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Board of Directors

Santa Clara Valley Water District

AGENDA

12:00 PM CLOSED SESSION & 1:00 PM SPECIAL MEETING

12:00 PMTuesday, October 17, 2017 District Headquarters Board Room

CALL TO ORDER:1.

Roll Call.1.1.

TIME CERTAIN:2.

12:00 PM

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

Initiation of Litigation 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d) (4) 

One potential case

17-07012.1.

1:00 PM

District Counsel Report.2.2.

Pledge of Allegiance/National Anthem.2.3.

Time Open for Public Comment on any Item not on the Agenda.2.4.

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.
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Special Board Work Study on California WaterFix. 17-03752.5.

A. Adopt the Resolution, CONDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR 

CALIFORNIA WATERFIX, that expresses support, subject to 

the conditions listed below, for the State Water Project 

WaterFix participation approach, which would allocate the 

benefits and costs of the WaterFix to the District in 

proportion to its current 2.5% level of participation in the 

State Water Project, or 1.4% of the total WaterFix project. 

The conditions are:

i. Participation in the WaterFix sustains the District’s 

existing State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley 

Project (CVP) deliveries and provides insurance against 

future uncertainties;  

ii. The District’s Central Valley Project water supplies as 

well as its State Water Project water supplies are 

protected; and

iii. The cost per acre-foot remains similar to the current 

estimate; and

B. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to continue 

participating in WaterFix planning discussions with State and 

federal agencies as well as other prospective WaterFix 

participants, to further define the project and to develop 

agreements to secure the conditions needed for the 

District’s support.

Recommendation:

Garth Hall, 408-630-2750Manager:

Attachment 1:  Letter - DWR Response to Audit

Attachment 2:  District Principles Related to WaterFix

Attachment 3:  Letter - CVP Participation Approach

Attachment 4:  Resolution

Attachment 5:  PowerPoint

Item 2.5-A - Handout, R. DiFate

Item 2.5-B - Handout, T. Eskel

Item 2.5-C - Handout, J. Blickenstaff

Attachments:

Est. Staff Time: 30 Minutes

ADJOURN:3.

Clerk Review and Clarification of Board Requests.3.1.

Adjourn to 5:00 p.m. Closed Session and 6:00 p.m. Regular Meeting, on 

October 24, 2017, in the Santa Clara Valley Water District Headquarters 

Building Boardroom, 5700 Almaden Expressway, San Jose, California.

3.2.
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0701 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.1.

NON-EXHIBIT/CLOSED SESSION ITEM

SUBJECT:

CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL
Initiation of Litigation
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d) (4)
One potential case
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Santa Clara Valley Water District

File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

BOARD AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:
Special Board Work Study on California WaterFix.

RECOMMENDATION:
A. Adopt the Resolution, CONDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR CALIFORNIA WATERFIX, that

expresses support, subject to the conditions listed below, for the State Water Project WaterFix
participation approach, which would allocate the benefits and costs of the WaterFix to the District
in proportion to its current 2.5% level of participation in the State Water Project, or 1.4% of the
total WaterFix project. The conditions are:

i. Participation in the WaterFix sustains the District’s existing State Water Project (SWP) and
Central Valley Project (CVP) deliveries and provides insurance against future uncertainties;

ii. The District’s Central Valley Project water supplies as well as its State Water Project water
supplies are protected; and

iii. The cost per acre-foot remains similar to the current estimate; and

B. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to continue participating in WaterFix planning
discussions with State and federal agencies as well as other prospective WaterFix participants, to
further define the project and to develop agreements to secure the conditions needed for the
District’s support.

SUMMARY:
This agenda item provides an opportunity for the Board and the public to receive information on the
State’s proposed California WaterFix (WaterFix) project, which is intended to help restore the health
of the Delta ecosystem and to ensure the long-term reliability of water supplies conveyed through the
Delta.  Because Santa Clara County relies on State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project
(CVP) water supplies conveyed through the Delta to meet 40 percent, on average, of its water supply
needs, the District has an interest in the development of the WaterFix as a potential cost-effective
project that could improve the reliability of the District’s imported water supplies.

As described during Board meetings on September 12 and 19, 2017, WaterFix is potentially one of
the most cost-effective water supply options available to the District, with total capital costs ranging
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

from $420 million to $650 million (2017 dollars), a unit cost of roughly $600/AF (2017 dollars), and a
peak monthly increase per average household in Santa Clara County of about $9.50 (FY43).
Analysis of the project as currently defined indicates that it could sustain existing levels of imported
State Water Project and Central Valley Project supplies, protecting Santa Clara County from a 39,000
acre-foot decline in water supply that is projected to occur if no action is taken.

The State Water Project component of the WaterFix is relatively well-defined and will likely provide
significant benefits.  However, the CVP component of the WaterFix, as currently defined, may not be
viable because the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) proposed a participation approach
that may limit realization of WaterFix benefits for CVP participants.  In addition, the largest Central
Valley Project contractor south of the Delta, Westlands Water District, voted on September 19 not to
participate in the WaterFix as currently defined.  At this time, staff recommends that the Board
authorize execution of a resolution of conditional support for participation in the SWP component of
the WaterFix that requires the protection and sustainability of both the District’s SWP and CVP
supplies.

The ultimate configuration, cost, financing approach, and governance structure of the WaterFix will
depend on which water agencies support the project and their decisions regarding level of
investment.  Several SWP contractors have expressed support for the project, and several more are
scheduled to request a decision from their boards in October.  At future Board meetings, staff will
bring updates to the Board regarding project refinements, benefits, and costs, and possibly will
request Board approval of additional project funding.

A. BACKGROUND

A.1 California WaterFix

The currently proposed WaterFix project includes dual tunnels under the Delta that would provide an
alternative conveyance pathway for moving up to 9,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) of water from the
north Delta to the existing pumping plants in the south Delta. The addition of three state-of-the-art
intakes in the north Delta would minimize fish entrainment and allow the SWP and CVP to adjust
operations in response to environmental conditions and climate change effects, protect exports from
the threat of salinity intrusion from levee failures and sea level rise, improve access to transfer
supplies, improve water quality, and enhance the benefit of storage projects.  The WaterFix is also
expected to improve flow patterns in the Delta and reduce fish entrainment. Bypass flow criteria
would be imposed on diversions from the Sacramento River into the tunnels to ensure adequate
flows remain in the river to protect fish; consequently, diversions into the tunnels primarily occur
during higher river flow periods on the Sacramento River.

As described during Board meetings on September 12 and 19, 2017, the WaterFix is identified as
one of the least expensive per-acre-foot water supply options available to the District to meet current
and future water supply needs. Staff evaluated three approaches to participate in both the State
Water Project and Central Valley Project components of the WaterFix.  Estimated costs ranged
between $420 and 650 million for capital costs and $1.6-2.5 million per year in operation and
maintenance costs (2017 dollars). These costs equate to a monthly cost increase per average
household in the portion of Santa Clara County north of Metcalf Road, San Jose, of about $9.50 in
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

fiscal year 2043 for a fully financed project. The table below shows how WaterFix compares to other
potential water supply options that staff is evaluating in the 2017 Water Supply Master Plan update.
Fiscal Year 2043 marks the 25-year point in the rate projection and also approximates the peak
increase in the incremental cost per average household for the WaterFix (and for most of the other
large projects evaluated).

