Status

Flood Protection

1 Llagas Creek-Upper, Buena vista Ave to Llagas Rd1. Acquire Resource Agency Permits -

2/2017  7/2017 2. Complete Acquisition of Rights-of

-Way Phase 1 (Reach 4, 7A, and Lake Silveira) -

12/2016 6/2017  7/2017 3. Begin Phase 1

Construction - 6/2017  12/2017 4. Complete Phase

2 Design Documents - 6/2017

1. Adjusted 2. Adjusted 3.

Adjusted 4. Adjusted

2 Berryessa Creek, Lower Penitencia Ck to Calaveras

Blvd - Phase 2

1. Begin In-Channel Construction - Complete 2.

Winterize Channel - Complete 3. Advertise

Berryessa Phase 2B (Lower Calera Creek) -

4/2018 4. Award Berryessa Phase 2B (Lower Calera

Creek) - 6/2017 6/2018

1. Complete 2. Complete 3.

Adjusted 4. Adjusted

3 Lower Penitencia Ck Improvements, Berryessa Ck to

Coyote Ck

1. Complete 30% Design - Complete 2. Conduct

Draft EIR Public Meeting -

Complete Final EIR - 4/2017

60% Design - 4/2017

1. Complete 2. Adjusted 3.

Adjusted 4. Adjusted

4 Guadalupe Rv-Upper, Southern Pacific Railroad to

Blossom Hill Road (R7-12)

1. Complete Design of Reach 7 (USACE) -

12/2017 2. Begin Construction (USACE) -

6/2018 3. Continue acquiring rights-of-way for

Reachs 7-11 - Ongoing

1. Adjusted 2. Adjusted 3.

Ongoing

5 Berryessa Ck, Calaveras-I-680 1. Coordination of Construction Activities with

USACE - 6/2017

1. On Target

6 Upper Penitencia Ck, Coyote Ck to Dorel Dr.1. Complete Draft GRR/EIS* - 6/20171. Adjusted

7 San Francisquito Creek, SF Bay to Searsville Dam & SF

Bay to Middlefield Road

1. Final Channel Improvement Design -

4/2018 2. Draft EIR for HWY 101 to Searsville Dam -

6/2017 9/2017 3. Tentatively Selected Plan by

USACE - 6/2017 9/2017 4. Complete Year 1

Construction Activities - 6/2017

1. Adjusted 2. Adjusted 3.

Adjusted 4. On Target

*General Re-Evaluation Report/Environmental Impact Statement
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No. Key Capital Projects FY17 Milestone(s) Status

Flood Protection (continue)

8 Permanente Creek 1. Advertise and Award contract for construction of detention basins (Rancho San Antonio & McKelvey)

- Complete 2. Advertise for construction of Channel Improvements -

construction contract for Channel Improvements -5/2017 4. Complete year one and begin year two

construction of detention basins (Rancho San Antonio & McKelvey) - 6/2017

1. Complete 2.

Complete 3. On

Target 4. On

Target

9 San Francisco Bay Shoreline

EIA 11 & EIAs 1-10

1. EIA* 11 Local Cost-Share to USACE/Coastal Conservancy - 6/2017 2. EIAs 1-10 Preliminary Feasibility

Study Report - 2/2017 3. EIAs 1-10 Next Study Steps - On Target

1. On Target 2.

Complete 3. On

Target

10 Sunnyvale East and West

Channels

1. Submit Permit Applications - 9/2016 12/2016 2/2017 2. Receive Permits -1. Adjusted 2.

Adjusted

Water Resources Stewardship

1 Almaden Lake

Improvements

1. Complete Preliminary to 30% Design - 12/2016  9/2017 2. Conduct Draft EIR** Public Meeting -

3/2017  6/2017

1. Adjusted  2.

Adjusted

2 Feasibility Studies (Ogier,

Metcalf, prioritizing removal

of Stevens Creek Fish

Barriers)

not applicable not applicable

*Economic Impact Area
**Environmental Impact Report

Key Watersheds Capital Projects

There are 12 Key Watersheds Capital Projects as summarized in Table 2.  Several key watershed projects are on
target and have proceeded to the construction phase. Other key watershed projects are experiencing delays due to
issues with regulatory permitting, property acquisitions, and high stakeholder engagement requiring schedule
adjustments.

Below is the status update for each Watersheds capital category, highlighting FY17 construction
and consultant contracts

Flood Protection Capital Projects

There are currently nine (9) SCW Program flood protection capital projects (which include projects
originally funded by the SCW Program’s predecessor, the Clean, Safe Creeks and Natural Flood
Protection (CSC) Plan), and ten (10) flood protection projects funded by the District’s one (1)
percent ad valorem property tax with a total FY17 budget of $232M. All of these projects have the
primary objective of providing natural flood protection for residents, businesses and visitors.

Construction Contracts. FY17-Q1 and Q2, two (2) Flood Protection project construction contracts
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were awarded and three (3) more are expected to be
 Awarded in FY-17. The estimated value of these five (5) contracts is $58M.

Consultant Contracts. None

  Water Resources Stewardship Capital Projects

There are currently six (6) active Water Resources Stewardship projects with the primary
objectives of protecting and enhancing watersheds and natural resources, and improving the
quality of life in Santa Clara County. The total FY17 budget for these projects is $8.5M.

Construction Contracts. None

Consultant Contracts. None

Adjustments to SCW Program Schedules

Capital project schedules change due to various factors including additional time for evaluation,
time to work with external stakeholders on design concepts, changed site conditions, limited
annual funding allocations from the federal budget on federal projects, and time for regulatory
agencies to review and process construction permit applications.

To keep the Board informed and seek Board approval of SCW Program schedule adjustments
to Program identified completion dates, staff includes SCW Program schedule adjustments in
the annual progress report for capital projects.

As referenced in the staff presentation and noted in Attachment 1, there are adjustments to SCW
Program schedule completion dates. As required by the SCW Program, staff is recommending the
Board approval of these adjustments for the following projects:

Fish Habitat and Passage Improvement (D4):

The original project schedule indicates an estimated completion date of FY19, however, based
upon the different Key Performance Indicators (KPI), staff is recommending separating the
schedules. For KPI 1, planning and design for two creek/lake separation projects, the estimated
completion date is FY19. For KPI 2, construction of one creek/lake separation project, the
construction schedule will be determined when the Board selects which of the two projects will be
constructed.

Staff also recommends combining the remaining schedules for KPI’s 3-5 (fish passage
improvements, study of all major steelhead streams, and installation of large woody debris and or
gravel, respectively), with a completion date of FY28 to allow sufficient time to complete the studies
and implement the improvements.

South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration (D8):

The original project schedule estimates a completion date of FY17, however, placing sediment is a
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long-term need. This project pays for the construction of road improvements that are needed when
the placement site for depositing sediments from our Stream Maintenance Program moves from
one location to another. Sediments have been deposited at Pond A8 for several years and it is
expected that this site will need sediments for several more years. When a new placement site is
needed, roads must be constructed or reinforced to support the heavy equipment that transports
the sediment. The move to a new site is expected every 3 to 5 years depending on the size of the
site and the amount of sediment available for placement. Staff is recommending that the D8
schedule be extended for the duration of the SCW Program to end in FY28.

Upper Llagas Creek Flood Protection, Buena Vista Avenue to Wright Avenue (E6):

The original project schedule indicated an estimated Phase 1 construction completion date of
December 2016 (FY17). In 2010, the District assumed the Project lead from U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) - Civil Works due to lack of federal funding. The District completed the Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that was certified in June 2014 and which was a prerequisite
for the District to acquire over 100 properties (Phase 1- 41 parcels, Phase 2-60+ parcels),
including the remaining need to acquire Lake Silveira (on-site compensatory mitigation) from
County Parks and Recreation.

The District has completed the Phase 1 design (100%) and the Phase 2 design is at 95%. The
District has submitted all the required permit applications and is currently in consultation with the
various regulatory agencies to obtain the required permits. Before a USACE - Regulatory permit
can be negotiated/issued, the USACE needs to finalize their Project Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). All the above items were factors in the Phase 1 construction start date being
delayed. It is currently estimated that Phase 1 construction will begin construction in FY18, with
Phase 1 completion of the flood protection improvements by FY20. Phase 2 construction is
currently estimated to begin in FY19 and be completed by FY22. Accordingly, staff recommends
adjusting the SCW E6 schedule completion date to FY22.

San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study (E7):

The original project schedule estimates a completion date of FY19. Due to uncertainties with the
permitting process, the need to coordinate with the Union Pacific Railroad and the City of San
José, as well as the risk of not receiving continued federal funding, staff is recommending that the
E7 completion date, for both Key Performance Indicators, be extended to FY28.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The recommended action has no financial impact.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) because it does not have a potential for resulting in a direct or reasonably foreseeable
indirect physical change in the environment.
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ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  PowerPoint
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Watersheds Capital Improvement Program 
FY 2016-17 Progress Report

SCVWD Board of Directors
April 11, 2017
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Flood Protection (USACE)

Total Estimated Cost: $171.8M

1. Llagas Creek, Upper, Buena Vista Ave to Llagas Rd

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Right of way

– Phase 1: 3 acquisitions remaining
– Phase 2: ~20 acquisitions remaining
– Temporary construction easements 

pending
• 100% Phase 1 (P&S) completed
• 95% Phase 2 (P&S) completed
• Resource agency permits

– CDFW 1600 permit received - Jan 2017
– RWQCB 401 permit pending

FY18 Outlook: USACE to release final 
EIS/ROD; receive USACE 404 permit; 
advertise/award Phase 1 for construction
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Flood Protection

Total Estimated Cost: $130.4M

2. Berryessa Creek, Lower Penitencia Ck to Calaveras Blvd - Phase 2

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Main Stem:

– Constructed of 260 CIDH piles 
– Site winterized
– Redesigned Edgewater Drive floodwall
– Public meetings conducted - July 20, 

2016; Nov 18, 2016; and Jan 30, 2017
• Phase 2B (Lower Calera Creek):

– 60% channel & planting design 
completed

FY18 Outlook: continue construction 
of main stem; continue Phase 2B 
(Lower Calera Creek) 60% structural 
design
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Flood Protection

Total Estimated Cost: $33.1M

3. Lower Penitencia Ck Improvements, Berryessa Ck to Coyote Ck

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• 30% design completed - Dec 2016
• Basis of design report completed -

Dec 2016
• Coordinate with Milpitas, Caltrans, 

resource agencies - ongoing

FY18 Outlook: complete design; 
conduct CEQA public meeting; finalize 
EIR; receive resource agency permits; 
acquire right-of-way and easements; 
advertise and award project for 
construction
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Flood Protection (USACE)

Total Estimated Cost: $182.3M

4. Guadalupe River, Upper, SPRR to Blossom Hill Road (R7-12)

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• 65% channel design completed -

Dec 2016
• 90% vehicular bridge designs (Alma 

Ave & Willow St) completed - Dec 
2016

• Real estate acquisition from CSJ, 
Caltrans, & Elks Lodge - ongoing

• Mitigation planting contracts (R10B 
& 12) awarded - Oct 2016

FY18 Outlook: 100% design; acquire all 
ROW; complete mitigation planting; 
receive federal funds to award & 
construct
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Flood Protection (USACE)

Total Estimated Cost: $59.2M

5. Berryessa Creek, Calaveras to I-680

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Construction contract awarded - Aug 

2016
• Montague to I-680 channel work 

completed - Dec 2016
• Installed 3 storm drains; pruned & 

removed trees south of Montague -
Dec 2016

• Set up staging and yard areas & 
coordinated with contractors - Dec 
2016

FY18 Outlook: complete channel work & 
tree pruning Montague to Calaveras; 
relocate PG&E utilities
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Flood Protection

Total Estimated Cost: $63.5M

6. Upper Penitencia Creek, Coyote Creek to Dorel Drive

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Planning phase work underway:

– Hydrology model completed
– New floodplain model developed
– Landscape concepts workshop held
– Problem definition report under 

development
– Community outreach plan under 

development 

FY18 Outlook: develop Problem 
Definition Report; conduct detailed 
outreach; develop alternatives; begin 
Planning Study Report
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Flood Protection (USACE)

Total Estimated Cost: $58.9M

7. San Francisquito Creek, San Francisco Bay to Searsville Dam

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Bay to Hwy 101

– Began construction
– Retaining walls along ISTP & USPS 

completed
– Begin floodwall construction - May 2017

• Hwy 101 to El Camino Real
– EIS/EIR scoping meeting

FY18 Outlook: Bay to Hwy 101 - complete 
floodwall construction and begin levee 
construction; Hwy 101 to El Camino Real -
identify Tentatively Selected Plan, finalize 
EIR, and draft Feasibility Report
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Flood Protection

Total Estimated Cost: $85.2M

8. Permanente Creek, SF Bay to Foothill Expressway

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Rancho San Antonio construction 

contract awarded - Oct 2016
• McKelvey Park construction contract 

awarded - Nov 2016
• Public meetings conducted - Nov & 

Dec 2016
• Issued notice to begin work for 

Rancho San Antonio construction -
Dec 2016

• Issued notice to begin work for 
McKelvey Park - Jan 2017

FY18 Outlook: award and begin 
construction contract for channel 
improvements; support 3 ongoing 
construction contracts
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Flood Protection (USACE)

9. San Francisco Bay Shoreline EIA 11 & EIAs 1-10

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Total Estimated Cost: $42.3M Mid-Year Progress Report:
• EIA 11

– Design agreement signed - July 2016
– Reach 1 levee design begins - Oct 2016
– BCDC, RWQCB coordination begins - Oct 2016
– Begin LERRDs coordination - ongoing
– 30% Reach 1 levee design completed

• EIAs 1-10
– Prelim feasibility report completed
– Stakeholders meeting conducted - Mar 2017
– Coordinate with SBSP project - ongoing

FY18 Outlook: EIA 11 - attain RWQCB & 
BCDC permits; complete Reach 1 levee 
design; develop PMP for construction; 
acquire ROW and easements; EIAs 1-10 -
prepare material for a USACE charrette; 
develop cost share MOU for SBSP EIA 4 
levee
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Flood Protection

Total Estimated Cost: $68.4M

10. Sunnyvale East and West Channels

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• ROW

– C. of Sunnyvale - 4 easements completed
– PG&E easement completed
– Temporary construction easements 

pending
• 95% design (P&S) completed
• Resource Agency Permits

– Submit JARPA application - April 2017
• SF Bay wetland mitigation bank

FY18 Outlook: receive resource agency 
permits; advertise/award project for 
construction
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Water Resources Stewardship

Total Estimated Cost: $4.6M

1. Almaden Lake Improvements

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• Preliminary design - ongoing
• Water options analysis - ongoing
• Initiated contract for water budget 

analysis
• Draft EIR preparation - ongoing
• Coordination with stakeholders –

ongoing

FY18 Outlook: complete preliminary 
design and water options analysis; 
complete draft EIR and conduct public 
meeting; finalize EIR
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Water Resources Stewardship

Total Estimated Cost: $2.3M

2. Watershed Habitat Enhancements
Feasability Studies (Ogier, Metcalf, prioritizing removal of Stevens Creek Fish Barriers)

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

Mid-Year Progress Report:
• SC County Parks agreement for 

Ogier Ponds completed
• Initiated contract for water 

budget/recharge for Ogier Ponds
• Draft feasibility report preparation -

ongoing
• Initiated planning for Stevens Creek 

Fish Passage and Metcalf Ponds 

FY18 Outlook: complete Ogier Ponds 
feasibility study; continue Stevens 
Creek and Metcalf Pond studies
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Construction Schedule

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Construction Schedule

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
Llagas Creek, Upper & Design

 
 

Design Phase  
Construction Phase

Design and Construction Schedule, Fiscal Years 2017 - 2028

Berryessa Creek, Lower Penitencia Ck to Calaveras Blvd-Phase 2
Lower Penitencia Ck Improvements, Berryessa to Coyote Creeks

Sunnyvale East and West Channels

Guadalupe River, Upper SPRR to Blossom Hill Road (R7-12)
Berryessa Creek, Calaveras to I-680
Upper Penitencia Creek, Coyote Creek to Dorel Drive
San Francisquito Creek, San Francisco Bay to Searsville Dam
Permanente Creek, SF Bay to Foothill Expressway
San Francisco Bay Shoreline EIA 11 & EIAs 1-10
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		Flood Protection Capital Improvements

												Design and Construction Schedule, Fiscal Years 2017 - 2028
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		Llagas Creek, Upper & Design
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		Guadalupe River, Upper SPRR to Blossom Hill Road (R7-12)

		Berryessa Creek, Calaveras to I-680
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		Permanente Creek, SF Bay to Foothill Expressway

		San Francisco Bay Shoreline EIA 11 & EIAs 1-10

		Sunnyvale East and West Channels

												Design Phase				 

												Construction Phase







Attachment 1
15 of 15

SCW Program Schedule Adjustments

FY2016-17 Key Watersheds Capital Projects’ Status Report

   
Priority D: Restore wildlife habitat and provide open space
D4 Fish Habitat Passage Improvement (KPI 1)
D4 Fish Habitat Passage Improvement (KPI 2) TBD

D4 Fish Habitat Passage Improvement (KPIs 3-5)
D8 South Bay Salt Ponds Restoration Partnership

Priority E: Provide flood protection to homes, businesses, schools, and highways
E6 Upper Llagas Creek Flood Protection 

26 27 282015 16 21 22 23 24 25Safe, Clean Water Projects 17 18 1914

E7 San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study

Proposed schedule adjustments
Baseline schedule as proposed for Safe, Clean Water Program in 2012

Estimated Program Schedule, Fiscal Years 2014 - 2028



Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0151 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 3.1.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Fiscal Year 2015-16 Year-End Closing Budget Adjustment and Fiscal Year 2016-17 Mid-Year Budget
Adjustment.

RECOMMENDATION:
A. Approve the Fiscal Year 2015-16 year-end closing budget adjustment; and

B. Approve the Fiscal Year 2016-17 mid-year budget adjustment.

SUMMARY:

At the end of each fiscal year, the District conducts a reconciliation of budget reserve estimates with
actual reserves. The result of this reconciliation is to implement the year-end closing budget
adjustment. The year-end closing budget adjustments are submitted to the Board on an annual basis
as part of the year-end closing process (FY2015-16). The projected year-end budget reserves are
adjusted to reflect the FY2015-16 actual reserves validated by the external audit process conducted
by independent auditors Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP.

Concurrently, staff submits to the Board, the FY2016-17 mid-year adjustment to reflect impacts of
prior year-end fiscal close and to recommend two budget adjustments in anticipation of necessary
expenses not included at the time of adoption.

The FY2015-16 year-end closing budget adjustments are presented in Attachment 1 summarized as
follows:

1. Capital project budget adjustments:  The Coyote Creek, Montague Expressway to I-280 Project
(#26174043) is on hold; therefore, $19.0 million will be released from the project budget. The
Sunnyvale East & West Channels project (#26074002) and the Upper Llagas Creek, Non-
Reimbursable project (#26174054) both remain active; however, budget reductions of $20.0 million
and $28.0 million, respectively, are recommended for funds not presently needed.  All three projects
total $67.0 million, and are temporary capital budget reductions in the Safe, Clean Water Fund.
Project managers will re-budget funds to the same projects as needed in future years through the
normal budget request process per the capital improvement plan.

2. Increases to inter-fund transfers in FY2015-16:  Transfer $2.6 million from the Water Utility
Enterprise Fund to the General Fund to reimburse actual expenses for the Drought Emergency
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Response Project (#60061007). In addition, transfer $2.4 million from the Watershed Steam
Stewardship Fund to the Water Utility Enterprise Fund for the sale of excess property that was
budgeted to occur in FY2015-16.  Staff anticipates the sale to occur in FY2016-17, which will
reimburse the Watershed Stream Stewardship Fund.

3. Adjust FY 2015-16 budget reserves:  To reflect the audited reserves for FY 2015-16 resulting from
final revenues, expenses, transfers and debt proceeds net of the previously described budget
adjustments. The District-wide change to reserves total $48.6 million. Attachment 1, item 3 shows the
specific reserve adjustments.

The FY 2016-17 mid-year budget adjustments are presented in Attachment 2 and summarized as
follows:

4. Adjust various capital projects funding to reflect capital carry forward budget
from FY2015-16 unspent or unencumbered appropriation balances remaining at year-end: Based on
FY2016-17 projected spending in Capital Improvement Plan $178.5 million.

5. Capital project budget adjustments:  Move $1.0 million budget from the PeopleSoft Upgrade
Project (#73274002) to the Vena Budget System Project (#73274007).

6. Operating project budget adjustments:  To reflect the re-appropriation of the Water Conservation
program (# 91151001) unspent funds at FY2015-16 year-end for rebates and enforcement $2.1
million.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Approval of the FY2015-16 budget adjustments recommended (Attachment 1) will reduce three
capital project budgets $67.0 million in FY2015-16, increase inter-fund transfers $5.0 million and
increase year-end reserves $48.6 million. These recommended FY2015-16 budget adjustments will
ensure that the final estimated budget reserves are aligned with the audited reserve balances as of
June 30th, 2016.