Table 1. Preliminary cost estimates for water supply options
 Water Supply Option Average Annual

Yield (AFY)

District

Lifecycle Cost1

(present value,

2017) ($

million)

Unit Cost1

(2017 dollars)

(per AF)

Monthly Water

Cost per

Average North

County

Household,

FY431

(cost/month)

Monthly Water

Cost per

Average South

County

Household,

FY431

(cost/month)

Los Vaqueros Reservoir2 3,000 $40 $400 $0.48 $0.24

California WaterFix 41,000 $620 $600 $9.51 $4.55

Water Contract Purchase 12,000 $360 $800 $3.03 $1.41

Sites Reservoir2 8,000 $170 $800 $2.62 $1.24

Lexington Pipeline 3,000 $90 $1,000 $2.89 $0.00

Groundwater Banking 2,000 $60 $1,300 $0.83 $0.38

Dry Year Options/Transfers 2,000 $100 $1,400 $0.90 $0.41

Potable Reuse - Los Gatos

Ponds

19,000 $990 $1,700 $20.01 $0.00

Potable Reuse - Injection Wells5,000-15,000 $290-$860 $2,000 $14.36 $0.00

Potable Reuse - Ford Pond 3,000 $190 $2,500 $4.10 $0.00

Pacheco Reservoir2 6,000 $450 $2,700 $15.36 $5.54

Groundwater Recharge 1,000-2,000 $20-50 $400-$1,300 $1.41 $1.21
1 Costs are for a fully financed project using the financing assumptions described in agenda item 2.1 of the September 12, 2017 Board Meeting

Investment Program funding. Costs would roughly double without funding.

The State’s long-term modeling analysis predicts that the WaterFix will prevent the degradation of
Delta exports over time. The existing long-term average SWP/CVP water deliveries to the District are
about 170,000 acre-feet per year (AF/Y).  If no action is taken to improve the existing Delta
conveyance approach, the District’s SWP/CVP deliveries could drop by about 39,000 AF/Y in
response to a set of regulatory constraints, often referred to as the “High Outflow Scenario”, which
have been considered but not currently adopted by the resource agencies. Available modeling
analysis indicates that the WaterFix as currently proposed could prevent the degradation of the
District’s imported supplies by between 28,500 and 44,300 AF/Y depending on the District’s level of
participation.
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

While the current WaterFix project proposal is not the comprehensive package that was originally
envisioned as a Habitat Conservation Plan, many of the elements of the Habitat Conservation Plan
are now being addressed through other processes including: California EcoRestore, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Delta Conservation Framework, the Delta Smelt Resiliency
Strategy, and the Sacramento Valley Salmon Resiliency Strategy.

B.  RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

It has been anticipated that both SWP and CVP contractors would participate in the WaterFix project,
with a 55/45 percentage split between the projects, respectively. However, on September 19, 2017,
the largest CVP contractor and one of the primary beneficiaries of the WaterFix, Westlands Water
District, voted 7-1 to not participate in the project as currently defined.  Without Westlands’
participation, the earlier assumed 55/45 percentage split would alter considerably, driven by a
currently unknown but likely much smaller level of participation by CVP contractors.

The Westland’s lack of support was due to the cost of the project and the uncertainty that calculated
benefits would be realized.  A significant factor in this assessment was Reclamation’s current
participation approach, which stated that Reclamation would not participate in the project, did not
confirm that project benefits would be realized by CVP participants, and was unclear regarding cost
allocation approaches. In District staff’s judgment, Reclamation’s current participation approach does
not provide sufficient assurances that those CVP contractors who pay for the project will receive their
anticipated benefits from the project.

Signaling the State’s commitment to continue pursuing the WaterFix despite Westlands’ vote,
California Secretary for Natural Resources, John Laird, made the following statement on September
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

20:

“Yesterday’s vote by Westlands does not change the fact that 25 million people rely on an
increasingly unreliable water system and the Delta’s ecosystem in is serious decline.  There is
broad agreement that water deliveries will continue to decline without upgraded infrastructure
in the Delta. The state is not going to walk away from its obligation to advance this critical
upgrade.  While it’s too soon to speculate on potential changes to the project, the state will
continue to consider how best to meet the needs of the agencies that want to participate in the
project.”

The State is continuing to propose a participation approach that incorporates the WaterFix into the
State Water Project and allocates costs and benefits to State Water Project contractors through the
existing State Water Project contracts. Of the 29 water agencies that contract with the Department of
Water Resources (DWR) for supplies from the State Water Project, five agencies are located north of
the Delta.  The State has provided verbal assurances that these agencies will not be required to pay
for the WaterFix.  Another 24 agencies located south of the Delta are positioned to receive benefits
from the project.

Key SWP contractors are continuing to move forward with defining their desired level of participation
in the WaterFix as currently defined, adopting resolutions of support and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) determinations, and authorizing participation in the development of governance
and financing agreements.  To date, eleven State Water Project contractors have taken board action
to support the WaterFix, including the largest SWP contractor, Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, and the second largest SWP contractor and the largest agricultural water agency in the
SWP, Kern County Water Agency, who approved support for about half of its proportionate share, or
6.5 % of the total project.  Once key participants have determined their level of participation, the
State will assess if the WaterFix project should be refined to optimize costs and benefits.

Another recent development was the October 5, 2017 release of the California State Auditor’s report
on DWR’s management of the planning efforts for the WaterFix in which it issued findings related to
WaterFix funding and provided recommendations to DWR and other State agencies regarding large
and complex infrastructure projects. DWR’s response to the report is provided as Attachment 1.

C. RECOMMENDATION

The cost and benefit analyses presented to the Board on September 12 and 19 indicate that the
WaterFix is consistent with District Principles (Attachment 2). It has the potential to be a cost-effective
and reliable solution to meet the water supply, water supply reliability, and water quality needs of
Santa Clara County, and that the costs and benefits of the project compare favorably to those of
other water supply alternatives.  The project has undergone extensive public review and in response
has been significantly modified to minimize impacts and balance beneficial uses. In addition, analysis
indicates it could reduce impacts of existing SWP/CVP operations on the Delta ecosystem by
improving flow patterns, reducing entrainment of fish, and providing operational flexibility to respond
to fish, water quality and water supply needs.

However, while the State Water Project component of the WaterFix is relatively well defined and
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

available information indicates this component will likely provide significant benefits, Reclamation’s
participation approach and the decision of Westlands Water District call into question the viability of
the Central Valley Project component of the project.  Therefore, staff does not recommend at this
time that the District participate in the Central Valley Project component of the WaterFix based on the
approach defined in Reclamation’s letter (Attachment 3).  Staff recommends instead that the District
continue to pursue alternative approaches for participation that will include providing security for its
Central Valley Project water supplies, and that the Board’s approval of participation in the WaterFix
be conditioned on the District’s ability to protect and sustain both its State Water Project and Central
Valley Project supplies.

Therefore, staff recommends the following:

A. Adopt a resolution that expresses support, subject to the conditions listed below, for the State
Water Project WaterFix participation approach, which would allocate the benefits and costs of
the WaterFix to the District in proportion to its current 2.5% level of participation in the State
Water Project, or 1.4% of the total WaterFix project. The conditions are:

1. Participation in the WaterFix sustains the District’s existing SWP and CVP deliveries
and provides insurance against future uncertainties;

2. The District’s Central Valley Project water supplies as well as its State Water Project
water supplies are protected;

3. The cost per acre-foot remains similar to the current estimate.

B. Authorize the CEO to continue participating in WaterFix planning discussions with State and
federal agencies as well as other prospective WaterFix participants, to further define the
project and to develop agreements to secure the conditions needed for the District’s support.