Approval of the recommended FY2016-17 budget adjustments (Attachment 2) will appropriate the
capital carry forward $178.5 million, transfer $1 million from the PeopleSoft Upgrade project to the
Vena Budget System project, and increase operating projects $2.1 million.  The projected FY2016-17
year-end reserves’ balance with these adjustments is currently estimated at $308.8 million, up $0.9
million from $307.9 million in the FY2016-17 adopted budget.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  FY2015-16 Year-End Closing Budget Adjustment
Attachment 2:  FY2016-17 Mid-Year Budget Adjustment
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UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Darin Taylor, 408-630-3068
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Attachment 1: FY 2015-16 Year-End Closing Budget Adjustments

 Fund 11 Fund 12 Fund 26 Funds 21-25 Fund 61 Fund 63 Fund 71 Fund 72 Fund 73
 General Fund 

(GF) 
Watershed 

Stream 
Stewardship 

(WSS)

Safe Clean Water 
(SCW)

Benefit 
Assessment 
Funds (BAs)

Water Utility 
Enterprise 

(WUE)

State Water 
Project (SWP)

Fleet 
Management 
Fund (FMF)

Risk 
Management 
Fund (RMF)

Information 
Technology 
Fund (ITF)

TOTAL

FY2015-16 Year-End Budget Adjustments
1 Capital Budget Adjustments - FY2015-16 Funding

26174043 Coyote Ck, Montague to I-280 - project on hold (includes reserve adjustment below) (19,000,000)                   (19,000,000)
26074002 Sunnyvale East & West Channel - active project (20,000,000)                   (20,000,000)
26174052 U. Llagas Ck, Nonreimburse E6a - active project (28,000,000)                   (28,000,000)
Total -                    -                    (67,000,000)           -                 -                    -                   -                   -                    -                          (67,000,000)

2 Transfers Budget Adjustments - FY2015-16 Funding
                          -   

60061007 Drought Emergency Response Project 2,562,432        (2,562,432)                                 -   
Transfer of funds from Sale of Excess Property (2,400,000)       2,400,000                                  -   
Total -                    -                    -                          -                 -                    -                   -                   -                    -                                            -   

3 FY2015-16 Reserves Budget Adjustments reflecting FY2015-16 Year-End results net of above two adjustments
Current Authorized Project Reserve-various projects (7,377,674)       (23,773,992)     109,966,031          -                 1,992,571        631,495          -                    1,946,066                83,384,497 
Currently Authorized Project Reserve -26174043 Coyote Creek, project on hold, funding reductions at 
year-end

(17,642,825)                   (17,642,825)

WUE Debt Service Reserve -                    -                          -                 (4,800,751)       -                   -                    -                            (4,800,751)
WUE San Felipe Reserve -                    -                          -                 54,275              -                   -                    -                                   54,275 
State Water Project Tax Reserve -                    -                          -                 -                    -                   -                    -                  
Property Self Insurance/Catastrophy -                    -                          -                 -                    -                   (216,251)           -                                (216,251)
Operating &Capital Reserve 511,801           4,549,383         (43,149,219)           -                 23,705,845      -                   1,056,414       808,934                 (12,516,842)
WUE Restricted Operating Reserve -                    -                          -                 31,764              -                   -                    -                                   31,764 
WUE Rate Stabilization for Bond Covenant -                    -                          -                 682,388            -                   -                    -                                 682,388 
WUE State Revolving Fund -                    -                          -                 (401,263)          -                   -                    -                                (401,263)

                          -   
Total (6,865,873)      (19,224,609)     49,173,987            -                 21,264,829      -                   1,687,909       (216,251)          2,755,000                48,574,992 

 FY 2015-16 

Appropriations Increase/(Decrease)
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Attachment 2: FY 2016-17 Mid-Year Budget Adjustments

Fund 11 Fund 12 Fund 26 Funds 21-25 Fund 61 Fund 63 Fund 71 Fund 72 Fund 73

General Fund 

(GF)

Watershed 

Stream 

Stewardship 

(WSS)

Safe Clean Water 

(SCW)

Benefit 

Assessment 

Funds (BAs)

Water Utility 

Enterprise (WUE)

State Water 

Project (SWP)

Fleet 

Management 

Fund (FMF)

Risk 

Management 

Fund (RMF)

Information 

Technology 

Fund (ITF)

TOTAL

FY2016-17 Mid-Year Budget Adjustments
4 Capital Budget Adjustments - Carryforward from FY2015-16 balances remaining for continuing appropriations

96,000               21,419,291     128,491,072        -                 24,556,811            -                 -                        3,929,066      178,492,240          
-                          

5 Capital Budget Adjustments
Transfer funds from PeopleSoft Upgrade project to Vena Budget System project(1,000,000)        (1,000,000)             
Transfer funds from PeopleSoft Upgrade project to Vena Budget System project1,000,000         1,000,000              
Total -                     -                   -                        -                 -                          -                 -                     -                        -                  -                          

6 Operating Budget Adjustments
Appropriate balance of 91151001 Water Conservation Program rebates and enforcement to FY17 2,114,052              2,114,052              
Total -                     -                   -                        -                 2,114,052              -                 -                     -                        -                  2,114,052              

 FY 2016-17 

Appropriation Increase/(Decrease)

Page 1 of 1 Attachments 2 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0186 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 3.2.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Providing Notice of Time and Place of Public Hearing Regarding Flood Control Benefit Assessments
for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 (FY 2017-18).

RECOMMENDATION:
Set a time and place for the public hearing on Flood Control Benefit Assessments for FY 2017-18 at
1:00 p.m. on May 9, 2017, at the Santa Clara Valley Water District, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San
Jose, California.

SUMMARY:
The voter-approved benefit assessments program authorized use of flood control benefit
assessments to meet qualified long-term debt obligations associated with outstanding Certificates of
Participation until such obligations are retired. The proceeds of the Certificates have been or will be
used to plan, design and build flood protection facilities to reduce flood damage. This agenda item
presents the staff recommendation to set the time and place for the annual public hearing on benefit
assessments to meet FY 2017-18 debt obligations.

The attached report entitled “Flood Control Benefit Assessments for Fiscal Years 2017-18 through
2029-30 (April 2017)” (Attachment 1) is required by law for Board use in considering and establishing
flood control benefit assessments for FY 2017-18.

Attachment 1 shows the actual benefit assessment rates levied in fiscal year 2016-17 and the
expected benefit assessment rates to be levied in fiscal year 2017-18. Actual rates will be determined
once annual land use information is received from the County Assessor in July.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no direct financial impact from this action. The proposed public hearing is required in order
to set benefit assessments that meet debt obligations/commitments.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
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potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  Flood Control Benefit Assessment Report
Attachment 2:  Notice of Public Hearing

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Melanie Richardson, 408-630-2035

Santa Clara Valley Water District Printed on 4/4/2017Page 2 of 2

powered by Legistar™

http://www.legistar.com/


Attachment 1 
Page 1 of 14 

 

 
 
 
 

FLOOD CONTROL 
BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 

 
 

FOR FISCAL YEARS 
 

2017-2018 
Through 

2029-2030 
 

April 2017 
 

  
 

 
 
  



Attachment 1 
Page 2 of 14 

 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 

FLOOD CONTROL BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 

2017-2018 
Through 

2029-2030 
 
 
 

prepared by 
 

 
Jennifer Abadilla 

Senior Management Analyst  
 

And 
 

Darin Taylor 
Chief Financial Officer 

 
 

 
Under the Direction of  

 
Melanie Richardson 

Acting Chief Operating Officer – Watershed Operations 
 
 

April 2017 

 
 DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

John L. Varela, Chair District 1 Nai Hsueh District 5 
Barbara Keegan District 2 Tony Estremera District 6 
Richard P. Santos, Vice Chair District 3 Gary Kremen District 7 
Linda J. LeZotte   District 4 

 
 



Attachment 1 
Page 3 of 14 

 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS   
 
 
 Page 
 
INTRODUCTION/SUMMARY ................................................................................................................... 1 
 
BACKGROUND  ......................................................................................................................................... 3 
 
FLOOD CONTROL BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS ....................................................................................... 6 
 
FY 2016-17 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES .......................................................................................... 7 
 
EXPECTED FY 2017-18 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES  ................................................................... 8 
 
PROJECTED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES ....................................................................................... 9 
 
ASSESSMENT ROLLS AND COLLECTION .......................................................................................... 10 
 
 
 
 

Maps 
 
 
Santa Clara County Flood Control Zones & One Percent Flood Limits.................................................. 2 
 
 
 
 
 Tables 
 
 
Table 1 – Flood Control Benefit Assessment - Debt Obligation Schedule & 
               End of Year Principal Balance ....................................................................................................... 5 
 
Table 2 – FY 2016-17 Assessments by Category and Zone ......................................................................... 7 
 
Table 3 – Expected FY 2017-18 Assessments by Category and Zone ......................................................... 8 
 
 



Attachment 1 
Page 4 of 14 

 

INTRODUCTION/SUMMARY  
 

 
This Flood Control Benefit Assessment report is prepared in accordance with voter-approved Santa Clara 
Valley Water District (District) resolutions.  It presents annual revenue requirements for fiscal years 2017-
18 through 2029-30 for each of the five flood control zones throughout the District (see map on page 2 for 
zone locations).  Commencing on July 1, 2000, the District benefit assessments are limited to pay qualified 
debt obligations and covenants only. 
 
The qualified debt obligations in each of the zones are for debt service and associated covenants of 
outstanding Certificates of Participation (long-term financing instruments similar to bonds).  The proceeds 
from these long-term debt obligations have been or will be used to plan, design and build flood protection 
facilities. Major projects partially financed with debt proceeds include Calabazas Creek from Guadalupe 
Slough to Miller Avenue, Coyote Creek from San Francisco Bay to Montague Expressway, Adobe Creek 
upstream of El Camino Real, Matadero Creek, Llagas Creek and the Guadalupe River projects.  
 
This report serves as the base report for the public hearings on flood control benefit assessments for FY 
2016-17 and subsequent fiscal years until 2029-30. 
 
This report has been reviewed and approved by the District Counsel as meeting the requirements of benefit 
assessment law, District resolutions, Certificates of Participation covenants, and Proposition 218.  
Information on the flood control benefit assessment for an individual parcel as well as the initial detailed 
District reports describing the need for supplemental flood control revenue from benefit assessments are 
available for review through the Clerk of the Board at the District office located at 5700 Almaden 
Expressway, San Jose, California. 



Attachment 1 
Page 5 of 14 

 

 

 



Attachment 1 
Page 6 of 14 

 

 
BACKGROUND  

 
 
 
INITIATION OF BENEFIT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM  
 
After passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, revenue for District flood control activities was significantly 
decreased.  The State Legislature recognized the vital public safety service furnished by local flood control 
districts and passed Assembly Bill 549 (Frazee) in 1979.  This legislation authorized flood control districts 
to levy benefit assessments to help fund flood control programs.  The law permitted flood control benefit 
assessments to be spread according to the proportional storm water runoff from each parcel of property 
within the assessed area and required voter approval to continue such levy after the first year.  On June 9, 
1981, following a public hearing, the Board of Directors (Board) adopted a 10-year flood control benefit 
assessment program and levied assessments for one year beginning with 1981-82.  They put the issue of 
continuing the benefit assessments for nine more years on the June 8, 1982, ballot for all zones.  The 
measure was overwhelmingly approved by the voters. 
 
 
REVISED BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS TO ACCELERATE CONSTRUCTION (1986 & 1990) 
 
Following major floods and flood damage in 1982, 1983, and 1986, the Board reviewed the effectiveness 
of the benefit assessments and found that unless additional funding was made available, many of the needed 
flood protection projects would not be completed until well past the year 2010.  The Board, with 
recommendations from the Flood Control Zone Advisory Committees, went to the electorate on 
November 4, 1986, in four zones, the Northwest, Central, East, and South to 1) increase benefit assessment 
rate limits so construction of flood protection projects could be accelerated, 2) extend the benefit assessment 
program to the year 2000, 3) use benefit assessments to meet duly authorized debt obligations beyond the 
year 2000 until retired, and 4)  meet flood damage costs to District facilities from flood disasters.  The 
voters approved the benefit assessment measures in each of these zones.  On June 5, 1990, voters approved 
a similar measure in the North Central zone. 
  
Pursuant to the 1986 and 1990 voter approved benefit assessment programs described above, as of July 1, 
2000, benefit assessment rates are determined solely by each zone’s long-term debt obligations. The District 
cannot increase annual debt obligations supported by benefit assessments in excess of amounts in place on 
July 1, 2000 unless a new measure is approved by voters. 
 
 
DEBT OBLIGATION REFUNDING (2003) 
 
In February, 2003, the District refinanced a portion of the outstanding 1994A Series Certificates of 
Participation to take advantage of a favorable interest rate market. The District realized cost savings in three 
of the 5 watershed zones; Central, East and North Central. In the Central and North Central zones, the Board 
determined that the best use of the savings was to increase the amount of debt while maintaining the yearly 
debt service at the current level. The additional debt was used to supplement voter approved projects in 
those zones. Savings achieved in the East zone were not eligible to fund projects, but instead were used to 
reduce debt service and the associated benefit assessments. Table 1 reflects the change to the benefit 
assessment debt obligation in the East zone, a reduction of roughly $130,000 per year beginning in 2004. 
The refinancing resulted in slight insignificant changes to the debt obligation in all other zones.   
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DEBT OBLIGATION REFUNDING (2004) 
 
The remaining portion of the 1994A Certificates of Participation (COP’s) became eligible for refunding on 
November 3, 2003. Since the remaining portion was allocated to the advance refunding of the Series 1988 
and Series 1990 COP’s, tax law requires that a ten year period of time elapse prior to the second advance 
refunding, marked by November 3, 2003 in this case.  In January, 2004, the District refinanced this 
remaining portion of the outstanding 1994A Series Certificates of Participation to again take advantage of 
the favorable interest rate market. The District realized cost savings in two of the 5 watershed zones; 
Northwest and South. In the Northwest zone, the Board determined that the best use of the savings was to 
increase the amount of debt while maintaining the yearly debt service at the current level. The additional 
debt was used to supplement voter approved projects in that zone. 
 
Savings achieved in the South zone were not eligible to fund projects, but instead were used to shorten the 
term over which the debt service would be paid and associated benefit assessments would be collected. 
Table 1 on the following page reflects the change to the benefit assessment debt obligation in the South 
zone, in which the debt obligation is paid off by the year 2013 instead of 2024. The refinancing resulted in 
slight insignificant changes to the debt obligation in all other zones.   
 
 
DEBT OBLIGATION REFUNDING (2007) 
 
In February, 2007 the District refinanced the outstanding portion of the 2000 Series Certificates of 
Participation to take advantage of a favorable interest rate market. The District realized cost savings in four 
of the 5 watershed zones; Northwest, North Central, Central, and East. No debt was issued for the South 
zone under the 2000 Series debt issuance, therefore the South zone was not affected by the refunding. In 
the four affected zones, the Board determined that the best use of the savings was to increase the amount 
of debt while maintaining the yearly debt service at the current level. The additional debt was used for voter 
approved projects in each zone. 
 
There was a one-time reduction in the benefit assessment debt obligation for each of the four affected zones 
in FY 08 as shown on Table 1. This one time reduction was a result of the issuance of the 2007A Refunding 
Certificates of Participation that refinanced the 2000 Series Certificates of Participation. Upon analyzing 
the results of the refunding, Bond Counsel determined that $1.1M was available to pay down principal in 
the affected zones. In FY 09 and beyond, Table 1 reflects slight immaterial changes to the benefit 
assessment debt obligation in the four affected zones due to the refinancing. Table 1 also shows the End of 
Year Principal balance schedule in aggregate for all zones. 
 
  
DEBT OBLIGATION REFUNDING (2012) 
 
In November, 2012 the District refinanced the outstanding portion of the 2003A Series Certificates of 
Participation to take advantage of a favorable interest rate market. The District realized cost savings in three 
of the 5 watershed zones; North Central, Central, and East. In the three affected zones, the Board determined 
that the best use of the savings was to increase the amount of debt while maintaining the yearly debt service 
at the current level. The additional debt will be used for voter approved projects in each zone. The 
refinancing resulted in slight insignificant changes to the debt obligation in the three affected zones which 
are reflected in Table 1. 
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DEBT OBLIGATION REFUNDING (2017) 
 
In March, 2017 the District refinanced the outstanding portion of the 2004A and 2007A Series Certificates 
of Participation to take advantage of a favorable interest rate market. The District realized cost savings in 
four of the 5 watershed zones; Northwest, North Central, Central, and East. In the four affected zones, the 
Board determined that the best use of the savings was to increase the amount of debt while maintaining the 
yearly debt service at the current level. The additional debt will be used for voter approved projects in each 
zone. The refinancing resulted in slight insignificant changes to the debt obligation in the four affected 
zones which are reflected in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

 Flood Control Benefit Assessment 
 Debt Obligation Schedule* 

& End of Year Principal Balance 
 

 
 

Fiscal 
Year

Northwest 
Zone

North 
Central 

Zone

Central 
Zone East Zone South 

Zone

End of Year 
Principal 
Balance

(Low er Peninsula) (West Valley) (Guadalupe) (Coyote) (Uvas-Llagas)

2005 $4,683,279 $2,961,469 $6,266,733 $4,685,927 $762,874 $185,260,000
2006 $4,688,707 $2,968,562 $6,284,527 $4,693,154 $765,050 $177,940,000
2007 $4,693,280 $2,972,291 $6,293,598 $4,698,526 $766,599 $170,310,000
2008 $4,149,940 $2,811,030 $6,118,061 $4,209,282 $767,821 $170,200,000
2009 $4,694,211 $2,977,909 $6,309,876 $4,701,353 $769,058 $161,485,000
2010 $4,688,957 $2,973,939 $6,300,769 $4,697,090 $767,773 $152,440,000
2011 $4,667,239 $2,948,775 $6,237,262 $4,669,012 $758,733 $143,160,000
2012 $4,676,487 $2,958,686 $6,261,490 $4,682,321 $761,825 $133,440,000
2013 $4,680,768 $2,964,455 $6,276,483 $4,686,768 $764,034 $123,100,000
2014 $4,322,174 $2,502,568 $5,277,998 $4,206,085 $0 $115,045,000
2015 $4,305,891 $2,500,054 $5,227,748 $4,203,840 $0 $106,690,000
2016 $4,078,738 $2,277,005 $4,594,928 $3,970,919 $0 $99,060,000
2017 $4,082,042 $2,278,317 $4,598,392 $3,973,371 $0 $91,040,000
2018 $4,078,867 $2,277,292 $4,597,191 $3,970,971 $0 $82,655,000
2019 $4,079,626 $2,277,340 $4,598,072 $3,971,383 $0 $73,850,000
2020 $2,731,842 $2,277,595 $4,598,761 $3,972,284 $0 $65,705,000
2021 $2,735,024 $2,279,788 $4,600,517 $3,976,434 $0 $57,170,000
2022 $2,734,901 $2,279,421 $4,599,256 $3,975,980 $0 $48,260,000
2023 $2,730,584 $2,278,566 $4,598,439 $3,972,551 $0 $38,955,000
2024 $2,731,941 $2,277,322 $4,597,060 $3,972,057 $0 $29,235,000
2025 $2,731,077 $819,254 $910,590 $2,458,454 $0 $24,940,000
2026 $2,732,804 $819,772 $911,166 $2,460,008 $0 $20,425,000
2027 $2,731,817 $819,476 $910,837 $2,459,120 $0 $15,685,000
2028 $2,732,927 $819,809 $911,207 $2,460,119 $0 $10,710,000
2029 $2,733,298 $819,920 $911,330 $2,460,453 $0 $5,485,000
2030 $2,732,681 $819,735 $911,124 $2,459,897 $0 $0
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*Based on debt service and requirements associated with debt covenants for the 2012A, and 2017A 
Series Certificates of Participation. 
 

FLOOD CONTROL BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS  
 

 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
State law allows the benefit assessments to be based on the proportionate amount of storm water runoff 
from each privately-owned parcel of property. 
 
Consistent with this provision, the District Board has, with voter approval, established five benefit 
assessment land use categories, A through E, for parcels assessed within the District’s five flood control 
zones.  These benefit assessment land use categories are as follows: 
 

Land Use Category Land Use 
 

A Commercial and industrial 
B Apartments, schools, and churches 
C Single family residential and small multiples (2-4 units), condominiums, and 

townhouses 
D Vacant land presently utilized for farming, vineyards, and crops 
E Urban: Nonutilized agricultural land, grazing land, salt ponds, undisturbed 

vacant land, and parcels used exclusively as well sites located in 
urban areas 

Rural: Non-utilized agricultural land, grazing land, undisturbed vacant 
land and parcels used exclusively as well sites located in rural areas 

 
The assessment for an individual parcel in a given land use category is computed by multiplying the area 
of the parcel in acres by the appropriate assessment rate.  If the computed assessment is less than the 
minimum assessment amount, the minimum assessment is used. 
 