D.  NEXT STEPS

The ultimate configuration, cost, financing approach, and governance structure of the WaterFix will
depend on which water agencies support the project and their decisions regarding level of
investment.  By necessity, the decision-making process will be iterative.  Staff will bring updates to
the Board regarding project refinements, benefits, and costs.  Beginning in 2018, the State will need
additional funding for continued planning studies.  If a path is defined to meet the recommended
conditions of approval for the District’s support of the WaterFix, staff will bring relevant agreements
back to the Board for review and potential approval.

E.  SCHEDULE

To help prepare the Board for future decisions on involvement with and participation in WaterFix, staff
planned a series of agenda items describing major elements of the project. At the May 25, 2017
Special Board Meeting, a panel of experts presented detailed information describing the physical
aspects of the project, estimated costs, methods for cost control, and construction risk management.
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
Item No.: 2.5.

At its July 11, 2017 meeting, the Board received an update on several planning and permit related
activities for the WaterFix. At its August 22, 2017 meeting, the Board received an update on WaterFix
design and construction management and governance, anticipated operations, and adaptive
management program. At its September 12, 2017 meeting staff described project financing, cost and
water allocations, and updated water supply analyses.  And at a special Board workshop on
September 19, 2017, staff presented the 2017 update to the Water Supply Master Plan which
evaluated WaterFix along with several other water supply alternatives.

Date Topic

May 25 2017 Cost estimation, risk assessment and management, and cost
control for the WaterFix

July 11, 2017 Update on WaterFix

August 22, 2017 (1) Issues facing the District’s imported water supply and the
Delta ecosystem (2) WaterFix update including proposed design
and construction management and governance, operations, and
adaptive management.

September 12, 2017 WaterFix update, including water supply analysis, cost and water
allocation, and financing

September 19, 2017 Workshop on Water Supply Master Plan

October 17, 2017
(Today)

Update on WaterFix and potential Board action

Mid-November 2017
(Tentative)

Update on WaterFix

December 19, 2017
(Tentative)

Possible agenda: Board decisions on adoption of CEQA findings
and authorization to execute certain agreements to participate in
the WaterFix project.

Staff intends to provide the Board with an update on the WaterFix in November that describes any
decisions by the State on whether or how the project should be refined to optimize costs and
benefits, as well as potential terms and conditions of key agreements.  Assuming project participation
and potential project refinements have been sufficiently defined, staff may on December 19, 2017
request that the Board approve a resolution adopting CEQA findings as a Responsible Agency for
WaterFix, as well as discuss and approve key participation and funding agreements, including  (1)
the Joint Powers Agreement Forming the Delta Conveyance Design and Construction Joint Powers
Authority, (2) the Joint Powers Agreement Forming the Delta Conveyance Financing Joint Powers
Authority, and (3) the Agreement for Implementation of an Adaptive Management Program for Project
Operations. These agreements were described broadly during Board Agenda item 2.8 on August 22,
2017 and Agenda item 2.1 on September 12, 2017.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:
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File No.: 17-0375 Agenda Date: 10/17/2017
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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: Letter - DWR Response to Audit

Attachment 2: District Principles Related to WaterFix

Attachment 3: Letter - CVP Participation Approach

Attachment 4: Resolution

Attachment 5: PowerPoint

UNCLASSIFIED MANAGER:
Garth Hall, 408-630-2750
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Board Policy, CEO Interpretations, and District Principles  
Related to the Imported Water Program & California WaterFix

Board Governance Policy provides the following guidance for implementing the Imported Water 
Program  

Global Policy 

GP-1:  The purpose of the Board, on behalf of the people of Santa Clara County, is to see to it 
that the District provides Silicon Valley safe, clean water for a healthy life, environment, and 
economy. 

Ends Policies 

E-2:  There is a reliable, clean water supply for current and future generations

Strategies: 

S 2.4. Develop water supplies designed to meet at least 100 percent of average 
annual water demand identified in the District’s Urban Water Management Plan 
during non-drought years and at least 90 percent of average annual water 
demand in drought years. 

S 2.5. Engage, educate, and advocate with federal, state, regional and local 
agencies, and the water retailers on the delivery of a reliable and clean water 
supply.  

• E-2.1:  Current and future water supply for municipalities, industries, agriculture and the
environment is reliable.

o E-2.1.3:  Protect, maintain and develop imported water.

Outcome Measures:

OM 2.1.3.a. 100% of imported water identified in annual operations plan 
delivered to County to meet annual water needs. 

Strategies: 

S.2.1.3.1:  Develop and maintain imported water contracts and water
management partnerships.

S.2.1.3.2: Aggressively pursue the Delta solution to achieve the coequal goals of
providing a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring,
and enhancing the Delta ecosystem, all in a manner that protects and enhances
the unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the
Delta as an evolving place.
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CEO Direction: 

D 2.1.3.2.a.  The District’s desired outcome is a cost-effective, comprehensive, 
long-term solution for the Delta that meets the water supply, water supply 
reliability, and water quality needs of Santa Clara County while balancing other 
beneficial uses and providing a sustainable Delta ecosystem. 

D 2.1.3.2.b.  The District supports moving forward with environmental review and 
feasibility studies for a long-term Delta solution, including analyses of a dual 
Delta conveyance and a full range of isolated facility sizes.  

D 2.1.3.2.c.  Continuing to rely solely on existing through-Delta conveyance for 
the District’s imported water supplies is not acceptable because of the instability 
of existing Delta levees, underlying seismic risks, increasing threats of altered 
hydrology and sea level rise due to climate change, and ongoing regulatory 
uncertainty and concerns over the environmental health of the Delta.  

D.2.1.3.2.d.  The long-term Delta solution should promote a resilient Delta
ecosystem by basing all actions on sound science and addressing the full range
of environmental stressors, including toxics, invasive species, and all watershed
diverters.

Executive Limitations 

EL-4:  Financial planning for any fiscal year shall be aligned with the Board’s Ends, not risk 
fiscal jeopardy, and be derived from a multi-year plan.  With respect to the actual, ongoing 
financial condition and activities, the BAOs shall provide for the development of fiscal 
sustainability. 

• EL-4.2:  The Board Appointed Officer shall “spend in ways that are cost-efficient.”

o I-EL-4.2.a. Costs of the long-term Delta solution should be allocated equitably.
o I-EL-4.2.b. The District favors a flexible approach to cost allocation that maximizes

the opportunity for discretionary allocations of cost based on incremental benefits.

EL-5:  With respect to purchasing and contract activities, use a fair, open and expeditious 
process and stay within the Board’s authorized expenditures. 

• EL-5.1: A BAO shall not make a single purchase, contract, 3rd party claim settlement of
liability, or any other financial commitments in amounts greater than the following, unless
authorized by the Board:

o EL-5.1.6.:  For Imported Water Management Contracts—No limit; the CEO will
inform the Board on a timely basis of Imported Water Management Contracts
executed.
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• EL-5.3: A BAO shall not make a single purchase, contract, or any other financial
commitment without a competitive procurement process, unless authorized by the Board
or one of the following exemptions is applicable:

o EL-5.3.3.: Financial commitments resulting from imported water management
agreements, so long as the CEO informs the Board of the commitment on a timely
basis.

EL-6: The BAOs shall protect and adequately maintain corporate assets. 

• EL-6.5: Protect water rights and rights of way.

o I-EL-6.5.b.: Meet all water contract terms and conditions, and take action as needed
to protect and preserve water contract rights and benefits.

I-EL-6.5.b.i.: Governance structures and operating agreements related to the
long-term Delta solution must provide the ability to protect the value of the
District’s imported water assets, including water supply and banking contracts.

EL-7: The BAOs shall inform and support the Board in its work. 

• EL-7.3.: Inform the Board of the intent to undertake negotiation of any imported water
management agreement connected with proposed land development or involving a
private or non-governmental party and keep the Board informed of imported water
management activities on an ongoing basis.

o I-EL-7.3.a.: Provide at least quarterly updates to the Board on imported water
management activities, including forecasts of water transfers or other imported water
management agreements, and provide confirmation of executed agreements within
one month of completion.

• EL-7.4: Marshal for the Board as many employee and external points of view, issues and
options as needed for fully informed Board choices.

o I-EL-7.4.a.: Notify public of Board meetings, workshops, and committees.
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Santa Clara Valley Water District Principles 
California Water Fix 

March 14, 2017 

Principles: 

1. General

a. The quality of life and economy for the Silicon Valley would not be possible without
imported water.1

b. The District’s desired outcome is a cost-effective, comprehensive and reliable long-term
solution for the Delta that meets the water supply, water supply reliability, and water quality
needs of Santa Clara County, while balancing other beneficial uses and providing a
sustainable Delta ecosystem.1

c. The Delta solution should achieve the coequal goals of providing a more reliable water
supply for California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem, all in a
manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and
agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place.2

d. The District will work to ensure water quality will support all beneficial uses, including
recreation, fishing, drinking water, and environment.3

e. Governance structures and operating agreements related to the long-term Delta solution
must provide the ability to protect the value of the District’s imported water assets, including
water supply and banking contracts.2

f. The board will evaluate not only ecosystem and water supply benefits, but also whether the
balance of the CWF’s costs and benefits weighs in favor of the District’s customers and
ratepayers.1

g. Continuing to rely on the existing system of through-Delta conveyance for the County’s
imported water supplies is not sustainable.  Many factors affect species’ health in the Delta,
and the Delta is also threatened by continuing land subsidence, seismic risk, and effects of
climate change.3

2. Water supply reliability

a. Continuing to rely solely on existing through-Delta conveyance for the District’s imported
water supplies is not acceptable because of the instability of existing Delta levees,
underlying seismic risks, increasing threats of altered hydrology and sea level rise due to
climate change, and ongoing regulatory uncertainty and concerns over the environmental
health of the Delta.2

b. The Delta and its watershed has played a significant role in recharging the County’s
groundwater basin, protecting against further land subsidence, and providing for the well-
being of the citizens of Santa Clara County.3

c. Any participation in the CWF would be part of a comprehensive plan that includes
sustainable approaches for improved water supply, water quality, and reliability through
increased regional self-sufficiency.  Methods include increased conservation, water use
efficiency, recycling and reuse, conjunctive use of groundwater, and other approaches to
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contribute to reducing reliance on the Delta, including the Bay Area Regional Reliability 
(BARR) effort.3 

d. Substantial local investments in water use efficiency and conservation, recycled water and
groundwater management are essential but cannot cost-effectively replace imported water.1

3. Environmental protection

a. The long-term Delta solution should promote a resilient Delta ecosystem by basing all
actions on sound science and addressing the full range of environmental stressors,
including toxics, invasive species, and all watershed diverters. (also from District’s Board
Policies and CEO Interpretations)3

b. The CWF should not be viewed as the single solution to the Delta’s troubles but instead
should be viewed as an important part of a comprehensive solution.1

c. The District supports environmental restoration and protection, including the State’s
EcoRestore program, and other programs that will improve the overall Delta ecosystem.1

d. Protection and restoration of a healthy sustainable Bay-Delta Estuary includes
improvements in habitat, water quality, flows, and water supply to support fisheries, wildlife,
and a resilient ecosystem. 3

e. Restoration of native habitat to protect endangered fish, wildlife and plant species is needed
to improve the ecological functions of the Bay Delta Estuary. 3

f. Restoration of more natural flow patterns within the Delta and bay would support robust fish
and wildlife populations and their habitat. 3

g. Measures should be taken to control and reduce invasive species that impair the health of
the Delta ecosystem. 3

4. Costs and financing

a. Costs of the long-term Delta solution should be allocated equitably. 2

b. The District favors a flexible approach to cost allocation that maximizes the opportunity for
discretionary allocations of cost based on incremental benefits. 2

c. The District supports full public disclosure of costs of all proposed solutions. 3

d. The District’s investment decisions will protect the economic viability of industry, recreation,
tourism, fisheries, and agriculture, and the vitality of the County. 3

1 Derived from the District 7/21/16 policy statement before the state Water Resources Control Board 
2 Derived from Board Policy and CEO Interpretations 
3 Derived from the 8/16/16 Resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara Expressing 
its Interests in the Bay Delta Estuary Planning Process 
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Mid-Pacific Regional Office
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1898
IN REPLY REFER TO:

BDO-100

WTR-4.00 SEp 15 2Q17

Ms. Norma Camacho,
Chief Executive Officer

Santa Clara Valley Water District
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose, CA 95118-3686

Subject: Participating Central Valley Project Contractors in the State of California's WaterFix -
Central Valley Project. California

Dear Ms. Camacho:

Reliable delivery of water through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) is paramount to the
overall operation of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and the State of California's State Water
Project (SWP). To help restore reliability, reduce the potential for disruption of water deliveries
through the existing Delta diversion facilities from natural disaster, and allow more natural flows
in the Delta for salmon, smelt, and other species, the State of California is proposing to construct
the California WaterFix (CWF). As currently proposed, the CWF would carry fresh water in two
tunnels, with a total of 9,000 cubic feet per second of capacity, under the Delta from the
Sacramento River towards existing Delta diversion facilities. The CWF, in combination with
existing Delta diversion facilities, locally-driven water conservation, groundwater, recycling, and
storage projects would create a smarter, more sustainable water system for the 21st century.
While the Bureau of Reclamation supports the goals of the CWF, Reclamation currently lacks
the legal authority to fund CWF construction. Accordingly, at this time, Reclamation will not be
participating1 in the construction of CWF, will not ownanyof the CWF facilities, and the CWF
will not be a CVP facility.

Nevertheless, Reclamation supports a proposal by which CVP contractors independently
determine whether to participate in the CWF by contractingdirectly with the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR), or other appropriate entity, for the ownership of the
available capacity of the CWF. Over the past several months, an informal working group
comprised of CVP Contractors, SWP Contractors, Reclamation, and DWR have met to discuss a
CVP Contractor-driven proposal, known as the ''participation approach."2 This approach is

1 For purposes of this letter, "participating'* in the CWF means to agree to contract with the California Department
of Water Resources, or other appropriate entity, to pay a percentage of the construction costs or to provide funding
through any othermechanism to secure future use of the capacity of the CWF.
2The participation approach does not cover participation by the SWP contractors, which would be governed
separately by DWR.
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intended to avoid negatively impacting non-participants due to the CWF and follow a
"beneficiary pays" principle for CVP participation. The participationapproach is primarilya
proposal to address how CVP Contractors could use CWF facilities, which would be non-CVP
facilities, for conveyance of CVP water. Accordingly, this letter sets forth how Reclamation,
consistent with existing law and policy, and subject to execution of a Record of Decision for the
CWF, would expect to accommodate participatingCVP Contractors' use of the CWF to convey
CVP water, while protecting non-participating CVP Contractors.