 
BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES FOR EACH ZONE 
 
Each of the five flood control zones has an individual set of benefit assessment rates to meet respective 
debt obligations.  These debt obligations, consisting of debt service payments and requirements associated 
with debt covenants are shown for all zones for each fiscal year in Table 1.  Actual rates will be 
determined once annual land use information is received from the County Assessor in July.  Historical 
rates for fiscal year 2016-17 are shown in Table 2. Expected rates for FY 2017-18 are shown in Table 3. 
South Zone’s debt obligation has been paid off and therefore the expected rates are zero.
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FY 2016-17 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES  
 

Table 2 below shows the benefit assessment rates levied in fiscal year 2016-17. 
   

Table 2 
FY 2016–17 Assessments by Category and Zone 

 
 
 
Land Use Categories 

 
Flood Control Zones 

 
Northwest 

(Lower 
Peninsula) 

 
North 

Central 
(West Valley) 

 
Central 

(Guadalupe) 

 
East 

(Coyote) 

 
South 
(Uvas-
Llagas) 

 
A - Commercial, Industrial 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$318.90 
 

$105.60 
 

$169.25 
 

$168.44 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$79.72 
 

$26.40 
 

$42.32 
 

$42.10 
 

$0.00 
 
B - Apartment, Schools, Churches 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$239.17 
 

$79.20 
 

$126.94 
 

$126.33 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$59.80 
 

$19.80 
 

$31.74 
 

$31.58 
 

$0.00 
 
C - Single Family Residential, Small Multiples (2-4 units), Condominiums, and Townhouses 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
Minimum Assessment (1) 

 
$39.86 

 
$13.20 

 
$21.16 

 
$21.06 

 
$0.00 

 
D - Utilized Agriculture 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$1.993 
 

$0.660 
 

$1.058 
 

$1.052 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$19.93 
 

$6.60 
 

$10.58 
 

$10.52 
 

$0.00 
 
E Urban - Non-utilized Agricultural, grazing Land, Salt Ponds, Well Site in Urban Areas 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$0.598 
 

$0.198 
 

$0.318 
 

$0.316 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$5.98 
 

$1.98 
 

$3.18 
 

$3.16 
 

$0.00 
 
E Rural - Non-utilized Agricultural, Grazing Land, Well Sites in Rural Areas 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$0.07 
 

$0.02 
 

$0.04 
 

$0.04 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$5.98 
 

$1.98 
 

$3.18 
 

$3.16 
 

$0.00 
 
(1) The minimum assessments shown for Categories A, B, and C apply to parcels 1/4 acre or less in size. Category C parcels 

larger than 1/4 acre pay the minimum assessment for the first 1/4 acre and the remaining acreage is assessed at the 
Category D rate.  For Category D, the minimum assessment applies to parcels less than 10 acres.  The minimum 
assessment for Group E urban parcels is the amount charged for 10 acres of urban undeveloped land; the minimum 
assessment for Group E rural parcels is the same as E urban but applies to parcels of 80 acres or less. 

(2) Residential land in excess of 1/4 acre is assessed at the D rate. 
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EXPECTED FY 2017-18 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES  
 

Table 3 shows the expected benefit assessment rates to be levied in fiscal year 2017-18. 
 

Table 3 
Expected FY 2017–18 Assessments by Category and Zone 

 
 
 
Land Use Categories 

 
Flood Control Zones 

 
Northwest 

(Lower 
Peninsula) 

 
North 

Central 
(West Valley) 

 
Central 

(Guadalupe) 

 
East 

(Coyote) 

 
South 
(Uvas-
Llagas) 

 
A - Commercial, Industrial 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$318.90 
 

$105.60 
 

$169.25 
 

$168.44 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$79.72 
 

$26.40 
 

$42.32 
 

$42.10 
 

$0.00 
 
B - Apartment, Schools, Churches 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$239.17 
 

$79.20 
 

$126.94 
 

$126.33 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$59.80 
 

$19.80 
 

$31.74 
 

$31.58 
 

$0.00 
 
C - Single Family Residential, Small Multiples (2-4 units), Condominiums, and Townhouses 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
(2) 

 
Minimum Assessment (1) 

 
$39.86 

 
$13.20 

 
$21.16 

 
$21.06 

 
$0.00 

 
D - Utilized Agriculture 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$1.993 
 

$0.660 
 

$1.058 
 

$1.052 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$19.93 
 

$6.60 
 

$10.58 
 

$10.52 
 

$0.00 
 
E Urban - Non-utilized Agricultural, grazing Land, Salt Ponds, Well Site in Urban Areas 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$0.598 
 

$0.198 
 

$0.318 
 

$0.316 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$5.98 
 

$1.98 
 

$3.18 
 

$3.16 
 

$0.00 
 
E Rural - Non-utilized Agricultural, Grazing Land, Well Sites in Rural Areas 
 

Rate ($/Acre) 
 

$0.07 
 

$0.02 
 

$0.04 
 

$0.04 
 

$0.00 
 

Minimum Assessment (1) 
 

$5.98 
 

$1.98 
 

$3.18 
 

$3.16 
 

$0.00 
 
(1) The minimum assessments shown for Categories A, B, and C apply to parcels 1/4 acre or less in size. Category C parcels 

larger than 1/4 acre pay the minimum assessment for the first 1/4 acre and the remaining acreage is assessed at the 
Category D rate.  For Category D, the minimum assessment applies to parcels less than 10 acres.  The minimum 
assessment for Group E urban parcels is the amount charged for 10 acres of urban undeveloped land; the minimum 
assessment for Group E rural parcels is the same as E urban but applies to parcels of 80 acres or less. 

(2) Residential land in excess of 1/4 acre is assessed at the D rate. 
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PROJECTED BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES  
 

A graph of projected benefit assessment rates assuming the same parcels with the same land use and areas 
as existed in FY 2016-2017 is shown below. This graph indicates how the rates will decrease over time as 
various series of Certificates of Participation are retired. 
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ASSESSMENT ROLLS AND COLLECTION  
 

The Benefit Assessment Act of 1982 provides that benefit assessments may be levied and collected by 
the County Tax Collector at the same time and in the same manner as the general tax levy. 
 
Following adoption of the benefit assessment resolution for 2017-18 and subsequent years, the District 
will prepare a separate assessment roll identifying each parcel of land subject to flood control benefit 
assessment for each flood control zone.  For each parcel, the roll will list the assessor parcel number, 
owner’s name, County land use code, District land use category, flood control zone, acreage and flood 
control benefit assessment based on the annual revenue requirement.  This information will be available 
for review at the District through the Clerk of the Board.  Extractions from the benefit assessment roll 
showing parcel number and assessment amount will be forwarded to the County Tax Collector in early 
August to facilitate County collection of the flood control benefit assessments on the annual property 
tax bills. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District 
(District) will hold a public hearing on a report recommending: 
 
FLOOD CONTROL BENEFIT ASSESSMENT RATES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017–2018 in flood 
control zones of said District. 
 
The public hearing will be held on Tuesday, May 9, 2017, at 1 p.m., in the District’s 
Headquarters Board Room, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California. 
 
Said report is in writing and incorporates by reference a description of each parcel and the 
expected amount of assessment under the approved assessment formula for each parcel within 
the flood control zones of the District. 
 
A copy of the report may be inspected at the Office of the Clerk of the Board at the above 
address at any time during business hours.  Copies of the report will also be made available for 
inspection at the following locations: 
 
 
Campbell City Hall 
70 North First Street 
Campbell, California 
 
Campbell Library 
77 Harrison Avenue 
Campbell, California 
 
Cupertino City Hall 
10300 Torre Avenue 
Cupertino, California 
 
Cupertino Library 
10800 Torre Avenue 
Cupertino, California 
 
Gilroy City Hall 
7351 Rosanna Street 
Gilroy, California 
 
Gilroy Library 
350 West Sixth Street 
Gilroy, California 
 
Los Altos City Hall 
1 North San Antonio Road 
Los Altos, California 
 
Los Altos Library 
13 South San Antonio Road 
Los Altos, California 
 

Los Altos Hills Town Hall 
26379 Fremont Road 
Los Altos Hills, California 
 
Los Gatos Civic Center 
110 East Main Street 
Los Gatos, California 
 
Los Gatos Library 
100 Villa Avenue 
Los Gatos, California 
 
Milpitas City Hall 
455 East Calaveras Boulevard 
Milpitas, California 
 
Milpitas Library  
160 North Main Street 
Milpitas, California 
 
Monte Sereno City Hall 
18041 Saratoga-Los Gatos Road 
Monte Sereno, California 
 
Morgan Hill City Hall 
17575 Peak Avenue 
Morgan Hill, California 
 
Morgan Hill Library 
660 West Main Avenue 
Morgan Hill, California 
 

Mountain View City Hall 
500 Castro Street 
Mountain View, California 
 
Mountain View Public Library 
585 Franklin Street 
Mountain View, California 
 
Palo Alto City Hall  
250 Hamilton Avenue 
Palo Alto, California 
 
Mitchell Park Library 
3700 Middlefield Road 
Palo Alto, California 94303 
 
San Jose City Hall 
200 East Santa Clara Street 
San Jose, California 
 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library 
150 East San Fernando Street 
San Jose, California 
 
Hillview Branch Library 
1600 Hopkins Drive 
San Jose, California 
 
Pearl Avenue Library 
4270 Pearl Avenue 
San Jose, California 
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Santa Clara City Hall 
1500 Warburton Avenue 
Santa Clara, California 
 
Santa Clara Central Park Library 
2635 Homestead Road 
Santa Clara, California 
 

Saratoga City Hall 
13777 Fruitvale Avenue 
Saratoga, California 
 
Saratoga Library 
13650 Saratoga Avenue 
Saratoga, California 
 
Sunnyvale City Hall 
456 W. Olive Avenue 
Sunnyvale, California 
 

Sunnyvale Library 
665 West Olive Avenue 
Sunnyvale, California 
 
 

 
NOTE:  To secure information on an individual parcel assessment, you will need your Assessor Parcel 
Number.  If you do not know your parcel number, please contact the County Assessor’s Office at 
(408) 299-5000 and ask for it, giving your name and street address.  Using that parcel number, you can 
learn your proposed assessment by calling (408) 630-3137. 
 
At the hearing, the Board of Directors will hear any and all protests.  At the conclusion of the hearing, the 
Board may adopt, revise, change, reduce, or modify any assessment and will make its determination 
upon each assessment referred to in the report and thereafter, by resolution, will confirm the 
assessments. 
 
 SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
Date:  ________, _______ By: __________________________________ 
  Michele L. King, CMC 
  Clerk/Board of Directors  



Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 16-0566 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 3.3.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Adopt Plans and Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for the Installation of Cathodic
Protection Rectifiers and Deep-Well Anodes on the Pacheco Conduit, Project No. 91214010.

RECOMMENDATION:
A. Adopt Plans and Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for the Installation of

Cathodic Protection Rectifiers and Deep-Well Anodes on the Pacheco Conduit per the Notice
to Bidders; and

B. Authorize the Designated Engineer to issue addenda, as necessary, during the bidding
process.

SUMMARY:
The San Felipe System transports raw water from San Luis Reservoir to Santa Clara and San Benito
Counties.  The District is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the system pursuant to an
agreement with United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR).  The Pacheco Conduit is an integral
portion of the San Felipe System; it is comprised of 7.9 miles of 120 inch diameter pre-stressed
concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP) known to be susceptible to corrosion.

Cathodic protection is an electrical means of corrosion control, and is a proven method to protect and
extend the useful life of pipelines and appurtenances. The Pacheco Conduit was provided with a
corrosion monitoring system when it was built in 1985, but not with a cathodic protection system,
since pre-construction resistivity testing at that time showed the Pacheco Conduit to be in a relatively
non-corrosive environment.

The proposed Project involves the installation of four (4) cathodic protection rectifiers and four (4)
deep-dell anodes on the Pacheco Conduit, installed to extend the useful life of the pipeline, and
minimize the potential for unexpected outages, leaks, and catastrophic failures. Completion of the
proposed Project will improve the long term reliable delivery of untreated water through the District’s
water supply system.

Construction of the proposed Project is scheduled to begin in spring 2017 and the work would be
completed in summer of 2017.
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File No.: 16-0566 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
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Previous Board Actions Related to this Project:

On March 9, 2010, the Board approved the Resolution to Consider Undertaking a Work of
Improvement and set the Public Hearing on the Engineer’s Report that covers all the cathodic
protection/corrosion control and monitoring projects in the Pipeline Maintenance Program.  On April
13, 2010, the Board held a Public Hearing and adopted a resolution approving the Engineer’s Report.

Board Adoption of Plans and Specifications and Addenda Authorization:
Board adoption of plans and specifications and Board authorization for bidding is recommended in
order to proceed to bid the Project for construction.  Authorizing the Designated Engineer to issue
addenda during the bidding allows for modifications to the construction contract documents, if
necessary, during the bidding period and before the contract is awarded.

Public Outreach:
The District’s Communications Unit will implement an outreach plan for the Installation of Cathodic
Protection Rectifiers and Deep-Well Anodes Project prior to construction.  This plan will include the
mailing of project flyers and public information signage with contact information for all public inquiries.

Next Steps:
If the Board approves the recommendations, staff will proceed to advertise for bids for the Project
construction. The next Board action is award of a construction contract, tentatively scheduled for May
2017.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The Total Project cost for planning, design, and installation is estimated at $500,000. Adequate funds
are available in the San Felipe Reach 1 for the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 budget.

CEQA:
As the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) the District approved and
adopted the Pipeline Maintenance Project (PMP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in November
2007.  The PMP provides for the maintenance of the District’s 14 raw water pipelines and 9 treated
water pipelines.  Staff has evaluated the potential impacts related to all components of the Project
and determined that the Project is consistent with the activities evaluated in the final PMP EIR;
hence, regulatory coverage for the Project is identified as a covered activity under the Santa Clara
Valley Habitat Plan.  No permits are needed from California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the
Regional Water Quality Control, since the Project is located outside of the commonly identified
riparian corridor.  There are no additional analyses needed under CEQA.

In addition, since the Pacheco Conduit is a federally owned facility by the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation), it is also subject to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.
Reclamation has prepared a Categorical Exclusion (CE) for the Project, and the CE also includes
BMP’s that will be applied to the Project.
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ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  Notice to Bidders
Attachment 2:  Project Location Map

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Jim Fiedler, 408-630-2736
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Notice to Bidders
Page 2 of 5

(Rev. 12/8/16) 
C0623-03202017 

PACHECO CONDUIT – CATHODIC PROTECTION UPGRADE 
PROJECT

Attachment 1

construct the two functioning cathodic protection sites and two sites ready for the 
addition of rectifiers.  

B. Sole Source Products.  Not Used

4. Contract Time.  Time limit for the completion of the work is 120 calendar days.

A. Milestone #1 (Project Compeltion) – All work required to complete the Project.
The Contractor shall complete Milestone #1 work within 120 calendar days after
the Notice to Begin Work.

5. Liquidated Damages.  See Special Provisions Article 11.07 of the contract documents
for requirements regarding Liquidated Damages.

6. Estimated Cost.  The estimated cost of the Project is between $250,000-$400,000.
This estimate is intended to serve merely as an indication of the magnitude of the work.
Neither the Bidder(s) nor the Contractor will be entitled to pursue a claim or be
compensated due to variance in the stated estimated cost range.

A. Additive/Deductive Bid Items.  Not used.

B. Supplemental Bid Items.  Not used.

7. Contractor’s License Requirement.  The Bidder must possess an a Class A
Contractor’s license when the Bid is submitted. The Bidder must also have 5 year’s
experience installing cathodic protection impressed current systems. Class A contractors
that do not have 5 year’s experience installing cathodic protection impressed current
systems are not eligible to submit a Bid.

The contractors installing the cathodic protection deep-well anode, rectifiers and
associated wiring shall collectively possess Class A, C-10, and C-57 contractor licenses.
Each contractor is required to have a minimum of 5 years’ experience installing cathodic
protection impressed current systems.  Qualifications and experience of the
subcontractor installing the cathodic protection impressed current system shall be
submitted in accordance with Article 19.01 and shall be subject to final approval by the
Engineer.

8. Pre-Bid Conference and Site Showing.  A pre-bid conference/site tour will be
conducted by the District on April 25, 2017. The conference will convene at 9:00 a.m. in
the Pacheco Conduit Bifurcation Sectionalizing Valve Vault Yard located on the west
side of Casa De Fruta Parkway, across from Case De Fruta at 10021 Pacheco Pass
Highway, Hollister, California 95023. The pre-bid conference will begin with a District
presentation on the Small Business Outreach Program. A Bid submitted by any Bidder
not represented at a mandatory pre-bid conference/site tour will be considered non-
responsive. Attendance at the pre-bid by subcontractors is not required.
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Attendance by the Bidder at the pre-bid conference/site visit is: 

  Mandatory 

  Optional 

A guided tour of sleeted sites will be conducted following the pre-bid conference. Access 
and terrain will be a major factor in the execution of this work. The objective of the site 
tour is to familiarize prospective Bidders with the various site, terrain and access 
contraints; no additional site visits will be allowed. Four-wheel-drive, off road capable, 
vehicles are highly recommended. Directions and instructions for the guided site tour will 
be provided at the pre-bid conference. 

Please confirm your intent to attend the pre-bid meeting and site visit 24 hours in 
advance by sending e-mail to scvwdplanroom@valleywater.org.   
Reasonable efforts will be made to accommodate persons with disabilities wishing to 
attend the pre-bid meeting/site visit.  Please request accommodations when confirming 
attendance. 

9. Availability of Bid Documents.  Contract Documents, including Drawings and
Specifications, are available in both paper and electronic (pdf) formats.  Paper copies
may be purchased for the nonrefundable price of $30. Provide FedEx account number or
add $10 per set for packaging and postage.  Electronic version is free, transferred via file
transfer appliance (FTA) site.

To order Contract 
documents: 

Request Form and information available online. 
Website:  http://www.valleywater.org/Programs/Construction.aspx 
Email:  scvwdplanroom@valleywater.org 
FAX:  (408) 979-5631 
Phone:  (408) 630-3088  

To pick up Contract 
documents in 
person: 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 
5700 Almaden Expressway 
San Jose, CA  95118 
Business Hours:  8 a.m. – 5 p.m. 

10. Inquiries.  The Bidder must submit all requests for clarification, or interpretation of the
Bid Documents in accordance with the requirements stated in Article 3.04 of the
Standard Provisions.  Written questions must be directed to the project manager and
submitted at least ten (10) calendar days before the deadline for receipt of Bids.

The District may issue written Addenda as appropriate for clarification or other purposes
during the bidding period.  Addendum notification(s) will be sent to each planholder at
the email address provided by the contractor for the planholders list and addenda will be
posted on the District’s website at www.valleywater.org/Programs/Construction.aspx.

A. Project Manager.  The District’s project manager for this project is Art Partridge
and can be reached via e-mail at apartridge@valleywater.org or at (408) 630-
2549.
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B. Process Questions.  For questions regarding the advertisement process,
contact the District Plan Room at (408) 630-3088, or
scvwdplanroom@valleywater.org.

11. Prevailing Wage Requirements.

A. Workers employed on this Project must be paid at rates at least equal to the
prevailing wage rates as determined by the State of California Department of
Industrial Relations pursuant to §1770 of the Labor Code.  Said wage rates are
incorporated herein by reference and may be inspected upon request.  The rates
are also available on the State of California Department of Industrial Relations
website at http://www.dir.ca.gov/.  See Standard Provisions — Articles 6.04
through 6.06 for related requirements.

B. This Project is subject to compliance monitoring and enforcement by the State of
California Department of Industrial Relations.  The Contractor and subcontractors
must furnish the records specified in Section 1776 directly to the Labor
Commissioner, in the following manner: monthly, in a format prescribed by the
Labor Commissioner.

12. Bid Proposal Submittal.  All Proposals must be submitted in sealed envelopes
addressed to Construction Program of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and state
the Project name and Project number on the outside of the sealed envelope.  Each Bid
must be submitted on the prescribed Bid Forms.  All information on Bid Forms must be
completed in ink.

A. Alternate Delivery for Bid Submittal.  Bidders electing to submit a Proposal by
FEDEX, UPS, DHL, CA Overnight, Golden State Overnight, etc., must address
the submittal in accordance with instructions stated in Paragraph 12 above.  Any
Proposal received after 2 p.m. will be considered non-responsive.