Key Assumptions

This letter, and Reclamation's understanding of the participating CVP Contractors proposed use
of the capacity of the CWF, is based upon the following key assumptions. Considering that the
CWF may not be fully implemented for well over a decade and that the key assumptions
underpinning this letter may change, Reclamation would revise this letter, in coordination with
CVP contractors, should material changes occur to these assumptions.

•

•

Reclamation understands that DWR will hold title to CWF facilities and may split the
capacity of the CWF between the SWP and the CVP at 55-percentand 45-percent,
respectively. If so, CVP South of Delta Contractor(s) would acquire from DWR up to the
entire 45-percent of the capacity of the CWF for conveyance of CVP water.

The CWF is intended to be operated to maximizewater supply and fishery benefits partly by
moving SWP and CVP water that could not be otherwise stored or moved through existing
Delta diversion facilities. This operation is expected to occur primarily during excess
conditions over the fall and winter months, but may extend into some spring and summer
months as well. During these excess conditions, Reclamation anticipates that the CWF
would be operated along with south Delta facilities to divert water to the greatest extent
possible, consistent with operational restrictions;

"CWF Water," as the term is used in this letter, would be calculated as the incremental
difference between total water conveyed south of Delta and the amount ofwater that could
have been conveyed through the Delta without CWF, using the Hindcasting Accounting
Method summarized below. The majority of the water supply benefit of the CWF is
expected to be realized during the period when existing regulations limit surface channel,
through-Delta pumping.

Under current Reclamation law and policy, and consistent with current CVP water-related
contract terms and conditions, CWF Water would remain CVP water. Reclamation would
continue efforts to determine and define applicable Reclamation law, policy, and contract
terms and conditions to make CWF water exclusively available to participating CVP
Contractors.
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Participating CVP Contractors) are limited to water supply benefits up to their Contract
Total3, as provided in their existing CVP water contracts, and may receive delivery ofCVP
water in excess of their Contract Total only ifconsistent with Federal reclamation law,
policy, and contract terms and conditions.

CWF Water may be storedby Reclamation, and, if madeavailable, rescheduled, in San Luis
Reservoir, but would not, atany time, interfere with CVP operations. CWF and CVP
rescheduled water would be accounted for in San Luis Reservoir, along with potential non-
CVP water, consistent with theCVPrescheduling guidelines, the integration agreement (see
below), and associated operating plans developed consistent withtheunderstandings
described in this letter.

Reclamation does not intend to use the CWF to export additional CVP storedwater southof
the Delta.

Oncethe regulatory framework under which the CWF will be operated is moredefined,
Reclamation will workwith DWR and theCVP contractors to develop a detailed operating
plan.

Hindcasting, asdiscussed below, is anacceptable method for determining the quantity of
CWFWater, and DWR and Reclamation would develop necessary tools to accurately
hindcast.

Additional water supply requirements that are tied solely to CWF permits and operations
wouldnotbe met using increased releases ofupstream CVP stored water. CWF-specific
outflowrequirements above the then-existing regulations would be met through CWF
reductions and/or acquisition ofwater, by Participants, from willing sellers.

If thereare CWF-specific regulatory requirements imposed thatwould not havebeen
required without the CWF, suchregulations would not impact the annual amount ofCVP
water made available to non-participating CVP Contractors. The integration agreement
would determine a method or agreement to ensure that the CVP allocation would not be
decreased, as comparedto an operationwithout the CWF.

DWR, through SWP contractors and participating CVP Contractors, would be responsible for
funding andimplementing the Proposed Action in the CWF Biological Assessment, the
Reasonable and Prudent Measures in the CWF Biological Opinions, andthe Terms and
Conditions in the CWF Biological Opinions, unless thosecommitmentsandrequirements
were previously agreedto in-writing by Reclamation or required by the 2008 smelt
Biological Opinion or the 2009 salmon Biological Opinion for CVP/SWP operations.

3For purposes of this letter, "Contract Total" includes contract total orcontract delivery obligation, whichever is
controlling.
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•

•

•

Reclamation expects that existing CVP commitments for the use of Banks Pumping Plant,
and associated SWP facilities, would be maintained to ensure that conveyance ofCVP water
to the Cross Valley Contractors would not be impacted.

Reclamation would continue to meet its obligations under the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (CVPIA), including deliveries to wetland habitat areas ("Refuges") under
Section 3406(d) of the CVPIA, and existing relative water rights and contractual priorities
would be protected for non-participating CVP Contractors in any integration agreement that
is executed.

Operation of the CWF and use of the capacity of the CWF by participating CVP Contractors
would neither negatively impact non-participating CVP Contractors nor Reclamation's
ability to meet existing legal obligations.

The CVP CWF Hindcasting Accounting Method

Reclamation would expect to use the following accounting process to protect the amount of CVP
water made available to participating and non-participating CVP Contractors, consistent with
Federal reclamation law, policy, and contract terms and conditions. This process would identify
two distinct amounts of CVP water made available to participating CVP Contractors: a "CVP
Allocation" consisting ofCVP water that could have been delivered through existing Delta
facilities without the CWF, and a separate "CWF Allocation" consisting of CVP water that could
not have been stored upstream, or delivered without the CWF. Together, the CVP and CWF
Allocations would make up the total CVP water made available to participating CVP
Contractors. Ultimately, participating CVP Contractors would receive both a CVP Allocation
and a CWF Allocation, while the non-participating CVP Contractors would only receive a CVP
Allocation.

The CVP Allocation would be developed without consideration of the already conveyed
CWF water, or future use of the CWF.

The CWF Allocation would be a calculated amount that represents the CVP portion of the
CWF Water after it has been conveyed south of Delta. This allocation would be divided
among CVP participants, consistent with Federal reclamation law, policies, and contract
terms and conditions.

Integration Agreement with DWR

Reclamation is working with DWR to develop an integration agreement to define how
Reclamation and DWR anticipate coordinating the operations of the CVP and SWP with respect
to the CWF. The integration agreement would include, at a minimum, the following:
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• Accounting and mitigation ofwater supply impactsattributableto CWF-specific regulations
that have the potential to decrease the CVP Allocation for non-participating CVP
Contractors.

• Definedassumptionsfor use in the CWF Allocation process. These may includebase DWR
operational assumptions, sharing of regulatory requirements, storage in San Luis Reservoir,
accounting for changes to required carriage water, and others.

Available CWF Water

The hindcasting accounting methodwould identify CWF Wateravailable for delivery to
participating CVP Contractors. Currently, the projected CWF Water to be made available to
participating CVP contractors is expected to be within CVP Contract Totals in most years, and
will be made available consistent with existing contract terms and conditions. Reclamation will
consider requests from participating CVP Contractors to add the CWF facilities as an additional
point ofdelivery, or to bank CWF water; however,all deliveries (banked water is delivered
water) will be within Contract Total, and all participating CVP Contractors would still be limited
by their Contract Service Area, the transfer guidelines, and CVP place of use.

As stated above, it is expected that CWF Water would not exceed the Contract Total of the
participating CVP Contractors, except in limited circumstances. In those limited circumstances,
there are existing contract provisions which may allow a participatingCVP Contractorto realize
water supply benefits above their Contract Total on a short-termbasis (e.g. Article 3(f), pre-use,
and Section215 contracts). Shoulda CVPContractor wishto realizewater supplybenefits that
exceed its ContractTotal in other than limitedcircumstances, the participating CVP Contractor
wouldneed to identifya long-term solution that is acceptable to Reclamation (which may
include an amendment of their existing contract, assignment of existing CVPcontract supply, or
similar solution) or otherwise be subject to the limitationsprovided in their CVP Contract,
existing law, and the available storage ofCVP water in San Luis Reservoir.

The participating CVP Contractors may reschedule their CWF Water, consistent with the terms
and conditions of their CVP Contracts, and the storage priorities of San Luis Reservoir as
established by applicable Federal reclamation law and policy, specifically, the Act of
February 21, 1911 (Warren Act), Section 3406(d)(1) of the CVPIA and Section10004(a)(4)(B)
of the SanJoaquin RiverRestoration Settlement Act. CWF Water is subject to the applicable
CVP Ratesetting Policies and the participating CVP Contractors would be requiredto pay all
applicable costs, including CVPIA charges, for delivery of the CWF Water. Theuseof Project
Use Energy to convey CWF Water would also be consistent with Federal reclamation law and
policy.

Movement of CVP water through the CWF and Costs

The integration agreement wouldenableDWRto operate the new facilities for conveyance of
CVP water. The CWF would be used to conveythe CVP water for participating CVP

Attachment 3, Page 5 of 6



Contractors andotherCWF requirements. Reclamation understands that the conveyance ofCVP
water for the benefitof participating CVP Contractors, or for compliance with CWF-specific
requirements, would be funded by the participating CVP Contractors and/or DWR. Neither
Reclamation nor the non-participating CVP Contractors would pay any construction, fixed, or
variableoperationor maintenance costs for this conveyance.

Reclamation will coordinate with DWR on the use of the CWF to move water, which would
otherwise havebeenconveyed through the delta, for thebenefitoffish orother CVP purposes.
Reclamation supports continued discussions between participants and non-participants to find an
agreeable methodology, consistent with applicable law and policy, for determining how costs
associated with these incidental benefits are calculated and collected.

In the event that Deltaconditionsworsen, Reclamation may contract with DWR and/or
participating CVP Contractors to use available capacity, on a short term basis, to move
CVP water for general CVP purposes. Subject to applicable Federal reclamation law, including
the limitations provided in Section 3406(d)(5) of theCVPIA, Reclamation would anticipate
paying costsattributable to the conveyance ofthis water. Prior to Reclamation committing to
pay such costs, Reclamation would providea proposal for review and comment to all CVP
contractors, CVP power customers, and any other potentially affected parties.

Reclamation acknowledges the complexities and risks involved to all those who elect to
participate in the CWF. This letter contains knowledge, information, and assumptions
assembled by Reclamation with significant input from CVP contractors. As CWF moves
forward, we will continue to workcollaboratively with DWR, SWPContractors, participating
CVP Contractors, non-participating CVP Contractors and CVP power customers. Should you
have anyadditional questions, please contact Ms. Brooke White atbwhite@usbr.gov or
916-414-2402.

Sincerely,

Identical Letter Sent To:

Mr. Bruce Howarth

Manager
Alpaugh Irrigation District
P.O. Box 129

Alpaugh, CA 93201-0129

JwpGc. m^J2^
David G. Murillo

Regional Director

Mr. Mike Battles

Manager
Anderson-Cottonwood IrrigationDistrict
2810 Silver Street

Anderson, CA 96007
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RL14153 1 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

RESOLUTION NO. 17 - 

CONDITIONAL SUPPORT OF CALIFORNIA WATERFIX 

WHEREAS, Santa Clara County relies on State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project 
(CVP) water conveyed through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay-Delta (Delta) for 40 percent of its 
water supply on average; and 

WHEREAS, imported water from the Delta and its watershed has played a significant role in 
meeting the County’s water supply demands and allows for the recharging of the County’s 
groundwater basin, protecting against further land subsidence, and providing for the well-being of 
the citizens of Santa Clara County; and 

WHEREAS, substantial local investments in water use efficiency and conservation, recycled water 
and groundwater management are essential but cannot cost-effectively replace imported water; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) has long been committed to sustained 
reliable water supplies as well as environmental stewardship; and   

WHEREAS, if no action is taken, the District’s SWP and CVP supplies will be vulnerable to risks 
from declining ecosystem conditions, increasing regulatory restrictions, seismic risks, climate 
change and sea level rise, resulting in reduced water supply reliability for Santa Clara County; and 

WHEREAS, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) proposes to construct the 
California WaterFix, which consists of three new intakes on the east bank of the Sacramento River 
in the northern Sacramento San Joaquin Delta, tunnels connecting these intakes to a new, 30-acre 
intermediate forebay, and two 30-mile long tunnels carrying water from this forebay to a new 
pumping plant connected to an expanded and modified Clifton Court Forebay; and 

WHEREAS, the California WaterFix is a critical component of the California Water Action Plan, the 
State of California’s blueprint for a “sustainable and resilient future”; and 

WHEREAS, the California WaterFix has the potential to protect the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District’s water supply reliability by upgrading aging infrastructure, thereby reducing the 
vulnerability of SWP and CVP water supplies to seismic events in the Delta and climate change 
impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the California WaterFix has the potential to improve access to transfer supplies and 
increase storage project yield while conveying water across the Delta in a way that is safer for the 
environment; and 

WHEREAS, the SWP component of the WaterFix is defined such that benefits of the project would 
accrue to SWP participants, while the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s currently proposed CVP 
participation approach does not provide sufficient assurances that WaterFix benefits will be 
realized by CVP participants: and 

WHEREAS, CVP supplies comprise roughly 65% on average of the District’s supplies imported 
from the Delta; and 
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Conditional Support of California WaterFix Resolution No. 17-X 

RL14153 2 

WHEREAS, on July 21, 2017, DWR certified the final environmental analysis for the California 
WaterFix and signed the Notice of Determination thereby approving California WaterFix as the 
proposed project under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District does hereby find, determine, and order as follows: 

1. The District supports the State Water Project participation approach, which would allocate
the benefits and costs of the WaterFix to the District in proportion to its current 2.5% level of
participation in the State Water Project, or 1.4% of the WaterFix project, subject to the
following conditions:

a. Participation in the WaterFix sustains the District’s existing SWP and CVP deliveries
and provides insurance against future uncertainties; and

b. The District’s Central Valley Project water supplies as well as its State Water Project
water supplies are protected; and

c. The cost per acre-foot remains similar to the current estimate.