Address the outside delivery envelope as follows:

Santa Clara Valley Water District
Attention:  Construction Program — BID
5905 Winfield Boulevard
San Jose, CA  95123-2428

Note:  USPS (US Mail) does not deliver to 5905 Winfield Boulevard.

13. Bid Opening.  The Construction Program staff will open Proposals at the time and place
stated in Paragraph 1 above.

14. Errors or Discrepancies in the Bids.  The District Board of Directors reserves the right
to reject any and all Bid Proposals and to waive minor defects or irregularities in any
submitted Bid Form(s).



Notice to Bidders
Page 5 of 5

(Rev. 12/8/16) 
C0623-03202017 

PACHECO CONDUIT – CATHODIC PROTECTION UPGRADE 
PROJECT

Attachment 1
 

15. Bidders Security.  Each Proposal must be accompanied by cash, a certified or
cashier’s check, or a Bidder’s bond in the sum of not less than 10 percent of the total
aggregate of the Proposal including all additive Bid items.  Said checks or bonds must
be made payable to the Santa Clara Valley Water District.

16. Contract Retention.

The Contract Retention for this Project is established at five percent of the 
Contract Price. 

The Contract Retention for this Project is established at ten percent of the 
Contract Price.  The Board of Directors has made a finding that the Project is 
substantially complex and therefore requires retention higher than five percent. 

17. Substitution of Securities.  The Contractor may, at the Contractor’s request and
expense substitute securities equivalent to the amount withheld by District to ensure the
performance of the contract in accordance with §22300 of the Public Contract Code.

18. Small Business Preference.  The District has elected to implement the small business
preference provisions of Public Contract Code §2002(a)(1).  For purposes of the
District’s program, a small or micro business is as defined in Government Code §14837.
Please refer to the small business compliance requirements stated in the Small
Business Instructions included with these Bid documents.

19. Equal Opportunity.  The District is an equal opportunity employer and all contractors of
District projects are to have and follow a policy of equal opportunity including adherence
to all state and federal laws and regulations, including the Federal Equal Opportunity
Clause.

By order of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, San Jose, California, 
on April 11, 2017. 

ATTEST:  MICHELE L. KING, CMC 

Clerk/Board of Directors 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0158 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: 3.4.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Designation of Impartial Third Party to Oversee Validation and Tabulation of Written Protests for
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Groundwater Production and Surface Water Charges.

RECOMMENDATION:
Designate an impartial third party to oversee the verification and tabulation of the written groundwater
production and surface water protests.

SUMMARY:
In accordance with Board Resolutions 12-10 and 12-11, adopting procedures for the imposition of
Surface Water Charges and Groundwater Production Charges, respectively (Attachment 1), the
Board will designate an impartial third person who does not have a vested interest in the outcome of
the proposed charges to tabulate the written protests submitted, and not withdrawn.  The impartial
person may be a member of the Clerk of the Board office.

Board Governance Policy Executive Limitation 5.2.1, allows staff to make a single contract
commitment of not more than $25,000 without a competitive procurement process.

C.G. Uhlenberg, LLP (Uhlenberg) has performed the third-party tabulation and verification process
since the process was implemented in 2010 (seven consecutive years).  Uhlenberg has indicated
that they are interested in providing the impartial third party services again for the Fiscal Year 2018
tabulation and verification process, proposal included as Attachment 2.  Based on the past seven
years’ tabulation process, it is anticipated that this year’s process will not take more than five, eight
hour days, at a cost of approximately $4000.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
The anticipated cost for the impartial third party services is $4000 based on the number of hours
required to complete the verification and tabulation process in previous years.  Funds are available in
the Fiscal Year 2017 Clerk of the Board budget to cover the anticipated costs.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
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potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  Resolution Nos. 12-10 and 12-11
Attachment 2:  Uhlenberg’s Proposal

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Michele King, 408-630-2711
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RESOLUTION NO. 12-10 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
 
THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT ADOPTING PROCEDURES
 

FOR THE IMPOSITION OF SURFACE WATER CHARGES
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 4 of the District Act, the purposes of the District Act are to 
authorize the District to provide comprehensive water management for all beneficial uses within 
Santa Clara County; and 

WHEREAS, Section 5(5) of the District Act authorizes District to do any and every lawful act 
necessary to be done that sufficient water may be available for beneficial uses within Santa 
Clara County; and 

WHEREAS, Section 5(12) authorizes the District to make contracts and do all acts necessary 
for the full exercise of all powers vested in the District; and 

WHEREAS, Proposition 218, adopted on November 6, 1996, added Articles XIIIC and XIIID to 
the California Constitution which impose certain procedural and substantive requirements with 
respect to the imposition of certain new or increased fees and charges; and 

WHEREAS, whether legally required or not, the District Board believes it to be in the best 
interest of the community to align its practices with respect to the imposition of surface water 
charges to mirror the majority protest requirements of Article XIII D, section 6 applicable to 
charges for water services to the extent possible; and 

WHEREAS, the District Board believes it to be in the best interest of the community to record its 
decisions regarding implementation of the provisions relating to imposition of surface water 
charges and to provide the community with a guide to those decisions and how they have been 
made; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District does hereby 
resolve as follows: 

SECTION 1. Statement of Legislative Intent. It is the Board of Directors' intent in adopting 
this resolution, to adopt the notice, hearing, and majority protest procedure proceedings that are 
consistent, and in conformance with, Articles XIIIC and XIIID of the California Constitution and 
with the Proposition 218 Omnibus Implementation Act and the provisions of other statutes 
authorizing imposition of surface water charges. To the extent that these requirements are 
legally required to supercede the requirements set forth in the District Act, these provisions are 
intended to prevail. 

SECTION 2. Definitions. 

A.	 Record Owner. The District will provide the required notice to the Record Owner. 
"Record Owner" means the record owner of the property on which the surface water 
use-facility is present, and the tenant(s) who are District surface water permittees liable 
for the payment of the surface water charge. 
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Resolution 12-10 
A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

B.	 Charge Zone. "Charge Zone" means the District zone (Le. Zone W-2 or Zone W-5) that 
a surface water user's turnout is located, which is applicable in identifying the proposed 
surface water charge. Surface water users that receive surface water outside of either 
Zone W-2 or Zone W-5 are deemed to be located in the zone to which the surface water 
user's turnout is most nearly located. 

SECTION 3. Surface Water Charge Proceeding. The following procedures will be used: 

A.	 Those SUbject to the charge. The Record Owners of the existing surface use-facilities. 

B.	 Amount of Charge. A formula or schedule of charges by which the customer can easily 
calculate the potential surface water charge will be included in the notice. The surface 
water charge is comprised of a basic user charge and a surface water master charge. 
The surface water charge must comply with the following substantive requirements: 

1.	 Revenues derived from the surface water charge will not be used for any 
purpose other than that for which the charge is imposed. 

2.	 Revenues derived from the surface water charge will not exceed the direct and 
indirect costs required to provide the service. 

3.	 The amount of the surface water charge must not exceed the proportional cost of 
the service attributable to the property. 

4.	 No charge may be imposed for a service unless the service is actually used by, 
or immediately available to the property owner (or, if applicable, the tenant). 

5.	 No charge can be imposed for general governmental services where the service 
is available to the public at large in substantially the same manner as it is to 
property owners. 

C.	 Notice. The following guidelines apply to giving notice of the surface water charge. 

1.	 Record Owner(s) of each parcel subject to the surface water charge, meaning 
any parcel with a surface water use-facility, will be determined from the last 
equalized property tax roll. If the property tax roll indicates more than one owner, 
each owner will be sent the notice. District surface water permittees liable for the 
payment of the surface water charge will also be provided with the notice. 

2.	 The notice must be sent at least forty-five (45) days prior to the date set for the 
public hearing on the surface water charge. 

3.	 Failure of any person to receive the notice will not invalidate the proceedings. 
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Resolution 12-10 
A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

D.	 Surface Water Charge Protest. The following guidelines apply to the surface water 
charge protest procedure: 

1.	 The notice will be mailed to all affected Record Owners at least forty-five (45) 
days prior to the date of the public hearing on the proposed surface water 
charge. 

2.	 Written protests must be forwarded to the Clerk of the Board by mail or in person, 
sealed in an envelope which conceals the contents, with the property address or 
APN written on the outside of the envelope. To be counted, protests must be 
received no later than the date for return of protests stated on the notice, or the 
close of the public hearing, whichever is later. 

3.	 A protest must be signed under penalty of perjury. For properties with more than 
one Record Owner, a protest from anyone surface water user-facility will count 
as a protest for the property. No more than one protest will be counted for any 
given property. 

4.	 Only protests with original signatures will be accepted. Photocopied signatures 
will not be accepted. Protests will not be accepted via e-mail. Protests must be 
submitted in sealed envelopes identifying the property on which the surface 
water user-facility is located, and include the legibly printed name of the signator. 
Protests not submitted as required by this Resolution will not be counted. 

5.	 This proceeding is not an election. 

6.	 Written Protests must remain sealed until the tabulation of protests commences 
at the conclusion of the public hearing. A written protest may be submitted or 
changed by the person who submitted the protest prior to the conclusion of the 
public testimony on the proposed charge at the public hearing. 

7.	 Prior to the public hearing, neither the protest nor the envelope in which it is 
submitted will be treated as a public record, pursuant to the Government Code 
section 6254(c) and any other applicable law, in order to prevent potential 
unwarranted invasions of the submitter's privacy and to protect the integrity of the 
protest process. 

E.	 Tabulating Protests. The following guidelines apply to tabulating protests: 

1.	 It will be the responsibility of the Clerk of the Board to determine the validity of all 
protests. The Clerk will accept as valid all protests except those in the following 
categories: 

a.	 A photocopy which does not contain an original signature; 
b.	 An unsigned protest; 
c.	 A protest without a legible printed name; 
d.	 A protest which appears to be tampered with or otherwise invalid based 

upon its appearance or method of delivery or other circumstances; 
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Resolution 12-10 

A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

e.	 A protest submitted to the District via e-mail; 
f.	 A protest submitted in an envelope that does not have the address or 

APN written on the outside of the envelope; 
g.	 A protest signed by someone other than the Record Owner for the APN. 

The Clerk's decision, after consultation with the District Counsel, that a protest is invalid 
is final. 

2.	 An impartial person, designated by the governing board, who does not have a 
vested interest in the outcome of the proposed charge will tabulate the written 
protests submitted, and not withdrawn. The impartial person may be a member 
of the Clerk of the Board Office. 

3.	 A Record Owner who has submitted a protest may withdraw that protest at any 
time up until the conclusion of the final public hearing on the surface water 
charge. 

4.	 A property owner's failure to receive notice of the surface water charge will not 
invalidate the proceedings conducted under this procedure. 

F.	 Public Hearing. 

1.	 At the public hearing, the District Board will hear and consider all public 
testimony regarding the proposed surface water charge and accept written 
protests until the close of the public hearing, which hearing may be continued 
from time to time. 

2.	 The District Board may impose reasonable time limits on both the length of the 
entire hearing and the length of each speaker's testimony. 

3.	 At the conclusion of the hearing, the Clerk of the Board, or other neutral person 
designated to do the tabulation will complete tabulation of the protests from 
Record Owners, including those received during public hearing. 

4.	 If it is not possible to tabulate the protests on the same day as the public hearing, 
or if additional time is necessary for public testimony, the District Board may 
continue the public hearing to a later date to receive additional testimony, 
information or to finish tabUlating the protests; or may close the public hearing 
and continue the item to a future meeting to finish tabulating the protests. 

5.	 If according to the final tabulation of the protests from Record Owners, the 
number of protests submitted against the proposed surface water charge (or 
increase of the surface water charge) winlin a Charge Zone exceeds 50% plus 
one of either: (i) the identified number of parcels within that Charge Zone, or (ii) 
the identified number of owners and tenants who are subject to the surface water 
charge within that Charge Zone, then a "majority protest" exists and the District 
Board of Directors will not impose the surface water charge within that Charge 
Zone. 
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Resolution 12-10 

A Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Adopting 
Procedures for the Imposition of Surface Water Charges 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on February 14, 2012. 

AYES: Directors T. Estremera, D. Gage, J. Judge, P. Kwok, R. Santos, B. Schmidt, 
L. LeZotte 

NOES: Directors None 

ABSENT: Directors None 

ABSTAIN:	 Directors None 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

ATTEST: MICHELE L. KING, CMC
 

Clerk/Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION NO.12- 11 

AN AMENDED AND RESTATED RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
 
THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT ADOPTING PROCEDURES
 

FOR THE IMPOSITION OF GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION CHARGES
 

WHEREAS, Section 26 of the District Act includes provisions relating to imposition and notice 
and opportunity to be heard on the imposition of groundwater production charges, including the 
opportunity to contest the imposition; and 

WHEREAS, Section 26 of the District Act provides the purposes for which groundwater 
production charges can be collected as follows: 

1.	 To pay for construction, operation and maintenance of imported water facilities; 
2.	 To pay for imported water purchases; 
3.	 To pay for construction, operation and maintenance of facilities to conserve or distribute 

water including facilities for groundwater recharge, surface distribution, and purification 
and treatment of water; 

4.	 To pay for debt incurred for the above purposes. 

WHEREAS, Proposition 218, adopted on November 6, 1996, added Articles XIIIC and XIiID to 
the California Constitution which impose certain procedural and substantive requirements with 
respect to the imposition of certain new or increased fees and charges; and 

WHEREAS, whether the District's groundwater production charge is assessed upon a parcel of 
property or upon a person as an incident of property ownership such that it is sUbject to 
proposition 218 is a sUbject currently before the courts and has not yet been finally decided; and 

WHEREAS, regardless of whether the District is legally required to or not, the District Board 
believes it to be in the best interest of the community to align its practices with respect to the 
imposition of groundwater production charges to mirror the majority protest requirements of 
Article XIII D section 6 applicable to charges for water to the extent possible; and 

WHEREAS, some of the requirements of the majority protest procedure are unclear and require 
further judicial interpretation or legislative implementation; and WHEREAS, the District Board 
believes it to be in the best interest of the community to record its decisions regarding 
implementation of the provisions relating to imposition of groundwater production charges and 
to provide the community with a guide to those decisions and how they have been made; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District does hereby 
resolve as follows: 

SECTION 1. Statement of Legislative Intent. It is the Board of Director's intent in adopting 
this amended and restated resolution, to adopt the notice, hearing, and majority protest 
procedure proceedings that are consistent, and in conformance with, Articles XIIIC and XIiID of 
the California Constitution and with the Proposition 218 Omnibus Implementation Act and the 
provisions of other statutes authorizing imposition of water charges. To the extent that these 
requirements are legally required to supercede the requirements set forth in the District Act, 
these provisions are intended to prevail. 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

SECTION 2. Definition of Record Owner. The District Act authorizes the groundwater 
production charge to be noticed and imposed on "owners or operators of water-producing 
facilities" which is not based on property ownership, while Article XIII D requires that notice be 
provided to the owner of a parcel whose name and address appears on the last equalized 
secured property tax assessment roll. In order to resolve the differences between these two 
approaches, the District will provide the required notice to the record owner of the property on 
which the water-producing facility is present, as well as to the owners or operators of water 
producing facilities (who are tenants of that real property directly liable to pay the groundwater 
production charge to the District). 

SECTION 3. Groundwater Production Charge Proceeding. The following procedures will be 
used: 

A.	 Those Subject to the charge. The Record Owners of existing water producing wells 
including water supply and extraction/environmental wells, whether currently active or 
not. 

B.	 Amount of Charge. A formula or schedule of charges by which the customer can easily 
calculate the potential charge will be included in the notice. The charge must comply 
with the following substantive requirements: 

1.	 Revenues derived from the charge will not be used for any purpose other than 
that for which the charge is imposed. 

2.	 Revenues derived from the charge will not exceed the direct and indirect costs 
required to provide the service. 

3.	 The amount of the charge must not exceed the proportional cost of the service 
attributable to the property. 

4.	 No charge may be imposed for a service unless the service is actually used by, 
or immediately available to the owner. 

5.	 No charge can be imposed for general governmental services where the service 
is available to the public at large in substantially the same manner as it is to 
property owners. 

C.	 Notice. The following gUidelines apply to giving notice of the groundwater production 
charge. 

1.	 The record owner(s) of each parcel subject to the charge, meaning any parcel 
with a water-producing facility, will be determined from the last equalized 
property tax roll. If the property tax roll indicates more than one owner, each 
owner will be sent the notice. Where tenants are directly liable to pay the 
groundwater production charge to the District, they will also be provided with the 
notice. 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

2.	 The notice must be sent at least forty-five (45) days prior to the date set for the 
public hearing on the charge. 

3.	 Failure of any person to receive notice will not invalidate the proceedings. 

D.	 Groundwater Production Charge Protest. The following guidelines apply to the 
protest procedure: 

1.	 The notice will be mailed to all affected Record Owners at least forty-five (45) 
days prior to the date of the public hearing on the proposed charge. 

2.	 Written protests must be forwarded to the Clerk of the Board by mail or in person, 
sealed in an envelope which conceals the contents, with the property address or 
APN written on the outside of the envelope. To be counted, protests must be 
received no later than the date for return of protests stated on the notice, or the 
close of the public hearing, whichever is later. 

3.	 A protest must be signed under penalty of perjury. For properties with more than 
one Record Owner, a protest from anyone will count as a protest for the 
property. No more than one protest will be counted for any given property. 

4.	 Only protests with original signatures will be accepted. Photocopied signatures 
will not be accepted. Protests will not be accepted via e-mail. Protests must be 
submitted in sealed envelopes identifying the property on which the well is 
located, and include the legibly printed name of the signator. Protests not 
submitted as required by this amended and restated esolution will not be 
counted. 

5.	 This proceeding is not an election. 

6.	 Written Protests must remain sealed until the tabulation of protests commences 
at the conclusion of the public hearing. A written protest may be submitted, or 
changed, or withdrawn by the person who submitted the protest prior to the 
conclusion of the public testimony on the proposed charge at the public hearing. 

7.	 Prior to the public hearing, neither the protest nor the envelope in which it is 
submitted will be treated as a public record, pursuant to the Government Code 
section 6254(c) and any other applicable law, in order to prevent potential 
unwarranted invasions of the submitter's privacy and to protect the integrity of the 
protest process. 

E.	 Tabulating Protests. The following guidelines apply to tabulating protests: 

1.	 It will be the responsibility of the Clerk of the Board to determine the validity of all 
protests. The Clerk will accept as valid all protests except those in the following 
categories: 

a.	 A photocopy which does not contain an original signature; 
b.	 An unsigned protest; 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

c.	 A protest without a legible printed name; 
d.	 A protest which appears to be tampered with or otherwise invalid based 

upon its appearance or method of delivery or other circumstances; 
e.	 A protest submitted to the District via e-mail; 
f.	 A protest submitted in an envelope that does not have the address or 

APN written on the outside of the envelope; 
g.	 A protest signed by someone other than the Record Owner for the APN. 

The Clerk's decision, after consultation with the District Counsel, that a protest is invalid 
is final. 

2.	 An impartial person, designated by the governing board, who does not have a 
vested interest in the outcome of the proposed charge will tabulate the written 
protests submitted, and not withdrawn. The impartial person may be a member 
of the Clerk of the Board Office. 

3.	 A Record Owner who has submitted a protest may withdraw the protest at any 
time up until the conclusion of the final public hearing on the charge. 

4.	 A property owner's failure to receive notice of the charge will not invalidate the 
proceedings conducted under this procedure. 

F.	 Public Hearing 

1.	 At the public hearing, the District Board will hear and consider all public 
testimony regarding the proposed charge and accept written protests until the 
close of the public hearing, which hearing may be continued from time to time. 

2.	 The District Board may impose reasonable time limits on both the length of the 
entire hearing and the length of each speaker's testimony. 

3.	 At the conclusion of the hearing, the Clerk of the Board, or other neutral person 
designated to do the tabulation will complete tabulation of the protests from 
Record Owners, including those received during public hearing. 

4.	 If it is not possible to tabulate the protests on the same day as the public hearing, 
or if additional time is necessary for public testimony, the District Board may 
continue the public hearing to a later date to receive additional testimony, 
information or to finish tabulating the protests; or may close the public hearing 
and continue the item to a future meeting to finish tabulating the protests. 

5.	 If according to the final tabulation of the protests from Record Owners, the 
number of protests submitted against the proposed increase of the groundwater 
production charge within a groundwater production charge zone exceeds 50% 
plus one of either: (a) the identified number of parcels within that groundwater 
production charge zone, or (b) the identified number of owners and operators 
within that groundwater production charge zone who are subject to the increased 
groundwater production charge, then a "majority protest" exists and the District 
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Resolution 12-11 

An Amended and Restated Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District Adopting Procedures for the Imposition of Groundwater Production Charges 

Board of Directors will not impose any increase to the groundwater production 
charge within that groundwater production charge zone. 

SECTION 4 

Resolution NO.11-03 adopted by the District on January 25, 2011 and Resolution NO.1 0-06 
adopted by the District on January 26, 2010 are both hereby amended and restated in their 
entirety as set forth in this amended and restated resolution. This amended and restated 
resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on February 14, 2012. 

AYES: Directors T. Estremera, D. Gage, J. Judge, P. Kwok, R. Santos, B. Schmidt,
L. LeZotte 

NOES: Directors None 

ABSENT: Directors None 

ABSTAIN: Directors None 

LARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

~ j~ J / ~ 
LINDA J. LEZOTTE 

_ 

Chair/Board of Directors 

ATTEST: MICHELE L. KING, CMC 

By: II_.=....=..~~=----.:_------'-~-=---='-.JL--
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Overview of the Firm and this Proposal 
 
We have prepared this proposal in response to your request to provide impartial third party 
tabulation services for the Santa Clara Valley Water District.  We know that given the current 
deadline the District faces, you are very busy; therefore, we have made this proposal 
straightforward and have designed it to make it easy for you to evaluate our firm based on 
pertinent selection factors: 
 

• Scope of work to be performed 
• Qualifications 
• Names and qualifications of individuals to be assigned 
• Approach, technique, and schedule 
• Fee Schedule 

 
We would like to provide some information about us as you consider C.G. Uhlenberg, LLP as 
your impartial third party evaluators: 
 

• Our firm has been servicing the Bay Area for over 80 years 
• We have an excellent record of quality work and great client service and we hope you 

will have an opportunity to contact our references for their perspective 
• We have successfully undergone a stringent peer review process by external evaluators as 

well as providing peer review services to other CPA firms 
 
Please visit our website at www.cgucpa.com for further information. Our most recent Peer 
Review report, as well as additional information about our firm, is posted there. 
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Proposal Reponses 

• Description of Firm 
o C. G. Uhlenberg LLP (CGU) was founded as a sole proprietorship in 1927 and 

became a partnership in 1947. Including two partners, our staff represents a full 
spectrum of auditors, tax advisors, accountants, and consultants to collectively 
accomplish the objectives and goals of our clients. 

o CGU is committed to maintaining its most important assets—our clients. We 
serve a diverse clientele with simple to complex tax and accounting needs. Our 
clients include a range and cross section from individual taxpayers to multi-state 
corporations.  

o We recognize the importance of involvement in professional associations and, 
therefore, encourage employee membership in various organizations including 
the American Institute of certified Public Accountants, the California Society of 
CPAs, Government Finance Officers Association, and local civic groups.  

• In the past 80 years C.G. Uhlenberg has not defaulted on any contract and strives to 
always complete the work in a timely and professional manner. 

 

• References 
o Santa Clara Valley Water District 

Stan Yamamoto, District Counsel 
(408) 265-2600 
Acted as impartial third party during validation and tabulation of prior 
Proposition 218 ballot  
 

o Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District 
John R. Rusimel, District Manager 
(510) 941-4010 
Provided tabulation and validation services to the District with over 50,000 votes 
tabulated and validated within a two week period 
 

o Shilts Consulation, Inc 
John Bliss, Partner 
(707) 430-4300 
Provided independent tabulation and validation services to three other vector 
control districts through contracts with SCI.  The largest of which was over 
100,000 ballots and required verification for address and signature. 
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• C.G. Uhlenberg, LLP is proud of its environmentally conscious business practices   
o We are one of the few locally owned CPA firms that has gone totally paperless 

 Brought copying/printing down from 500,000+ pages per year to less than 
35,000 pages 

 Our paperless systems allow staff to work at home further reducing our 
impact on the environment 

o We strive to keep abreast of the latest server developments and have gone with 
Microsoft Virtualization technology which allowed reducing physical servers by 
more than half 

• We are one of the few local CPA firms qualified to oversee a tabulation of a 218 ballot 
count.  Jeff Ira’s position as former Mayor of Redwood City provides additional insight 
on the complexity of a 218 ballot initiative 

• Based on prior experience with the District we will provide oversight and validation of 
the tabulation procedures, including: 

o Provide manager level or above personnel to oversee all aspects of the count 
o Document and provide written narrative of entire tabulation procedure for public 

publication 

 
Evaluation Team 

We are pleased to present the validation team for the District if awarded the contract.  Our 
commitment to excellence is evidenced by the selection and development of our staff. We 
believe our professionals are the crucial link in providing the distinctive quality of service CGU 
prides itself on. Consequently, we take every measure to ensure we employ those with the 
education, motivation, and skills consistent with the firm itself. 

Keeping abreast of the ever-changing laws and regulations set forth by government agencies is 
an important aspect in providing quality service. CGU meets the challenge with a combination of 
on-the-job guidance, formal training, and technical review to provide the necessary insight to 
perform governmental audits. 

Jeff Ira, CPA 
Partner 

Jeff brings more than 30 years of experience to CGU. Since joining CGU in 1984, he has 
developed relationships with clients based on creativity, integrity, and trust.  He is a member of 
the AICPA, California Society of CPAs, the GFOA, and the CSMFO.   

Jeff cares about his community and clients which enables him to make a difference. He has been 
on the City Council in Redwood City for 12 years and is the former Mayor of Redwood City. He 
also serves on the Board of Directors at a number of community organizations. This involvement 
creates a unique ability to view things from a different perspective which has been invaluable to 
our governmental and not-for-profit clients.  
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Ryan Kanazawa 
Manager 
 
Ryan holds a B.S. in Marketing and Finance from Santa Clara University. He joined our firm in 2005 
after spending 8 years in the banking industry.  He has been in charge of our tabulation division for the 
past seven years and has overseen both small and large vote tabulation projects.   Ryan holds multiple 
certifications including Microsoft Certified, Gold Partner, and Microsoft GP certified.  In addition to 
being part  of CGU's team, assisting our clients, and maintaining our own internal network and security, 
he also runs an IT firm consulting where he has worked on various projects such as IT audits, security 
testing, network administration, accounting system support, and IT consultation.  Ryan’s years of 
experience working with various sized operations are a valued contribution to the team. 
 
Audit Fee 
 
Below are the standard hourly fees for the District’s reference.  We have discounted our 2016 
standard rates for this proposal.  A similar discount would be applied for future years and our 
rates would not increase more than 2.5% per year. 
 

  Standard District's  
  Rate Rate 
Level    
Partner  $       360   $     310  
Director   $       230   $     180  
Manager  $       180  $     140 
Senior Staff  $        130   $     105 
Staff  $        105  $      90   

 
 
Due to the variable nature of such tabulations our contract bid is based on an hourly basis plus 
cost of travel and report preparation.  We believe that we offer great services and value 
regardless of the length of the contract and this is reflected in our pricing.  Last year’s 
Groundwater Charge Protest Tabulation required seventeen and a half hours of 
manager/oversight time and two hours of partner level interaction.  
 
Time Line 
 
Based on prior experience SCVWD and with Proposition 218 ballot validation and tabulation we 
estimate time required between one and three days.  
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0211 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: *3.5.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
CEO Bulletin for the Weeks of March 24-30, and March 31-April 6, 2017.

RECOMMENDATION:
Accept the CEO Bulletins.

SUMMARY:
The CEO Bulletin is a weekly communication for the CEO, to the Board of Directors, assuring
compliance with Executive Limitations Policy EL-7:  The BAOs inform and support the Board in its
work. Further, a BAO shall: Inform the Board of relevant trends, anticipated adverse media coverage,
or material external and internal changes, particularly changes in the assumptions upon which any
Board policy has previously been established. Report in a timely manner an actual or anticipated
noncompliance with any policy of the Board.

CEO Bulletins are produced and distributed to the Board weekly as informational items, and then
placed on the bimonthly, regular Board meeting agendas to allow opportunity for Board discussion on
any of the matters contained therein.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
There is no financial impact associated with this item.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  033017 CEO Bulletin
*Attachment 2:  040617 CEO Bulletin

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
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CEO BULLETIN 
 

To:   Board of Directors 

From:  Norma J. Camacho, Interim CEO 
 

Chief Executive Officer Bulletin 
Week of March 24 to March 30, 2017 

 
Board Executive Limitation Policy EL-7: 

The Board Appointed Officers shall inform and support the Board in its work. Further, a BAO shall 

1) inform the Board of relevant trends, anticipated adverse media coverage, or material external 

and internal changes, particularly changes in the assumptions upon which any Board policy has 

previously been established and 2) report in a timely manner an actual or anticipated 

noncompliance with any policy of the Board. 
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Public Meeting on the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit Project 
 
Director Estremera 
Staff to provide the Board with information on how many times in the last 12 
months, staff has authorized work on expired contracts/agreements, and identify a 
process for improvement 
R-17-0007 
 

Director Varela 
Letter to Assemblymember Anna Caballero from Chair Varela requesting a meeting 
on San Benito and the Pajaro River 
I-17-0002 

 
Public Meeting on the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit Project 

      

    On Wednesday, March 22, 2017, the water district held a public meeting at the Morgan Hill 
Community and Cultural Center to update the community on the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit 
Project. 

 

    Approximately a 180 people attended the public meeting, including City of Morgan Hill residents 
and Morgan Hill councilmember, Rene Spring. Chair Varela provided opening remarks and staff 
gave a brief overview of Anderson Dam and the President’s Day Storm events, including a 
presentation on the new findings and modified design of the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit 
Project. 

 

    This was the water district's first public meeting that was livestreamed, in its entirety, on the water 
district's Facebook account and had 843 views. The livestream can be viewed at 
www.facebook.com/SCVWD.  Meeting materials including the PowerPoint slides can be found on 
the project webpage: http://www.valleywater.org/Services/ AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx. 

      
    The residents’ questions and concerns were addressed by Chair Varela and staff and their main 

concerns included: 
 

1. Getting Anderson Dam's water storage level back down to the restricted level.  
 

www.facebook.com/SCVWD
http://www.valleywater.org/Services/%20AndersonDamAndReservoir.aspx
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The water district presented a current drawdown schedule and stated that it is looking at 
additional options. 
 

2. Why has construction been delayed to the year 2020?  
 

The water district explained the new design and the amount of work involved and emphasized 
the importance of getting the retrofit done correctly rather than quickly. 
 

3. Emergency evacuation plans.  
 

The evacuation plans are in the city’s jurisdiction and the water district coordinates information 
with the City of Morgan Hill. 

 
    Also in attendance at the meeting were representatives of the San Jose Mayor’s office, San Jose 

Vice Mayor's office, and Councilmember Dev Davis' office. Media attended and included the 
Morgan Hill Times, KPIX, Telemundo, NBC Bay Area, KRON, and KTVU. 
 

For further information, please contact Rick Callender at (408) 630-2017. 
 
 

Director Estremera 
Staff to provide the Board with information on how many times in the last 12 months, staff  
has authorized work on expired contracts/agreements, and identify a process for  
improvement 
R-17-0007 
 
According to information provided by the Contracts Administration Unit, there are 15 consultant 
agreements in the last 12 months whose expiration date was or is currently in the process of being 
extended.  Of the 15 agreements, there are none wherein staff authorized work after the expiration 
date or between the expiration date and the renewal date of an agreement.  However, in five (5) 
cases, staff did not direct the consultant to halt work between the expiration and renewal dates for 
tasks that had been authorized prior to the agreement's expiration date. 
 

District management, with the assistance of Contracts Administration Unit staff, will provide refresher 
training to staff on managing consultant agreements in a manner that is consistent with the Board's 
authorization.  Staff who manage consultant agreements receive a "heads-up" email 120, 90, 60, and 
30 days before an agreement is set to expire.  In the future, such emails will include a reminder to staff 
that a consultant's work must stop after an agreement expires and/or in between the expiration date 
and the renewal date of an agreement. 
 
For further information, please contact Katherine Oven at (408) 630-3126. 
 

 
 

Director Varela 
Letter to Assemblymember Anna Caballero from Chair Varela requesting a meeting on San  
Benito and the Pajaro River 
I-17-0002 
 
Chair Varela met California State Assemblymember Anna Caballero at the Celebrate Morgan Hill 
Annual Awards Dinner on February 25, 2017.  
 
Chair Varela drafted a letter requesting a meeting at the Assemblymember’s District Office in Salinas 
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to follow up on their conversation regarding the San Benito and Pajaro River.  
 
The requested letter was sent to Assemblymember Anna Caballero on March 20, 2017, and will be 
included in the March 31, 2017, Non-Agenda package.  
 

For further information, please contact Rick Callender at (408) 630-2017. 
 

I 
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CEO BULLETIN 
 

To:   Board of Directors 
From:  Norma J. Camacho, Interim CEO 

 
Chief Executive Officer Bulletin 

Week of March 31- April 6, 2017 
 

Board Executive Limitation Policy EL-7: 
The Board Appointed Officers shall inform and support the Board in its work. Further, a BAO shall 
1) inform the Board of relevant trends, anticipated adverse media coverage, or material external 
and internal changes, particularly changes in the assumptions upon which any Board policy has 
previously been established and 2) report in a timely manner an actual or anticipated 
noncompliance with any policy of the Board. 
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The Water District Education Outreach Team Visits Boys and Girls Clubs of Silicon 
Valley 
 
Director Hsueh 
Look at how our Flood Protection projects performed during recent storms to 
protect properties. If a project hasn’t been completed, investigate what impact the 
storms had on the community.  
R-17-0004 

 
The Water District Education Outreach Team Visits Boys and Girls Clubs of Silicon Valley 
 
On March 29, 2017, the education outreach team visited the Boys and Girls Clubs of Silicon Valley 
(BGCSV) at the Levin Clubhouse location in San Jose.  
 
During the hour-long visit, 15 students learned about where our water comes from and the 
importance of water supply stewardship. They participated in hands-on activities, including the 
“Incredible Journey” where they were transformed into water molecules as they went through the 
water cycle. In “Salmon Survival” they role-played being salmon on their return migration from ocean 
to stream and learned about the many obstacles they must overcome to survive and spawn.  
 
This was the first visit in a series of nine visits that have been scheduled over the next three months, 
with an expected participation of over 200 students. The water district is working closely with BGCSV 
to build an ongoing relationship with its nine clubhouse locations in San Jose and Morgan Hill and 
provide hands-on learning and an understanding of local water resources to a new audience.  
 
The BGCSV is a non-profit youth development organization that provides innovative and effective 
afterschool and summer enrichment programs primarily for low income, at-risk Santa Clara County 
youth ages 6-18 years. Its mission is “to inspire and empower all young people, especially those who 
need us most, to realize their full potential as productive, responsible and caring adults.” 
 
For further information, please contact Chris Elias at (408) 630-2379. 
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I 
Director Hsueh 
Look at how our Flood Protection projects performed during recent storms to protect 
properties. If a project hasn’t been completed, investigate what impact the storms had on the 
community.  
R-17-0004 
 
Response to BMR R-17-0004 is included in the board’s April 7, 2017, Non-Agenda package. 
 
For further information, please contact Ngoc Nguyen at (408) 630-2632. 
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Approve the minutes.

SUMMARY:
In accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act, a summary of Board discussions, and details of all
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

 
 MINUTES   

CLOSED SESSION & REGULAR MEETING  
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2017 

5:00 PM 
 

(Paragraph numbers coincide with agenda item numbers)  
 
A Closed Session and Regular Meeting of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Board of 
Directors was called to order at 5:00 p.m. on February 28, 2017, in the District Headquarters 
Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
 
 1.1. Roll Call. 
 

Board members in attendance were Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Barbara 
Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, and Nai Hsueh, constituting a quorum 
of the Board.  

  
Director LeZotte arrived as noted below. 
 
Staff members in attendance were N. Camacho, Interim Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO), S. Yamamoto, District Counsel, M. King, Clerk/Board of Directors, 
R. Callender, R. Chan, A. Cheung, A. Comelo, J. Fiedler, A. Fulcher, V. Gin, 
G. Hall, B. Hopper, L. Orta, M. Richardson, E. Soderlund, S. Stanton, D. Taylor, 
and S. Tikekar. 

  
2. TIME CERTAIN: 
 
 Chairperson Varela announced that the Board would adjourn to Closed Session for 

consideration of Item 2.1. 
 

5:00 PM  
 
 2.1. CLOSED SESSION 

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL 
Initiation of Litigation  
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(4)(d) 
One Potential Case 
 
Director LeZotte arrived during Closed Session. 
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6:00 PM  
 
Upon return to open session, the same Board members, including Director 
LeZotte, and staff were present. 
 

2.2. District Counsel Report. 
 

Mr. Stan Yamamoto, District Counsel, reported that the Board met in Closed 
Session with all members present, including Director LeZotte, and gave direction 
to staff. 

  
 2.3. Pledge of Allegiance/National Anthem. 
 

Director Santos led all present in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Chairperson Varela read into the record the attached statement expressing 
sympathy for community members who suffered as a result of the flood, identified 
as Handout 2.5-C, herein.  Copies of the Handout were distributed to the Board 
and made available to the public.   
 
Chairperson Varela expressed support for obtaining federal assistance for 
residents along Coyote Creek, for purposes of health and safety. 

  
 2.4. Orders of the Day. 
 

Chairperson Varela declared that Item 7.3 would be considered after Item 2.5, 
and that Item 6.1 would be considered after Item 8.1. 
 
Director Estremera referred to a letter dated February 24, 2017, from San Jose 
Mayor Sam Liccardo, and inquired whether it could be placed on the agenda for 
Board discussion.   
 
Mr. Yamamoto confirmed that the subject matter contained in the letter qualified 
as an emergency, in accordance with Government Code Section 54956.5(a)(1): 
includes crippling activity or other activity that severely impairs public health, 
safety, or both, and could be placed on the agenda by a majority vote of the 
Board. 
 
Motion: Approve placing as Item 6.2 on the agenda, discussion of 

the letter dated February 24, 2017, from San Jose Mayor 
Sam Liccardo. 

 
Move to Approve:    Tony Estremera 
Second: Gary Kremen 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
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2.5. Time Open for Public Comment on any Item not on the Agenda. 
 

Ms. Arlene Goetze, No Toxins for Children, distributed the attached article, 
identified as Handout 2.5-A, herein.  Copies of the Handout were distributed to 
the Board and made available to the public.  She inquired whether the fluoride 
used to treat drinking water originated in China.   
 
Director Estremera requested that staff respond to Ms. Goetze’s inquiry and 
make that response available to the public. 
 
Ms. Mackenzie Mossing, San Jose resident, expressed concern that flooding and 
drought were results of climate change; expressed concern that dams and levies 
damage ecosystems; and urged the Board to invest in solutions that support 
nature.  
 
Ms. Katja Irwin, Brookwood Terrace resident, expressed dissatisfaction with the 
District’s response to the Presidents Day Coyote Creek flood event and alleged 
that the District gave preferential treatment to other areas. 
 
Chairperson Varela moved the Agenda to Item 6.2. 
 

6.2 Item Added to the Agenda in Accordance with Government Code Section 
54956.5(a)(1). 
 
In accordance with Government Code Section 54656.5(a)(1), emergency which 
includes a crippling activity or other activity that severely impairs public health, 
safety, or both, as determined by two-thirds of the members of the legislative 
body, the Board unanimously voted to add to the agenda, the 2/24/17 letter from 
San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo requesting that the District repurpose $100,000, 
of the San Jose Conservation Corp's contract to help residents address public 
health, safety, or both efforts in the flooded area. 
 
Motion: Approve repurposing $100,000 of the District’s contract 

with San Jose Conservation Corp’s, and authorize the 
Interim Chief Executive Officer to work with the San Jose 
City Manager to identify work that can be performed by 
San Jose Conservation Corp, and to determine if any 
additional funds are needed to address public health, 
safety, or both efforts, in the flooded area. 

 
Move to Approve :    Tony Estremera 
Second: Richard Santos 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, 

Barbara Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai 
Hsueh 

Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
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Chairperson Varela declared time open for public comment. 
  
Mr. Doug Muirhead, Morgan Hill resident, expressed discomfort with the Board’s 
action and described granting Mayor Liccardo’s request for $100,000 as 
impulsive. 
 
Chairperson Varela moved the agenda to Item 7.3. 
 

7.3. Chief Executive Officer Report.  
 

Mr. Dale Jacques, Emergency and Security Manager, reviewed the information in 
the attached Storm Report, identified as Handout 7.3-A, herein.  Copies of the 
Handout were distributed to the Board and made available to the public.   
 
Director Santos requested that staff provide the Board with Anderson Dam 
release data, collected since 1983, and identify if any release data is comparable 
to releases over the February 21, 2017 storm event (Board Member Request  
R-17-0006). 
 
Mr. Rick Callender, Deputy Administrative Officer, discussed social media and 
press outreach in response to the Presidents Day flood event.  He confirmed that 
bladder dams were not a viable solution, as they would have induced flooding 
elsewhere; and confirmed that staff was scheduling news interviews to correct 
misinformation. 
 
Mr. Jim Fiedler, Chief Operating Officer, Water Utility, discussed design flexibility 
in future dam retrofit projects to determine if flood protection functions could be 
included, and the possibility of including them in the Anderson Dam Seismic 
Retrofit Project. 
 