2. District staff shall continue participating in California WaterFix planning discussions with
State and federal agencies as well as other prospective WaterFix participants, to further
define the project, and to develop agreements to secure the conditions needed for the
District’s support.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the 
following vote on October 17, 2017:  

AYES: Directors 

NOES: Directors 

ABSENT: Directors 

ABSTAIN: Directors 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

By: __________________________________ 
JOHN L. VARELA 
Chair/Board of Directors 

ATTEST:  MICHELE L. KING, CMC 

__________________________________ 
Clerk/Board of Directors 
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California WaterFix
Special Board Workshop

October 17, 2017
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Recommendation

A. Adopt a resolution expressing conditional support for 
the SWP WaterFix participation approach.

B. Authorize the CEO to continue participating in 
WaterFix planning discussions to further define the 
project, and to develop agreements to secure the 
conditions needed for the District’s support.
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Recommendation is consistent with Board Principles

Cost-effective, long-term solution for the Delta that meets the 
water supply, water supply reliability, and water quality needs 
of Santa Clara County

 Ability to protect the value of the District’s imported water 
assets, including water supply and banking contracts

 Balance of the CWF’s costs and benefits weighs in favor of 
the District’s customers and ratepayers

 Existing system of through-Delta conveyance is not 
sustainable

 Allocations of cost based on incremental benefits
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Continued impact on Delta ecosystem leads to less water in the future. 
WateFix will protect supplies, restore flows and decrease impacts on fish

Historic Trend

125,000 acre-feet

CVP/SWP Contract Total

170,000 acre-feet
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Proposed Regulations

40% of Santa Clara County’s 
water supplies are conveyed 
through the Delta



Current proposal: WaterFix water supplies to be shared between 
the State Water Project and Central Valley Project
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Total District share: 41,000 AF*

2.5% of SWP share or 1.4% of total project: 15,500 AF
5% of CVP share or 2.3% of total project: 25,500 AF

9,000 cfs twin tunnels
Prevents degradation 
of over 1 million AF

(45%share) (55%share)

*Participation level modeled in Water Supply Master Plan analyses

2.3% 1.4%



WaterFix helps stabilize and protect supplies from risk of 
earthquakes, sea-level rise and aging infrastructure
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WaterFix capital and annual operation and maintenance costs 
(2017 dollars)

TOTAL Project Costs

Capital Costs $16.7 Billion

Operations and Maintenance Costs $64.4 Million/Yr
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DISTRICT Share of Project Costs

Capital Costs $420 – 650 Million

Operations and Maintenance Costs $1.6 - $2.5 Million/Yr



California WaterFix is one of our least expensive supply options
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Water Supply Option

Average 
Annual Yield

(AFY)

District 
Lifecycle 

Cost1
(present 

value, 2017)
($ million)

Unit Cost1
2017 dollars

(per AF)

Monthly Water 
Cost per Average 

North County 
Household, FY431

(cost/month)

Monthly Water 
Cost per Average 

South County 
Household, FY431

(cost/month)

Los Vaqueros Reservoir2 3,000 $40 $400 $0.48 $0.24

California WaterFix 41,000 $620 $600 $9.51 $4.55

Water Contract Purchase 12,000 $360 $800 $3.03 $1.41

Sites Reservoir2 8,000 $170 $800 $2.62 $1.24

Lexington Pipeline 3,000 $90 $1,000 $2.89 $0.00

Groundwater Banking 2,000 $60 $1,300 $0.83 $0.38

Dry Year Options/Transfers 2,000 $100 $1,400 $0.90 $0.41

Potable Reuse – Los Gatos Ponds 19,000 $990 $1,700 $20.01 $0.00

Potable Reuse – Injection Wells 5,000-15,000 $290-$860 $2,000 $14.36 $0.00

Potable Reuse - Ford Pond 3,000 $190 $2,500 $4.10 $0.00

Pacheco Reservoir2 6,000 $450 $2,700 $15.36 $5.54

Groundwater Recharge 1,000-2,000 $20-50 $400-$1,300 $1.41 $1.21

1 Costs are for a fully financed project using the financing assumptions described in agenda item 2.1 of the 
September 12, 2017 Board Meeting

2 Assumes Prop 1 Water Storage Investment Program funding. Costs would roughly double without funding.
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Viability of current CVP participation approach is unsettled

No federal commitment to the project
Unresolved questions regarding cost allocations
Insufficient assurances that participants will receive 

benefits
Largest CVP contractor decided not to participate



State Water Project contractors continue to make decisions 
regarding participation, many of them positive

Attachment 5, Page 10 of 14

Decisions that have been made to date have expressed support

 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

 Zone 7 Water Agency

 Alameda County Water District

 Castaic Lake Water Agency

 Coachella Valley Water District

 Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency

 Desert Water Agency

 Kern County Water Agency

 Mojave Water Agency

 San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District

 San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency

Other agency decisions are pending



WaterFix must provide opportunity to protect District’s CVP 
supplies as well as SWP supplies

Recommended conditions to support SWP WaterFix
participation approach: 

 Participation in WaterFix sustains District’s existing SWP 
and CVP deliveries and provides insurance against 
future uncertainties

 The District’s CVP supplies as well as its SWP supplies are 
protected

 Cost per acre-foot remains similar to current estimates.

Next steps:

 Work with State and Reclamation to develop approach 
to secure water and protect District’s CVP supplies 
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Next steps

 Continue to work with State, Reclamation, and 
other water agencies  

 Evaluate opportunities to secure sufficient 
supplies and protect CVP supplies

 Assess how project should be refined to 
optimize costs and benefits

 Develop agreements

 Bring updates and further recommendations to 
the Board

Attachment 5, Page 12 of 14



Board communication & decision schedule, if Board authorizes 
continued participation in WaterFix planning  discussions

Date Topic
Oct. 17 
(Today) Special Board Workshop on California WaterFix

Mid-Nov. 
(Tentative) Update on WaterFix

Dec. 19
(Tentative)

Board decisions on adoption of CEQA findings and authorization to 
execute certain agreements to participate in the WaterFix project

Schedule and topics subject to change Attachment 5, Page 13 of 14

 30 open, public Board meetings and workshops since 2011

 19 open, public Bay Delta Conservation Plan Ad Hoc 
Committee meetings between 2013 and 2016

 Numerous presentations to District advisory committees



Recommendation

A. Adopt a resolution expressing conditional support for 
the SWP WaterFix participation approach.

B. Authorize the CEO to continue participating in 
WaterFix planning discussions to further define the 
project, and to develop agreements to secure the 
conditions needed for the District’s support.

Attachment 5, Page 14 of 14



From: rockfish62@yahoo.com
To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: SCVWD Agenda Comment Form
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2017 1:00:54 PM

Agenda Comment Form
Current Date: 10-12-2017
Name: Roger diFate
Address: 2474 Woodland Ave
City: San Jose
State: CA
Zip Code: 95128
Telephone: (408) 244-9293 Ext:
Email Address: rockfish62@yahoo.com
Agency, Business
or Group (if applicable):
Contact: Attention: Clerk of the Board
Board Meeting Date: 10/12/17
Board Item Number: water fix
I would like to: Express Opposition

Comments:

We are apposed to the water fix. The twin tunnels is the worst solution ever
presented. I attended 3 meetings each time much better solution were offered but
Browns appointees showed a totally CLOSED Mind. Vote NO the is not a fix. Take a
good look at NYC tunnel one, 15 years and still NO Water through it 3X over budget.
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From: Eskeltim@aol.com
To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: SCVWD Agenda Comment Form
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2017 4:30:47 PM

Agenda Comment Form
Current Date: 10-12-2017
Name: Tim eskel
Address: 1004 kitchener cir.
City: San jose
State: CA
Zip Code: 95121
Telephone: Ext:
Email Address: Eskeltim@aol.com
Agency, Business
or Group (if applicable):
Contact: Attention: Clerk of the Board
Board Meeting Date: 10/17/17
Board Item Number: Not applic
I would like to: Express Opposition

Comments:

Please do not add more of a tax burden to our already high water costs by agreeing
to fund basically new water supplies to So CALIF.THANK YOU.also don't mess with
the delta system the way God created it in first place .ya I know we can tweak mother
nature but some times He comes back and bites us in the thusshy!