Chairperson Varela advised the Board of a March 16, 2017, City of Morgan Hill 
community meeting on the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit Project. 
 
Ms. Camacho advised the Board that the City of San Jose scheduled a meeting 
on March 9, 2017, for the community to give their input on the Presidents Day 
flood. 
 
She reported to the Board that Mr. Marc Klemencic, retired Chief Operating 
Officer, Watersheds, had been retained as a consultant to assist in a post event 
review of responses and to identify opportunities for improvement. 
 
Ms. Angela Cheung, Deputy Operating Officer, reported on the March 7, 2017 
Rinconada Water Treatment Plant shutdown, the March 12, 2017 inspection of 
the Santa Clara Tunnel; and recent power outages at the Rinconada and Santa 
Teresa Water Treatment Plants, and the Silicon Valley Advanced Water 
Purification Center. 
 
Mr. Garth Hall, Deputy Operating Officer, reported on state and federal water 
projects allocations; and on Coyote Reservoir spillway inspection and repair 
efforts. 
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Chairperson Varela returned the agenda to Item 2.6. 
 

2.6. Chief Executive Officer and General Manager Search Update. 
 
Recommendation: Receive Stakeholder and Community Input and Direct the 

Consultant as Appropriate. 
 

Ms. Shelley Fust, Korn Ferry, reviewed the information on this item, per the 
attached Board Agenda Memo and the presentation materials contained in 
Attachment 1. 
 
Mr. Muirhead expressed dissatisfaction with efforts to obtain community input. 
 
The Board requested that Korn Ferry plan opportunities to collect community 
input, and bring the item back to the Board at a future date. 
 

2.7 Safe, Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection Program Independent 
Monitoring Committee’s Third Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 
 
Recommendation:    A.  Receive the Safe, Clean Water and Natural Flood 

Protection Program Independent Monitoring 
Committee's Third Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2015-
2016; and  

 B.  Provide direction to staff as appropriate. 
 

Ms. Kathleen Sutherland, Safe, Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection 
Program Independent Monitoring Committee Chairperson, reviewed the 
information on this item, per the attached Board Agenda Memo.  
 
The Board noted the information without formal action. 
 

3. CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 

The Board considered Consent Calendar Items 3.1 through 3.3 under one motion. 
 

3.1. Adopt Plans and Specifications and Authorize Advertisement for Bids for 
Construction of the Permanente Creek Flood Protection Project - Permanente 
Creek Channel Improvements, Project No. 26244001, Contract No. C0625 
(Mountain View, Los Altos) (District 5). 

 
Recommendation:    A.  Adopt the plans and specifications and authorize 

advertisement for bids for the construction of the 
Permanente Creek Flood Protection Project - 
Permanente Creek Channel Improvements (Project) 
per the Notice to Bidders; and  

 B.  Authorize the Designated Engineer to issue addenda, 
as necessary, during bidding. 

 
3.2. Claim of Donald Bean. 
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Recommendation: Deny the claim of Donald Bean. 
 
 

3.3. CEO Bulletins for the Week of February 10-16, and 17-23, 2017. 
 

Recommendation:    Accept the CEO Bulletins. 
 

Motion: Approve Consent Calendar Item 3.1 through 3.3 under one 
motion, as follows:  Adopt the plans and specifications and 
advertisement for bids, and authorize the Designated 
Engineer to issue addendum, as contained in Item 3.1; 
Deny the claim of Donald Bean, as contained in Item 3.2; 
and accept the CEO Bulletins, as contained in Item 3.3. 

 
Move to Approve:   Nai Hsueh 
Second: Tony Estremera 
 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 

 
REGULAR AGENDA: 
 
4. BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 
 

4.1. Board’s Annual Self-Assessment of its Performance for 2016. 
 
Recommendation:  A.  Conduct a Board self-assessment based on 2016 

performance results; and 
 B.  Share 2016 Annual Board Performance Report broadly 

with stakeholders, such as, customers, Board 
Committees, community groups, and employees, 
among others. 

 
The Board noted the information without formal action. 

 
4.2. Fiscal Year 2017 Board Policy Planning and Performance Monitoring Calendar. 

 
Recommendation:    Review and revise the Fiscal Year 2017 Board Policy 

Planning and Performance Monitoring Calendar. 
 

Ms. Michele King, Clerk/Board of Directors, reviewed the information on this item, 
per the attached Board Agenda Memo.  
 
The Board noted the information without formal action. 
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4.3. Board Committee Reports. 
 

Director Kremen reported that he, Chairperson Varela and Director Santos 
attended a Pacheco Exploratory Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with the San Benito 
Water District and the Pacheco Pass Water District and there was an inquiry as 
to whether action could be taken on an agreement between the District, San 
Benito Water District and Pacheco Pass Water District.   
 
Mr. Yamamoto instructed the Board that it could be discussed when the item is 
placed on a future agenda. 
 
Director Hsueh reported that the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Ad Hoc 
Committee would return to the Board in March with recommendations to change 
the Committee’s status from an ad hoc to a standing committee, and to expand 
its purpose statement. 
 

 
5. WATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE: 
 

5.1. Amendment No. 2 to Agreement No. A3675A with GEI Consultants, Inc., for 
Planning and Environmental Consultant Services for a Not-To-Exceed Fee of 
$1,316,011, Resulting in a Total Not-To-Exceed Fee of $6,219,841, and Extend 
the Agreement Term for Calero and Guadalupe Dams Seismic Retrofits Project, 
Project No. 91084020 (San Jose) (District 1). 
 
Recommendation:    Approve Amendment No. 2 to Agreement No. A3675A with 

GEI Consultants, Inc., for Planning and Environmental 
Consultant Services for Calero and Guadalupe Dams 
Seismic Retrofits Project, for a not-to-exceed fee of 
$1,316,011, resulting in a total not-to-exceed fee of 
$6,219,841, and extend the Agreement term. 

 
Mr. Bal Ganjoo, Senior Project Manager, reviewed the information on this item, 
per the attached Board Agenda Memo. 

  
Director Keegan requested that staff include consideration of flood management 
measures in the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit Project and in future dam retrofit 
projects, along with a benefits analysis (Board Member Request R-17-0008). 
 
The Board directed the CIP Ad Hoc Committee to review recent capital project 
consultant agreements against the independent audit or report provided by 
Navigant on March 10, 2015, to determine if the recommendations had been 
implemented. 

  
5.2. Budget Adjustment in the amount of $750,000 to the Fiscal Year 2017 Anderson 

Dam Seismic Retrofit Project, Project No. 91864005; Amendment No. 6 to 
Consultant Agreement No. A3555A with Black & Veatch for Project Management 
Services for a not-to-exceed fee of $7,539,795; and Amendment No. 3 to 
Consultant Agreement No.  A3578A with HDR, Inc. for Planning/Environmental 
Services for a not-to-exceed fee of $561,000 (Morgan Hill) (District 1). 
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Recommendation:  A.  Approve a Budget Adjustment of $750,000 from the 
Pacheco/Santa Clara Conduit Right of Way Acquisition 
Project (Project No. 92144001) to the Anderson Dam 
Seismic Retrofit Project (Project No. 91864005) to fund 
expenditures for Fiscal Year 2017 (FY17) Project 
budget; 

 B.  Approve Amendment No. 6 to Agreement No. A3555A 
with Black & Veatch Corporation for Project 
Management Services for a not-to-exceed fee of 
$7,539,795, resulting in a total not-to- exceed fee of 
$16,558,637, and retroactively extend the Agreement 
term; and 

 C.  Approve Amendment No. 3 to Agreement No. A3578A 
with HDR, Inc. for Planning/Environmental Services for 
a not-to-exceed fee of $561,000, resulting in a total 
not-to-exceed fee of $5,557,091, and retroactively 
extend the Agreement term. 

 
Mr. Hemang Desai, Dam Safety Program Manager, reviewed the information on 
this item, per the attached Board Agenda Memo. 
 
The Board requested that staff thoroughly review the consultant agreement 
amendment process, with assistance from the CIP Ad Hoc Committee, and bring 
recommendations back to the Board for further consideration. 
 
Director Kremen requested that staff review contracts in the past 12 months and 
come back with a report that identifies where staff had authorized work on 
expired contracts or agreements (Board Member Request R-17-0007). 

  
Move to Approve:    Richard Santos 
Second: Nai Hsueh 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 

 
5.3. Consultant Contract to Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. for Pacheco Reservoir 

Proposition 1 Application Study. 
 
Recommendation:    A.  Discuss the outcomes of the February 23, 2017 

meeting of the Pacheco Reservoir Exploratory Ad Hoc 
Committee with board members of San Benito County 
Water District and Pacheco Pass Water District; and 

 B.  Authorize the Interim CEO to execute a single source 
agreement for up to $900,000 with Stantec Consulting 
Services, Inc. to prepare a Proposition 1 funding 
application for Pacheco Reservoir expansion. 
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Move to Authorize: Tony Estremera 
Second: Gary Kremen 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, 

Barbara Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai 
Hsueh 

Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Recuses; 0 Absent. 

 
7. CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER: 
 

7.1. Annual Diversity and Inclusion Program Report. 
 
Recommendation:    Receive information about programs, events and initiatives 

that support and develop a diverse and inclusive work 
environment at the District. 

 
Ms. Susan Stanton, Chief Operating Officer, Administrative Services, and Ms. 
Salem Baqleh, Program Administrator, reviewed the information on this item, per 
the attached Board Agenda Memo.   
 
Mr. Bassam Kassab, Senior Water Resources Specialist, and Ms. Liz 
Bettencourt, Employee Association President, expressed appreciation for Board 
and executive level support of the Diversity and Inclusion Program. 
  
The Board accepted the report and directed staff to come back with regular 
diversity and inclusion reports. 

 
7.2. Recommended Position on Federal Legislation: HR 448 (Huffman) Water 

Conservation Rebate Tax Parity Act. 
 
Recommendation:    Adopt a position of "Support" on: HR 448 (Huffman) Water 

Conservation Rebate Tax Parity Act.? 
 

Mr. Callender reviewed the information on this item, per the attached Board 
Agenda Memo. 

  
Move to Adopt:    Gary Kremen 
Second: Barbara Keegan 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
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8. ADMINISTRATION: 
 

8.1. Reporting Structure of the Office of Ethics and Corporate Governance. 
 
Recommendation:    A.  Receive the Ethics Office Evaluation Benchmarking 

Report (Ethics Report) and the summary of 
recommendations; and 

 B.  Receive information regarding proposed changes to 
the Ethics Office structure. 

 
Mr. Anil Comelo, Deputy Administrative Officer, reviewed the information on this 
item, per the attached Board Agenda Memo.  
 
Ms. Bettencourt expressed support for monitoring and tracking Form 700’s; 
identifying those who must file; having the Form 700 function report to District 
Counsel’s office; hiring an independent consultant to audit and investigate 
complaints; and having an administrative policy for Board review. 
 
The Board accepted the report and directed staff to establish a Form 700 
monitoring process to make sure that work is not being assigned to those who 
have a conflict of interest and come back to the Board with periodic updates.  
 
Chairperson Varela returned the agenda to Item 6.1. 

 
6. WATERSHEDS: 
 

6.1. Review and Authorize Distribution of the District’s Draft Fiscal Years 2018-22 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 
 
Recommendation: Review the Draft Fiscal Years 2018-22 CIP and authorize 

release of the document to all cities in Santa Clara County 
(SCC) and the County of Santa Clara for review as to its 
consistency with their General Plans. 

 
Mr. Ngoc Nguyen, Interim Deputy Operating Officer, reviewed the information on 
this item, per the attached Board Agenda Memo. 
 
Chairperson Varela directed staff to obtain federal assistance for, and ensure 
that Coyote Creek flood protection projects are included in the CIP. 

 
Motion: Authorize release of the document to all cities in Santa 

Clara County (SCC) and the County of Santa Clara for 
review as to its consistency with their General Plans and 
gave direction to staff and the CIP Ad Hoc Committee to 
pursue federal assistance for Coyote Creek residents. 
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Move to Authorize:    Nai Hsueh 
Second: Linda J. LeZotte 
Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 

 
9. DISTRICT COUNSEL: 
  
 None. 
 
10. ADJOURN: 
 

10.1. Board Member Reports/Announcements. 
 
Director Keegan reported visiting the Williams Street Park area, and participated 
in a flood cleanup event. 
 
Director LeZotte reported attending various staff meetings, a CIP Ad Hoc 
Committee Meeting, and a Santa Clara County Recycling and Waste Reduction 
Commission Meeting. 
 
Director Santos reported attending a La Raza Roundtable Meeting, a Water 
Conservation and Demand Management Committee Meeting, the Pacheco 
Reservoir Exploratory Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with San Benito County and 
Pacheco Pass Water Districts, and the Santa Clara County Emergency 
Operations Council Session - Elected Official's Role in Disasters. 
 
Chairperson Varela reported attending the aforementioned Santa Clara County 
Emergency Operations Council Session - Elected Official's Role in Disasters, and 
Pacheco Reservoir Exploratory Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with San Benito 
County and Pacheco Pass Water Districts; the Celebrate Morgan Hill Chambers 
of Commerce event, and a Coyote Creek flood site visit with San Jose 
Conservation Corps.  
 
Director Estremera reported attending various staff meetings, a Successor 
Agency to the City of San Jose Redevelopment Agency Meeting, and the 
aforementioned La Raza Roundtable and CIP Ad Hoc Committee meetings.  
 
Director Hsueh reported attending the aforementioned CIP Ad Hoc Committee 
and Water Conservation and Demand Management Committee meetings; and 
a Rinconada Reliability Improvement Project Public Meeting. 
 
Director Kremen reported attending a briefing for San Luis Delta Mendota Water 
Authority, a Mountain View Community Meeting, various staff meetings, and the 
aforementioned Pacheco Reservoir Exploratory Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with 
San Benito County and Pacheco Pass Water Districts. 
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10.2. Clerk Review and Clarification of Board Requests. 
 
Ms. King read the new Board Member Requests into the record. 

 
10.3. Adjourn to 12:00 p.m. Closed Session and 1:00 p.m. Regular Meeting, on 

March 14, 2017, in the Santa Clara Valley Water District Headquarters Building 
Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California. 

The Board noted that since publication of the agenda, a Special Closed Session 
Meeting, at 1:30 p.m. on March 1, 2017, had been scheduled. 

 
Chairperson Varela adjourned the meeting at 10:00 p.m. to the Special Closed 
Session Meeting at 1:30 p.m., on March 1, 2017 at District Headquarters Building 
Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Joe, California. 

 
 
 

Michele L. King, CMC  
Clerk/Board of Directors  
 

 
Approved:  
 
Date:  
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

 
 MINUTES   

SPECIAL CLOSED SESSION MEETING  
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, 2017 

1:30 PM 
 

(Paragraph numbers coincide with agenda item numbers)  
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
 
 A Special Closed Session meeting of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Board of 

Directors was called to order in the District Headquarters Building Boardroom, 
5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California, at 1:30 p.m. 

  
1.1. Roll Call. 
 

Board members in attendance were Tony Estremera, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 
Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, and Nai Hsueh, constituting a quorum 
of the Board.  
  
Director Kremen joined the meeting by teleconference, as noted below. 
 
Staff members in attendance were S. Yamamoto, District Counsel, and M. King, 
Clerk/Board of Directors. 

  
 1.2. Pledge of Allegiance/National Anthem. 

 
Chairperson Varela led all present in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. 

  
 1.3. Time Open for Public Comment on any Item not on the Agenda. 
 

Chairperson Varela declared time open for public comment on any item not on 
the agenda.  There was no one present who wished to speak. 

 
2. TIME CERTAIN: 
 

1:30 PM  
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2.1. CLOSED SESSION 
PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957(b)(1) 
Title:  District Counsel 
 
Chairperson Varela announced that the Board would adjourn to Closed Session 
for consideration of Item 2.1. 
  
Director Kremen joined the meeting by teleconference.   
 
Upon conclusion of Closed Session, Director Kremen concluded his participation. 
 
Upon return to Open Session, the same Board members, excluding Director 
Kremen, and staff were present. 

  
 2.2. District Counsel Report. 
 

Mr. Stan Yamamoto, District Counsel, reported that the Board met in Closed 
Session for discussion on Item 2.1, and gave direction to staff. 

 
3. ADJOURN: 
 

3.1. Adjourn to 12:00 p.m. Closed Session and 1:00 p.m. Regular Meeting, on 
Tuesday March 14, 2017, in the Santa Clara Valley Water District Headquarters 
Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California. 
 
Chairperson Varela adjourned the meeting at 2:50 p.m., to the 12:00 p.m. Closed 
Session and 1:00 p.m. Regular Meeting, on Tuesday, March 14, 2017, in the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District Headquarters Building Boardroom, 
5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California. 

 
 
 

Michele L. King, CMC  
Clerk/Board of Directors  

 
 
Approved:  
 
Date: 
 

Attachment 2 
2 of 2



 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

 
 MINUTES   

CLOSED SESSION AND REGULAR MEETING  
TUESDAY, MARCH 14, 2017 

12:00 PM 
 

(Paragraph numbers coincide with agenda item numbers)  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
 
 A Closed Session and Regular Meeting of the Santa Clara Valley Water District Board of 

Directors was called to order in the District Headquarters Building Boardroom, 
5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California, at 12:00 p.m. 

  
 1.1. Roll Call. 
 
 Board members in attendance were Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. 

LeZotte, Barbara Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, and Nai Hsueh, 
constituting a quorum of the Board.  

  
 Staff members in attendance were N. Camacho, Interim Chief Executive Officer 

(Interim CEO), S. Yamamoto, District Counsel, M. King, Clerk/Board of Directors, 
R. Callender, A. Cheung, C. Elias, J. Fiedler, A. Fulcher, V. Gin, G. Hall, 
B. Hopper, N. Nguyen, K. Oven, M. Richardson, S. Stanton, D. Taylor,  
and S. Tippets. 

  
 Chairperson Varela announced that the Board would adjourn to Closed Session 

for consideration of Item 2.1. 
  
2. TIME CERTAIN: 
 
 12:00 PM 
 
 2.1. CLOSED SESSION 

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6(a): 
Agency Designated Representatives: Norma Camacho, Susan Stanton, 
Anil Comelo, Michael Baratz, and Laura Harbert 
Employee Organizations: Employees Association, Engineers Society, 
Professional Managers Association 
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 1:00 PM 
 
 Upon return to Open Session, the same Board members, and staff were present. 
 
  2.2. District Counsel Report. 
 
 Mr. Brian Hopper, Assistant District Counsel, reported that the Board met in 

Closed Session with all members present, and took no reportable action. 
  
 2.3. Pledge of Allegiance/National Anthem. 
 
  Chairperson Varela led all present in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. 
  
 2.4. Orders of the Day. 
 
  Chairperson Varela confirmed that there were no changes to the Orders of the 

Day. 
  
 2.5. Time Open for Public Comment on any Item not on the Agenda. 
 
  Chairperson Varela declared time open for public comment on any item not on 

the agenda. 
 
 Mr. Tony Mercado, Public Information Representative II, presented Director 

Estremera with a commemorative plaque, to be hung at the Silicon Valley 
Advanced Water Purification Center, recognizing the Board’s contributions and 
acknowledging Director Estremera’s role in advancing its completion. 

  
 2.6. Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District 

Authorizing the Issuance of Not To Exceed $65 Million Water System Refunding 
Revenue Bonds, Series 2017A, Approving the Execution and Delivery of Certain 
Documents and Authorizing Certain Acts In Connection Therewith. 

     
   Recommendation: A. Adopt a RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS OF THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY 
WATER DISTRICT AUTHORIZING THE 
ISSUANCE OF NOT TO EXCEED $65,000,000 
WATER SYSTEM REFUNDING REVENUE 
BONDS, SERIES 2017A, APPROVING THE 
EXECUTION AND DELIVERY OF CERTAIN 
DOCUMENTS AND AUTHORIZING CERTAIN 
ACTS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH; 

 
  B. Authorize and direct the Interim Chief Executive 

Officer, Chief Operating Officer-Administration, 
Chief Financial Officer, Treasury/Debt Officer, 
District Counsel, and the Clerk of the Board of 
Directors and such other officers and staff of the 
District, acting singly, to do any and all things and 
to execute and deliver any and all documents which 
such officers may deem necessary or advisable in 
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order to consummate the sale and delivery of the 
Refunding Revenue Bonds; and 

 
  C. Approve the suspension of Wells Fargo Bank from 

the District's Negotiated Sale Underwriter Pool 
through September 27, 2017. 

 
 Ms. Charlene Sun, Treasury and Debt Manager, reviewed the information on this 

item, per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum. 
 
 Motion: Adopt Resolution No. 17-11, RESOLUTION OF THE 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SANTA CLARA 
VALLEY WATER DISTRICT AUTHORIZING THE 
ISSUANCE OF NOT TO EXCEED $65,000,000 WATER 
SYSTEM REFUNDING REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 
2017A, APPROVING THE EXECUTION AND DELIVERY 
OF CERTAIN DOCUMENTS AND AUTHORIZING 
CERTAIN ACTS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH. 

 
 Move to Adopt: Richard Santos 
 Second: Tony Estremera 
 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
3. CONSENT CALENDAR:  
 
 The Board considered Consent Calendar Items 3.1 through 3.6, under one motion. 
  
 3.1. Resolution Authorizing Conveyance of Real Property with PREG Western 

Tropicana on Permanente Creek at W. El Camino Real (Mountain View)  
(District 7). 

 
  Recommendation: A. Adopt the Resolution APPROVING THE 

EXCHANGE OF REAL PROPERTY WITH PREG 
WESTERN TROPICANA;  

 
  B. Authorize the Interim Chief Executive Officer to 

execute the Real Property Easement Exchange 
Agreement With PREG Western Tropicana for the 
exchange of real property over the Permanente 
Creek box culvert pursuant to Section 31 of the 
District Act; and  

 
  C. Authorize the Interim Chief Executive Officer to 

execute and deliver the Quitclaim Deed to PREG 
Western Tropicana (Real Estate File 1024-1.3) and 
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accept in exchange the new Easement Deed from 
PREG Western Tropicana (Real Estate File 1024-
170). 

 
 3.2. Resolution Declaring March 21-28, 2017, as a Week of Public Service in Honor 

of César Chávez. 
 
  Recommendation: A. Recognize and observe March 21-28, 2017, as a 

week of public service in honor of Cesar Chavez; 
and  

 
  B. Adopt the resolution DECLARING MARCH 21-28, 

2017, AS A WEEK OF PUBLIC SERVICE IN 
HONOR OF CESAR CHAVEZ. 

 
 3.3. Board of Directors’ Quarterly Expense Report for the Quarter Ending December 

31, 2016. 
 
 Recommendation: A. Review the Board of Directors' Quarterly Expense 

Report for the Quarter Ending December 31, 2016; 
and  

 
  B. Approve the report, if the reimbursements comply 

with Board Policy. 
 
 3.4. Reduction of Construction Contract Retention for the Lower Silver Creek Flood 

Protection and Creek Restoration Project, Reach 6B, Robert A. Bothman, Inc., 
Contractor, Project No. 40264008, Contract No. C0594 (San Jose) (District 6). 

 
 Recommendation: Authorize reducing the current construction contract 

retention of ten percent (10%) to five percent (5%), 
consistent with the minimum amount required by the 
California Public Contract Code. 

 
 3.5. CEO Bulletins for the Weeks of February 24 Through March 2, and March 3-9, 

2017. 
 
 Recommendation: Accept the CEO Bulletins. 
 
 3.6. Approval of Minutes. 
 
 Recommendation: Approve the minutes. 
 
 Motion:  Approve Consent Calendar Items 3.1 through 3.6, under 

one motion, as follows: adopt Resolution No. 17-12, 
APPROVING THE EXCHANGE OF REAL PROPERTY 
WITH PREG WESTERN TROPICANA, by roll call vote, 
authorize Interim CEO to execute the Real Property 
Easement Exchange Agreement, and execute and deliver 
the Quitclaim Deed to PREG Western Tropicana (Real 
Estate File 1024-1.3) and accept in exchange the new 
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Easement Deed from PREG Western Tropicana (Real 
Estate File 1024-170), as contained in Item 3.1; adopt 
Resolution No. 17-13, DECLARING MARCH 21-28, 2017, 
AS A WEEK OF PUBLIC SERVICE IN HONOR OF 
CESAR CHAVEZ, by roll call vote, as contained in Item 
3.2; approve Board of Directors' Quarterly Expense Report 
for the Quarter Ending December 31, 2016, as contained 
in Item 3.3; authorize reduction of Construction Contract 
Retention for the Lower Silver Creek Flood Protection and 
Creek Restoration Project of ten percent (10%) to five 
percent (5%), consistent with the minimum amount 
required by the California Public Contract Code, as 
contained in Item 3.4; accept the CEO Bulletins, as 
contained in Item 3.5; and approve the minutes, as 
contained in Item 3.6. 

  
 Move to Approve: Richard Santos 
 Second: Linda J. LeZotte 
 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
REGULAR AGENDA:  
 
4. BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 
 
 4.1. Recommendation from the Pacheco Reservoir Exploratory Ad Hoc Committee to 

Authorize the Interim CEO to execute the Principles of Agreement - Submittal of 
Proposition 1 Application and Joint Investigation of Pacheco Reservoir 
Expansion. 

     
  Recommendation: The Pacheco Reservoir Exploratory Ad Hoc Committee 

recommends that the Board authorize the Interim CEO to 
execute the Principles of Agreement - Submittal of 
Proposition 1 Application and Joint Investigation of 
Pacheco Reservoir Expansion 

 
 Mr. Garth Hall, Deputy Operating Officer, reviewed the information on this item, 

per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum. 
  
 Mr. Michael Frost, San Jose resident, expressed concern regarding the long-term 

costs of dams. 
  
 Move to Authorize: Richard Santos 
 Second: Gary Kremen 
 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
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 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
 4.2. Board Committee Reports. 
 
 Director Hsueh reported on a recent Board Policy and Planning 

Committee meeting and requested that staff revise the Board approved 
Fiscal Year 2018 budget message to include the Coyote Creek Flood 
event, to ensure enough funds for staff hours and enacting identified 
process improvements (Board Member Request  
R-17-0010). 

  
5. WATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE: 
 
 5.1. Review and Confirm Proposed Principles Related to California WaterFix. 
 
 Recommendation: A. Review and confirm proposed Principles related to 

the California WaterFix; and 
  
  B. Receive and discuss updated information on the 

California WaterFix. 
 
 Ms. Cindy Kao, Imported Water Manager, reviewed the information on this item, 

per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum and presented the information 
contained in Attachment 6, Slides 1-9.   

  
 Mr. Frost, expressed opposition to the California WaterFix. 
  
 Mr. Doug Muirhead, Morgan Hill resident, expressed concerns regarding the 

expense of imported water over recycled water if the allocation of imported water 
is zero. 

  
 The Board noted the information without formal action. 
  
 5.2. Sites Project Authority’s Amended and Restated Phase 1 Reservoir Project 

Agreement. 
     
   Recommendation: Authorize the CEO to execute the Sites Project Authority's 

Amended and Restated Phase 1 Reservoir Project 
Agreement and to pay the Sites Joint Power Authority 
$913,146 towards the current phase of the Sites Reservoir 
Project expenditures. 

 
 Ms. Kao, reviewed the information on this item, per the attached Board Agenda 

Memorandum and presented the information contained in Attachment 10, Slides 
1-10. 
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 Mr. Jim Watson, Sites Joint Power Authority, addressed the Board regarding the 
repayment costs per acre feet. 

  
 Mr. Frost, expressed opposition to the Sites reservoir. 
 

Motion: Direct staff to investigate opportunities to collaborate 
with other South of Delta users regarding Sites 
Reservoir. 

  
Move to Authorize: Gary Kremen 
Second: Richard Santos 
Yeas: None 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Absent: None 
Summary: 0 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
The motion and second were withdrawn. 

 
 The Chairperson called for reconsideration of the original recommendation. 
 
 Move to Authorize: Gary Kremen 
 Second: Richard Santos 
 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
6. WATERSHEDS: 
 
 6.1. Staff Response to Independent Monitoring Committee (IMC) Report on Safe, 

Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection Program Year 3 Annual Report for 
Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 

 
 Recommendation: A. Accept Staff Response to IMC Report on Safe, 

Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection Program 
Year 3 Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2015-2016; 
and 

 
  B. Provide additional direction as necessary. 
 
 Ms. Jessica Collins, Senior Management Analyst, reviewed the information on 

this item, per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum. 
  
 Move to Accept: Barbara Keegan 
 Second: Nai Hsueh 
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 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 
Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 

 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
 6.2. Safe, Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection Program (SCW) Priority D - 

Project D3 (Grants and Partnerships to Restore Wildlife Habitat and Provide 
Access to Trails) Mini-Grant Pilot Program. 

 
 Recommendation: A. Approve the proposed Priority D - Project D3 Mini-

Grant Pilot Program components listed 
below; including; and 
 
i. Mini-Grant Minimum Requirements and 

Evaluation Criteria; 
 
ii. Submittal, Selection and Award Process; 
 
iii. Application Form; 
 
iv. Evaluation Score Sheet; and 
 
v. Outreach Plan. 

 
  B.  Authorize the District to implement the Priority D3 

Mini-Grant Pilot Program through June 30, 2018 or 
until the $200,000 in funding is awarded (whichever 
occurs first); at which time staff will evaluate the 
program's success and present to the Board a 
recommendation for its continuation or termination. 

 
 Ms. Jessica Collins, Senior Management Analyst, reviewed the information on 

this item, per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum. 
  
 Move to Approve: Nai Hsueh 
 Second: Gary Kremen 
 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
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7. CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER: 
 
 7.1. Recommended Position on State Legislation:  SB 492 (Beall) Upper Guadalupe 

and Los Gatos Creek Watersheds. 
     
   Recommendation: Adopt a position of "Support" on: SB 492 (Beall) Upper 

Guadalupe and Los Gatos Creek Watersheds. 
 
 Ms. Rachael Gibson, Program Administrator, reviewed the information on this 

item, per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum. 
  
 Move to Adopt: Richard Santos 
 Second: Barbara Keegan 
 Yeas: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Linda J. LeZotte, Barbara 

Keegan, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, Nai Hsueh 
 Nays: None 
 Abstains: None 
 Recuses: None 
 Absent: None 
 Summary: 7 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 0 Absent. 
 
 7.2. Chief Executive Officer Report. 
 
 7.2A. Storm Report Update (March 1, 2017 Through March 14, 2017) - Receive 

and Discuss Current Storm Report Information. 
 
 Mr. Hall updated the Board regarding damage to the gates of the Clifton Court 

Forebay, on the State Water Project. 
  
 Ms. Melanie Richardson, Deputy Operating Officer, distributed the attached 

Storm Report identified as Handout 7.2-A herein. Copies of the Handout were 
distributed to the Board and made available to the public. 

  
8. ADMINISTRATION: 
 
 None. 
  
9. DISTRICT COUNSEL: 
 
 None. 
  
10. ADJOURN: 
 
 10.1. Board Member Reports/Announcements. 
 
 Director Hsueh reported attending a Board Policy and Planning, Special Capital 

Improvement Program (CIP), and Landscape Committee meetings. 
  
 Chairperson Varela reported attending the aforementioned Board Policy and 

Planning Committee meeting, a Joint Venture Meeting, a Santa Clara County 
Farm Bureau meeting, a Briefing and Tour of Flood-Impacted Areas with Federal 
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Representatives, a Conference Call Briefing for San Luis Delta Mendota Water 
Authority Monthly Board Meeting, a San Luis Delta Mendota Water Authority 
(SLDMWA) Board Meeting, a Pajaro River Watershed Flood Protection Authority 
Board Meeting, and an Upper Penitencia Creek Landscape Concepts Workshop 
meeting. 

  
 Director Santos reported attending the aforementioned SLDMWA, and Pajaro 

River Watershed Flood Protection Authority Board Meetings. 
  
 Director LeZotte reported attending a Santa Clara County Special Districts 

Association meeting, and the aforementioned Special CIP Committee meeting. 
  
 Director Keegan reported attending the aforementioned Board Policy and 

Planning Committee and, Briefing and Tour of Flood-Impacted Areas with 
Federal Representatives meetings, a San Jose State University Class 
Presentation, a North Willow Glen Neighborhood Association meeting, and a 
Briefing for Save the Trails Annual meeting. 

  
 Director Estremera reported attending the aforementioned Santa Clara County 

Special Districts Association, and Special CIP Committee meetings, and a Senter 
Monterey Neighborhood Association meeting. 

 
 10.2. Clerk Review and Clarification of Board Requests. 
 
 Ms. Michele King, District Clerk/Board of Directors, read the new Board member 

requests into the record. 
  
 10.3. Adjourn to the 9:00 a.m. Special Meeting on March 23, 2017, in the Santa Clara 

Valley Water District Headquarters Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden 
Expressway, San Jose, California. 

 
 Chairperson Varela adjourned the meeting at 2:45 p.m., to the Special Meeting at 

9:00 a.m., on March 23, 2017, in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Headquarters Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, 
California. 

  
  
  

Michele L. King, CMC  
Clerk/Board of Directors  

 
 
Approved:  
 
Date:  April 11, 2017 
 

Attachment 3 
10 of 10



 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

 
 MINUTES   

SPECIAL MEETING  
THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 2017 

9:15 AM 
 

(Paragraph numbers coincide with agenda item numbers)  
 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 
 

1.1. Roll Call. 
 
Board members in attendance were Linda J. LeZotte, Richard Santos, John L. 
Varela, and Nai Hsueh, constituting a quorum of the Board.  
 
Directors Estremera, Keegan. and Kremen were excused from attending. 
 
Staff members in attendance were N. Camacho, Interim Chief Executive Officer 
(Interim CEO), Clerk/Board of Directors, A. Cheung, J. Fiedler, C. Hakes, G. Hall, 
L. Orta, K. Oven, S. Stanton, and S. Tikekar.  Senior Assistant District Counsel 
L. Orta represented District Counsel S. Yamamoto, and Deputy Operating Officer 
S. Tippets represented Chief Operating Officer, Watersheds, M. Richardson. 

 
1.2. Pledge of Allegiance/National Anthem. 
 

Director Santos led all present in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

1.3. Time Open for Public Comment on any Item not on the Agenda. 
 

Chairperson Varela declared time open for public comment on any item not on 
the agenda.  There was no one present who wished to speak. 

 
2. TIME CERTAIN: 
 

9:00 AM  
 

2.1. District’s Capital Improvement Program Fiscal Year 2016-17 Progress Report for 
Water Supply and Information Technology Capital Projects. 
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Recommendation:    A.  Receive information from staff on the FY2016-17 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) progress 
reports for key Water Supply and Information 
Technology Capital Projects; and  

 
 B.  Approve adjustments to the Safe, Clean Water and 

Natural Flood Protection Program (SCW Program) 
schedules for two Water Supply projects. 

 
Ms. Katherine Oven, Deputy Operating Officer, reviewed the information on this 
item, per the attached Board Agenda Memorandum, and provided a brief report 
on the March 22, 2017, community meeting held in Morgan Hill, on the Anderson 
Dam Seismic Retrofit Project. 
 
The presentation materials contained in Attachment 1 were reviewed by staff as 
follows:  Mr. Michael Mooers, Associate Civil Engineer, reviewed Slides 1 and 2; 
Mr. Bal Ganjoo, Senior Project Manager, reviewed Slides 3 and 4;  Mr. Victor 
Gutierrez, Associate Civil Engineer, reviewed Slide 5;  Mr. Steven Wu, Senior 
Engineer, reviewed Slide 6; Mr. Jim Crowley, Utility Maintenance Engineering 
Manager, reviewed Slide 7;  Mr. Karl Neuman, Associate Civil Engineer, 
reviewed Slide 8;  Mr. Joel Jenkins, Senior Engineer, reviewed Slide 9; Mr. Todd 
Inman, Senior Engineer, reviewed Slide 10;  Ms. Debra Butler, Senior Project 
Manager, reviewed Slide 11; and Mr. Mike Munson, Capital Engineering 
Manager, reviewed Slide 12. 
 
Director Santos momentarily stepped out of the meeting and returned as noted 
below. 
 
Chairperson Varela declared a brief recess, noting that a quorum of the Board 
was no longer present.   
 
Director Santos returned, reestablishing a quorum, and Chairperson Varela 
called the meeting back to order. 
 
Ms. Jessica Collins, Senior Management Analyst, reviewed Slide 13. 
 
Motion: Approve adjustments to the Safe, Clean Water and Natural 

Flood Protection Program (SCW Program) schedules for 
two Water Supply projects, as contained in Attachment 1, 
Slide 13. 

  
Move to Approve:    Nai Hsueh 
Second: Linda J. LeZotte 
 
Yeas: Linda J. LeZotte, Richard Santos, John L. Varela, 

Nai Hsueh 
Nays: None 
Abstains: None 
Recuses: None 
Absent: Tony Estremera, Gary Kremen, Barbara Keegan 
Summary: 4 Yeas; 0 Nays; 0 Abstains; 3 Absent. 

Attachment 4 
2 of 4



Ms. Fang Lu, Senior Project Manager, reviewed Slide 14, and confirmed that the 
Total Estimated Cost shown on Slide 14 as $16.3 million, should be revised to 
read $18.3 million. 
  
Mr. Doug Muirhead, Morgan Hill resident, reported attending the aforementioned 
Anderson Reservoir Seismic Retrofit Project Community Meeting in Morgan Hill, 
and requested the Board provide the public with more information on their 
conversations with regulatory agencies, and issues and challenges associated 
with regulatory processes, in future conversations.  He expressed support for 
including a construction timeline in future Capital Program Project Status 
presentations, consistent with Director Hsueh’s request, and requested 
information on whether the Main and Madrone Pipeline Restoration Projects 
would impact recharge to adjacent percolation ponds, or impact public access to 
adjacent maintenance roads. 
 

3. ADJOURN: 
 

3.1. Clerk Review and Clarification of Board Requests. 
 

Ms. Michele King, Clerk/Board of Directors, confirmed that there were no new 
Board Member Requests resulting from the meeting. 

 
3.2. Adjourn to Special Meeting at 11:30 a.m., on March 27, 2017, in the Santa Clara 

Valley Water District Headquarters Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden 
Expressway, San Jose, California. 

 
Chairperson Varela adjourned the meeting at 10:30 a.m., to the 11:30 a.m. 
Special Meeting on March 27, 2017, in the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Headquarters Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, 
California. 

 
 
 

Michele L. King, CMC  
Clerk/Board of Directors  

 
 
Approved:  
 
Date:  April 11, 2017 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Specia l  Board Meet ing 

District’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Fiscal Year 2016-17 Progress Report  
for Water Supply and Information Technology Capital Projects 

March 23, 2016 

 
FLIP CHART NOTES 

 
Board Discussion 
 

• Interest in the Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit Project is county-wide and significant.  
Communication and outreach that assures community project schedule and funding 
concerns is important.  (L. LeZotte) 
 

• Staff is to include a construction activity timeline in future CIP Capital Projects Status 
presentations.  (L. LeZotte) 
 

• Staff is to seek out opportunities to highlight the innovative nature of the flexible pipeline 
installation, associated with the Penitencia Delivery Main/Force Main Seismic Retrofit 
Project, including developing a press release.  (J. Varela) 
 

• Staff is to include in future Information Technology Capital Project presentations, 
information on vendor selection justification, including cost options, alternative scenarios, 
and information on other agencies utilizing recommended software vendors and 
programs.  (J. Varela) 
 

• Staff is to pursue the attendance of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) South 
Pacific Division Commander, Colonel Pet Helmlinger when the Board considers updates 
on USACE partnership projects during the April 11, 2017, regular meeting.  (J. Varela) 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0146 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: *4.1.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Recommendation Regarding District-Owned Residential Rental Properties, Following District
Outreach and Analysis.

RECOMMENDATION:

A. Approve making no change to the District’s current property management practices in regards
to residential rental properties (in accordance with Resolution 09-78) , based upon the
outreach and analysis provided by staff in response to the Board’s November 22, 2016
request regarding the use of District-owned residential rental properties;

B. Approve utilizing a portion of net rental income from properties purchased through Watersheds
(Fund 12) to fund the homeless encampment cleanup project and for development of a pilot
program that focuses on the impacts of homeless encampments in each city where the net
rental income is being utilized, with transference or reallocation to begin in Fiscal Year 2020;

i. Up to ninety (90) percent of each FY’s net rental income will be utilized to fund the
Safe, Clean Water and Natural Flood Protection Program Encampment Cleanup Project
(SCW Project B4) through FY 2028;

ii. Up to 10 percent of each FY’s net rental income will be utilized to develop a pilot
program to help address waterway and stream stewardship impacts of homeless
encampments in each city with Fund 12 District-owned residential rental properties,
which will be implemented through FY 2021, at which time staff will assess the pilot
program and return to the Board with a recommendation on whether to continue its
implementation; and

C. Direct the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Ad-Hoc Committee to review Recommendation
B’s proposed transfer from Fund 12 to Fund 26 for SCW Project B4 and the use of those Fund
12 funds for the pilot program to help address waterway and stream stewardship impacts of
homelessness in light of other Fund 12 capital project funding needs; and return to the Board
with a recommended annual transfer amount into SCW Project B4 to be implemented from FY
2020 to FY 2028 and for the pilot program from FY 2020 to FY 2021.

SUMMARY:
On November 22, 2016, District staff presented the Homeless Encampment Ad Hoc Committee’s
(HEAHC) Recommendations for Board Action. The HEAHC presented the following
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File No.: 17-0146 Agenda Date: 4/11/2017
Item No.: *4.1.

recommendations for the Board’s consideration:

A. When District-owned residential rental properties become available and are deemed suitable
by the District and applicable city, the Santa Clara County (County) Office of Supportive
Housing will be contacted to be given first opportunity to see if the properties will be conducive
to provide housing for the homeless;

B. If Recommendation A is approved, adopt the Resolution RESCINDING RESOLUTION 09-78
AND ADOPTING A PROCEDURE TO LEASE DISTRICT REAL PROPERTY AND
COMMENCE UNLAWFUL DETAINER ACTIONS  that will provide exceptions to the guidelines
requiring residential rental properties be advertised in a competitive manner and be leased on
a month-to-month basis only;

C. Declare certain District lands as surplus, and make them available for sale to the County and
other municipalities to support the development of permanent housing, including the County's
Pay for Success programs, which prioritizes providing shelter for homeless persons in the
County. These are in addition to the four parcels the Board declared surplus at the September
27, 2016 Board meeting; and

D. Authorize the Interim Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and come back to the Board with a
cost-share partnership with the City of San José and Downtown Streets Team to remove trash
and other debris in homeless encampments and to conduct outreach of the homeless along
local creeks.

The Board approved a motion to “Approve Recommendations C and D and defer Recommendations
A and B until after meeting with the Homeowners Association and the City of Mountain View, review
of Measure V, and bring back to the Board for consideration.”

Types of District-owned Residential Rental Properties
Currently, there are two types of District-owned residential rental properties:

1. Properties that were purchased for projects; and
2. Properties that were purchased in lieu of projects.

The properties that were purchased for projects are slated for demolition, but are leased on a month-
to-month basis until each respective project begins its construction phase.

The properties that were purchased in lieu of a flood protection project are not slated for demolition
and are maintained and leased by the District through a property management company. At present,
the only properties that were purchased in lieu of a project are the 19 residential properties located in
the Waverly Park Community of Mountain View.

In Response to the Board’s November 22, 2016 Motion
On November 28, 2016, the District Counsel’s office provided the Board with a confidential
attorney/client privileged memo on Measure V and other Local Rules Regarding the Leasing of
Residential Properties. The recommendations presented herein for the Board’s consideration do not
conflict with the legal opinions provided in that memo.

On February 15, 2017, the District held a Community Meeting on Homelessness with the Mountain
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View Waverly Park residents. Attendees of that meeting provided feedback regarding the use of the
District-owned residential rental properties to house homeless.

Staff Analysis
District-owned residential properties that were purchased for projects
As referenced above, the properties that were purchased for projects are slated for demolition, but
are leased on a month-to-month basis until each respective project begins its construction phase.

Except for one property, all remaining residential properties that were purchased for projects are
currently scheduled for demolition in 2018 and 2019, as per engineering and funding source
estimates. Each property is currently occupied. All tenants are provided with annual notices updating
them on the planned construction schedule impacting their residence and an estimated timeframe for
when they will be required to move.

Categorically, staff does not recommend use of these properties as housing solutions for the
homeless due to the low probability that they will become available for a long enough period that
would allow for their use as supportive housing.

District-owned residential properties that were purchased in lieu of projects
As referenced above, the only properties that were purchased in lieu of a project are the 19
residential properties located in the Waverly Park Community of Mountain View. To receive
community feedback, staff held the February 15th Community Meeting on Homelessness.

While the public comments from the Waverly Park Community Meeting were varied, there were
several that were related to logistical impediments to the use of these specific rental properties for
housing homeless; such as, the proximity to public transportation and supportive services.

These logistical impediments align with factors that are taken into consideration when determining
housing resources for homeless populations. As referenced on page 14 of the March 7, 2017
Mountain View City Council Report on Strategies to Assist the Homeless and Unstably Housed
Residents (Attachment 2):

The “housing first” permanent supportive housing model, whereby permanent housing is
infused with services such as case management, mental/physical health care, job
skills/employment services, etc., is widely recognized as the most effective way of ending
homeless. It is also the housing strategy prioritized by the County and in its Community Plan
to End Homelessness, which the City adopted on February 23, 2016.

Ideally, housing for the homeless is in areas with access to public transportation, services,
jobs, and amenities.

City of Mountain View staff conducted mapping exercises to identify the areas in Mountain View that
have the most amenities and the Waverly Park Community did not fall within the identified “amenity-
rich” locations.
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Based on the feedback we received from the community, the permanent supportive housing model,
and the City of Mountain Views mapping exercise results showing that these properties do not fall
within an “amenity-rich” location, staff does not recommend use of these properties as housing
solutions for the homeless.

SCW Project B4 - Encampment Cleanup Project
As reported in the FY2016 SCW Annual Report, there continues to be an increasing demand for
District resources to address encampment cleanups along local waterways from cities and the
community. These additional requests have significantly impacted the project’s budget. This project
does not have sufficient SCW funding allocated to accomplish the current level of demand for service
beyond FY 2019.

To address this elevated level of demand and the overall issue of homelessness in the county, and to
be able to continue to reduce trash and other pollutant loads that contaminate waterways and
damage District facilities, staff recommends utilizing up to 90 percent of the net rental income from
Watersheds Fund 12 District-owned residential rental properties to fund Project B4 between FY 2020
and FY 2028.

Additionally, staff’s Recommendation B addresses one of the draft findings of the Moss Adams SCW
Independent Audit, reported to the Board as a non-agenda item on February 24, which recommends
that the District should “consider seeking additional funding sources to ensure sufficient funding
throughout the 15-year Safe, Clean Water Program because additional funds will be required to
perform all the cleanups, which are vital for water quality.”

Pilot program to help address the impacts of homelessness
While the human, social, economic, and environmental effects of homelessness affect our entire
county, each community can experience very different impacts and needs.

The pilot program to help address the impacts of homeless encampments in each city with Fund 12
District-owned residential rental properties would currently apply to the cities of Mountain View and
San Jose. District staff proposes to work with representatives of each city to develop a pilot program
addressing the impacts of homelessness in their city that align with the District’s water resources
management, flood protection and stream stewardship authorities, and that go beyond encampment
cleanups.

Staff recommends approving the development of such a pilot program funded by up to 10 percent of
the net income from the Watersheds Fund 12 District-owned residential rental properties, to allow for
the flexibility to test new and innovative approaches that align with the needs of each city wherein
those properties are owned.

CIP Ad Hoc Committee Review
The CIP Ad Hoc Committee is currently scheduled to review the capital project funding needs and
project prioritization for Funds 12 and 26 in May 2017. By including the use of the net income from
the Watersheds Fund 12 District-owned residential rental properties to partially fund the SCW Project
B4 Homeless Encampment Cleanups and the pilot program to help address the impacts of
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homelessness, the CIP can assess the amounts that should be allocated while balancing the other
demands on Fund 12.

As such, District staff recommends that the Board direct the CIP Ad-Hoc Committee to review
Recommendation B’s proposed transfer from Fund 12 to Fund 26 for SCW Project B4 and the use of
those Fund 12 funds for the pilot program to help address waterway and stream stewardship impacts
of homelessness in light of other Fund 12 capital project funding needs; and return to the Board with
a recommended annual transfer amount into SCW Project B4 to be implemented from FY 2020 to FY
2028 and for the pilot program from FY 2020 to FY 2021.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
Currently, there is no fiscal impact associated with this item. The fiscal impact will be analyzed by the
CIP Ad-Hoc Committee, which will develop a recommendation for the annual transfer amount from
Fund 12 (net rental income from the Watersheds residential rental properties) into Fund 26 (SCW
Project B4) to be implemented from FY 2020 to FY 2028.

CEQA:
The recommended action does not constitute a project under CEQA because it does not have a
potential for resulting in direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1:  Resolution No. 09-78
Attachment 2:  City of Mountain View Council Report

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Melanie Richardson, 408-630-2035
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RESOLUTION NO. 09-78
 

PROCEDURE TO LEASE DISTRICT REAL PROPERTY
 
AND COMMENCE UNLAWFUL DETAINER ACTIONS
 

WHEREAS, Section 31 of the District Act states that Board "shall be governed in the sale, 
lease, or other disposition of real property by the requirements of law governing that action by 
counties"; 

WHEREAS, Section 31 further states that the Board by "resolution [may] prescribe a procedure 
for the leasing of real property owned by the district alternative to the requirements of law 
governing counties"; and 

WHEREAS, the Board desires to adopt a resolution prescribing a procedure for leasing District 
residential and non-residential property that the District does not have an immediate need for, 
where such procedure is different than the requirements of law governing counties for leasing 
real property. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts the following general procedure 
to enable the Chief Executive Officer ("CEO") (or delegate) to lease District property that the 
District does not have a short-term need for: 

When assessing whether to lease District non-residential property, the CEO (or delegate) must 
evaluate whether the District has a short-term need for the property. If there is not a short-term 
need for the property, the CEO (or delegate) may lease the property on behalf of the District 
subject to the following terms and conditions: 

Leasing Non-Residential Properties 

1.	 The property is not leased or rented ("Leased") under a Joint Use Lease agreement with 
another pUblic entity; 

2.	 The term of the Lease must not conflict with the District's future need for the property; 

3.	 Leasing the property must not have a negative impact on streams, creeks, waterways, or 
other elements of the environment and District Environmental Planning staff provides 
written affirmation of California Environmental Quality Act Compliance; 

4.	 The Lease agreement provides the District with a right to terminate non-residential 
Leases at its convenience after providing the tenant with at least 90 calendar days 
written notice; 

5.	 The property is advertised in a manner that is reasonably competitive and is Leased at a 
fair market rate except in cases where a public purpose exists that justifies leasing the 
property at fair market value without advertising and all other Leasing Non-Residential 
Properties requirements of this resolution are met. 

Examples of such cases may include: 

A.	 where the District property is landlocked (inaccessible from a public roadway) 
and there is only one directly adjacent prospective tenant (landowner or holder of 
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Resolution 09-78 

Procedure to Lease Distri ct Real Property and Commence Unl awful Detainer Actions 

a verif iable written lease or ren tal agreement wi th a remaining term of at least 

five years), or 

B.	 where the Distri ct prop erty is tem porarily required for a District project or prog ram 
for no more than two yea rs by a Distri ct contractor, or 

In cases alternate to 5 A and B, above, where it is unclear wheth er a public purpose may 
justify leasing District property at fair market va lue withou t adve rtisi ng, staff wil l present 

the ma tter to the Board for clarification and or di rection ; 

6.	 The Distr ict Board approves Lease agreements that have a lease va lue of more than 
$5 ,000 per month ; 

7.	 The property must be accessib le from a public road way or from the pro pose d tenant' s 
ad jacent land; 

8.	 Th e Lease agreement requires the tenant to indemnify and hold harmless the District, its 
direc tors, officers, agent s, and emp loyees ar ising out of tenant's use or possession of 
the property; 

9.	 Th e Lease agreement requires the tenant to maintain comprehensive/com mercial 
ge neral liabil ity insurance that is sa tisfac tory to the District' s risk manager; 

10.	 If the pro perty contai ns District admi nis tra tive offic e bu ilding, pumping plant, or other 
build ing that is used for District purposes, it cannot be leased without the prior approval 
of the District' s Board ; 

11.	 Distri ct staff inspects the property on an annual basis; 

12.	 If the District reasonably expects the prese nce of hazardous materials on the property, 
a pre-Leas e en vironmental due diligence eva luation must be cond ucted at the pro posed 
tenant's expense to dete rmi ne whether haza rdo us mater ials are actua lly present on the 
pro perty; and 

13.	 Financial reports of the property's incom e and expenses are made availab le to the 
Boa rd at least annually. 

Leasing Residential Properties 

W hen assessing whether to Lease District resi den tial property, the District CE O (or delegate) 
must eva luate whether the District has a sho rt-ter m need for the property . If there is not 
a short -term need for the property , the CEO (or del ega te) may Lease the prope rty on behal f of 
the Distri ct subject to the following con di tions : 

1.	 The term of the Lease or rental ag reement ("Lea se") mu st not conflic t with the District 's 
future need for the property; 
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Resolution 09-78 

Procedure to Lease District Real Property and Commence Unlawful Detainer Actions 

2.� The property is Leased at a fair market rate; 

3.� The property is advertised in a manner that is reasonably competitive; 

4.� The fair market Lease rate for the property is monitored on an annual basis, and if the 
fair market lease rate increases, the property Lease rate must be increased accordingly; 

5.� The property must be Leased on a month-to-month basis only; 

6.� The property is managed with a reasonable degree of care; 

7.� The property is Leased and managed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local laws, including California's fair housing laws, which include but are not limited 
to, the California Fair Employment & Housing Act, Unruh Civil Rights Act, Ralph Civil 
Rights Act, Bane Civil Rights Act; 

8.� The property must be accessible from a public street or roadway; 

9.� The property is used solely for residential purposes; and 

10.� Financial reports of the property's income and expenses are made available to the 
Board at least annually. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on November 12, 2009. 

AYES: Directors R. Santos, L. Wilson, T. Estremera, J. Judge, R. Kamei , 
P. Kwok , S. Sanchez 

NOES: Directors None 

ABSENT: Directors None 

ABSTAIN:� Directors None 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

By: ~s~ 
~~N CHEZ 
Chair/Board of Directors 

ATTEST: LAUREN L. KNOFF 

Lf~ ~
 611\L). Clerk/Board of Directors 
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Michele King

From: Serge Bonte <sbonte@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 01, 2017 11:37 AM
To: Gary Kremen; Board of Directors; Siegel, Lenny; Rosenberg, Ken
Cc: Rich, Dan
Subject: re: 4/11/17 Valley Water Board Meeting - Agenda Item 4.1 Recommendation Regarding District-Owned 

Residential Rental Properties, Following District Outreach and Analysis.

Dear Mayor Rosenberg, 
Dear Vice-Mayor Siegel, 
Dear Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Board of Directors, 
 
I just noticed that the Water District will be discussing its residential properties leasing policies on its 4/11/17 board 
meeting.  
 
I wanted to resubmit my email below as a public comment to agenda item 4.1 "Recommendation Regarding District-
Owned Residential Rental Properties, Following District Outreach and Analysis." 
 
Hoping to see the Water District and the City of Mountain follow-up favorably to my modest suggestion. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Serge Bonte 
Mountain View Resident 
 
PS: In reading the meeting agenda material, I noticed that "Resolution NO. 09-78" -approved in 2009- might need some 
updating to reflect Mountain View's recent housing rental policies. In particular, this statement in the resolution : "The 
property must be Leased on a month-to-month basis only;" 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Serge Bonte <sbonte@gmail.com> 
Date: Sat, Apr 1, 2017 at 8:23 AM 
Subject: Affordable Accessory Dwelling Units on Water District's 20 properties in Mountain View? 
To: "Rosenberg, Ken" <Ken.Rosenberg@mountainview.gov>, "Siegel, Lenny" <Lenny.Siegel@mountainview.gov>, 
Board@valleywater.org 
Cc: "Rich, Dan" <dan.rich@mountainview.gov> 
 

Dear Mayor Rosenberg, 
Dear Vice-Mayor Siegel, 
Dear Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Board of Directors, 
 
I read about the recent brouhaha over the Water District's proposal to provide housing for the homeless on its 20 some 
properties in Mountain View. The Water District should be commended for looking at creative ways to address our 
regional housing and homelessness crisis. It is clear though the current proposal will be a tough sell in Mountain View. 
 
I wanted to make a suggestion that could be implemented much faster, with far less controversy and provide for 20 
some affordable units in Mountain View. 
 
Last year, the City of Mountain View relaxed  its regulations for Accessory Dwelling Units (often called granny units). 
In order to comply with new state laws (SB 1069 and AB 2299), the City further relaxed the regulations last week.   
 

Handout 4.1-A 
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2

How about taking advantage of these new streamlined regulations to build the largest possible Accessory Dwelling 
Units on each of the Water District residential properties in Mountain View? This could be implemented quickly (near 
"by right" permitting ), fairly inexpensively (no cost for land, smaller structure to build), without having to displace 
current tenants (or having to wait for the properties to become vacant) and without precluding over possible uses for the 
main residences. 
 
Funding for these units could possibly come from Measure A or even Mountain View's affordable housing fund. As far 
as building the units, non-profits affordable housing developers might want to (and probably should) enter that market -
in fact, Habitat for Humanity already has in Santa Cruz- 
 
With good collaboration between Water District and the City of Mountain View, we might be able to see 19 new 
(permanently) affordable units in Mountain View in 2017.  
 
While this might not sound like a large number county wide, this would be greater that the number of Very low AMI 
(17) and Moderate AMI (0) units combined that were permitted in 2016 (based on Mountain View's most recent 
Housing Element report). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Serge Bonte 
Mountain View Resident 
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Storm Report 
1vaarch 28 - April 11, 2017 

Rainfall and Reservoir Levels 

N Cu1cl 6 u_f 1. I -Pr · 
J-lt-11- 17 

Santa Clara Valley 
Waler Dislric(J 

RAINFALL IN INCHES AS OF April 11, 2017 

CURRENT SEASON 
SEASONAL AVG HISTORICAL 

COUNTY RAIN GAUGE PERIOD TO DATE SEASON 
LOCATIONS 3/29/17-4/11 /17 4/11/17 TO DATE % SEASONAL AVG AVERAGE 

(Inches) (Inches) (inches) TO DATE (Inches) 

WEST 
(Valley Christian) 3.67 79.06 40.59 195% 43.18 
CENTRAL 
(San Jose) 0.83 16.38 13.07 125% 14.40 
NORTH EAST 
(Penltencia) 0.99 21.50 13.84 155% 15.13 
SOUTH 
(Coyote Reservoir) 1.10 36.93 18.72 197% 20.33 

Rainfall Data stations: West-Santa Cruz Mountain near Saratoga; Central-near downtown San Jose; 
Northeast-near Milpitas; and South-near Coyote Reservoir 

More About Reservoir Levels 
• Moderate rainfall occurred during this period, 

~md storage in major federal and state 
iservoirs increased. Shasta Reservoir was at 

113% of historical average for this date and 
Lake Oroville was at 1 05% 

• Estimated inflow into local reservoirs was 
approximately 13,000 acre feet between 
March 28 and April 11. 

• Total reservoir storage decreased to about 81% 
of total capacity and was about 119% of normal 
when compared to the 20-year average for this 
date. 

Raw and Treated Water Operations 
• Coyote and Uvas Reservoirs continued to spill. 

Lexington Reservoir spilled at times during this 
period. Stevens Creek Reservoir spilled as the 
result of last week's storms 

• Anderson Reservoir was below spill elevation 
but remains above the interim Division of Safety 
of Dams (DSOD) restricted level. The ·outlet is 
fully open and maximum releases to Coyote 
Creek are being performed to return storage to 
the DSOD restricted operating level. 

• Coyote Reservoir remains above its 
permanent DSOD restricted level and the 
outlet remains closed until there is sufficient 
space in Anderson per DSOD approved 
operating criteria. 
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Raw and Treated Water Operations 
• Releases from all reservoirs (except for 

Anderson, Coyote and Uvas) are to match 
inflows. 

• Uvas Reservoir began spilling on Jan. 5 
and continues to spill. 

• Supply to treatment plants continued and 
included both local and imported water. 
Penitencia Water Treatment Plant 
remained offline during this period. 

• Percolation ponds were mostly offline due 
to removal of instream diversions, poor 
water quality in the creeks, and for planned 
maintenance activities. 

• Maintenance work was performed on the 
Coyote Percolation Dam fishway to 
improve operation conditions. Additional 
repair work is still needed at the diversion 
before the Coyote Percolation Dam can be 
re-installed. 

Pre-storm Preparations 

• Field crews inspected trouble spots where 
trash and debris are known to accumulate 
and cleared trash and debris as necessary. 

Communications 

• In anticipation of this week's storms, radio 
ads scheduled to air later in April were 
moved up. Digital advertisement (see 
below) continues. Other elements of the 
annual campaign have concluded. 

Storm Report 
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Flood Management Operations 

• The District OES is continuing to conduct 
flood after action assessment, and 
participate in beginning the cost recovery 
processes for both the President's Day 
Weekend Storm and the January storms. 

• The District OES is also assisting on the 
Coyote Creek Emergency Action Plan for 
Coyote Creek. 

Flood Information Team (FIT) 
• No FIT deployed. 

Sandbags 
• The District maintained sandbag sites 

throughout the county. 

This information is based on first-hand accou 
from District staff and other monitoring sourc 
between March 28 and April 11. 2017. As more 
information is gathered. some of the information 
reported here may change. 

For questions. contact Melanie Richardson. 
Interim Chief Operating Officer Watersheds at 
(408) 630-2035 or Jim Fiedler. Cl1ief Operating 
Officer Water Utility at (408) 630- 2736. 

' 
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