10/17/17 
Item 2.5-B 

HANDOUT 

mailto:clerkoftheboard@valleywater.org


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 



1

Michele King

Subject: FW: To Linda LeZotte / SCVWD Board:  * In Defense Of The Delta *                                                   .

From: Jim Blickenstaff <jpblick@comcast.net> 
Sent: Monday, October 9, 2017 3:50 PM 
To: llezotte@valleywater.org 
Cc: 'Jim Blickenstaff' 
Subject: To Linda LeZotte / SCVWD Board: * In Defense Of The Delta * .  
  

Please, if you would,  consider the issues raised in the below  

article when reviewing your “Water Fix” options at your  

upcoming Board Meeting. Could you also see that it is made  

part of the Public Record?   

Another preferable and available alternative would be  

augmentation of Los Vaqueros Reservoir. Let’s not become  

partners in an expensive Southern California plan to drain out   

what little fresh water remains in our Delta for their growth  

and Ag demands. Thanks –  

Jim Blickenstaff, San Ramon CA 

  

  

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

  

The Water Fix Is In:  Same Old “Solutions” In An Era Of  

Global Warming, And Depleted Fresh Water Resources. 

                         ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

  

A recent complication to the issue has been the Trump  
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Administration’s biased  support, through the Fish and  

Wildlife Service, to a delicate, very complicated water  

and  environmental issue.  We need to clarify to what  

degree a supportive decision was simply Trump politics,  

and what portion, if any, was based on real science. It’s  

likely this is but the first of a series of unscientific / anti‐  

environmental decisions by the agencies under the  

control of this administration and it’s like minded EPA.   

For example,  they make the fundamental mistake of  

‘ruling’ on the negative impacts of the tunnels without  

integrating their function in the over‐ arching historical  

context of decades of draining  Northern California water  

resources, in particular the Delta, for demands for more  

and more water for Southern California.   The Twin  

Tunnels must be seen as simply the latest and largest tool  

in this  broader picture of California politics assuring long  

term and ongoing reduction of Delta  water resources. In  

that more realistic context, the salmon, the Delta Smelt,  

and Striped Bass are destined to become extinct as their  

water habitat continues its progression to uninhabitable.   

The USFWS (and NOAA) need only chart the steady decline  

of key fish species for the last 50 to 70 years, and note how  

it correlates to the steadily increasing diversion for water  

districts and Ag –  dominated by those in the south.  
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Populations of salmon have declined by at least 75%. The  

Delta Smelt has gone from millions to the edge of extinction  

over that time. The USFWS can simply extrapolate the  

historic political induced progression to its inevitable  

outcome of widespread fish populations collapse. In fact,  

it is already happening – without the tunnels! This profound  

historic paradigm – not incorporated in The USFWS outcome  

conclusions, and now about to embrace the Twin Tunnels –  

renders the Federal finding of ‘probably’ no harm, or no  

“deeper” harm, bizarrely disconnected. One guarantee we  

can count on is that the huge tunnels are NOT going to be  

used to add water – the one thing the Delta eco‐system  

desperately needs! The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

further underestimates negative impacts by taking at face  

value the “safeguards” planned by the Brown Administration  

and State’s Natural Resources Agency. Projections founded  

in politically vulnerable ‐subject to change‐ safeguards are  

not science ‐‐ they are little more than “wishful thinking.”  

Therefore, such conclusions must be critiqued for a process  

and findings corrupted by a weak scientific discipline, and  

an overarching political bias ‐‐ and categorized accordingly  

as to degree of legitimacy.   

  

The Governor is speaking out of both sides of his mouth on  
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the desperate fish situation in the State and Delta.  He and  

the Governor of Oregon recently sent a joint letter to the  

Federal Government pleading for  more resources to protect  

dramatically declining populations of Chinook Salmon.   

Speaking the truth in his joint letter, and then taking a  

dismissive stance toward the plight of salmon, when  

promoting his Delta Twin Tunnels “Conveyance System.” 

  

Droughts are going to become the new normal as global  

warming increases. This last drought stopped even the  

minimum water volume necessary to sustain just the  

Delta eco‐system, let alone the huge volumes demanded  

by southern water interests.  It serves as an example of  

how the twin tunnels are an outdated, wrong answer for  

the new challenges and condition of an advancing phase  

of global warming. As the Peripheral Canal, it was wrong,   

and rejected by the State voters 30 years ago. It’s  even  

more wrong today. Today the Delta is in far greater distress.   

There is a growing intrusion of sea water into the Bay/Delta   

eco‐system, the rising sea levels are accelerating beyond  

projections, there are longer and more severe droughts, air  

and water temperatures continue to hit record highs, the  

natural/seasonal drainage to the Delta has changed, and  

the Delta is even more degraded by water diversion.   In  
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addition to the relentless history of water diversion, the  

afore mentioned Global Warming negative impacts on the  

Delta have yet to be properly acknowledged, and integrated  

into a realistic cumulative impacts exasperating its very  

survivability.  In spite of this, an eco‐system ‐ in obvious crisis ‐ 

is now facing the ominous prospects of  two huge, expensive,  

tunnels whose fundamental purpose is to drain out more and  

more of the remaining fresh water. The U.S.F.W.S., and the  

State Natural Resources Agency, are okay with that.  

Incredible!  

  

The State optimistically estimates $17 billion for the cost of  

the Water Fix/Tunnels.  They failed to acknowledge a recently  

discovered need for a $6.5 billion taxpayer subsidy, as well as, 

the history of huge cost overruns  for State mega‐projects,  

like High‐Speed Rail ‐‐ who’s budget has doubled to $68 billion  

and is still rising! Using a conservative estimate of $25 billion,  

a similar dollar amount devoted to other, competing,  

alternatives, still needs to be analyzed for comparative cost  

effectiveness.  One such alternative would be to invest the  

$25 billion in salt water conversion plants.  I say this, not as  

an advocate of this option, but to demonstrate one of many  

viable, but unexamined alternatives. With the growing  

technology available to minimize polluting by‐products, as  
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well impacts on sea life, is it possible that a State  

commitment to sea water conversion would be an  

environmentally preferable position to that of draining out  

what precious and essential fresh water still remains for  

the Delta?  And ‘good news,’ while Delta water is very  

limited, and desperately needed locally,  Global Warming  

has guaranteed there will be plenty of sea water. Plus, it  

will be getting more diluted all the time, as the polar ice  

caps continue to melt! The Israelis’ and Saudis’ have led  

the way on large scale desalination. Their very existence  

depends on it! More ‘good news,’ neither country is awash  

in toxic byproducts. A side‐by‐side, detailed, comparative  

evaluation of $25 billion toward this alternative, as well  

as several other plausible alternatives cited by opposition  

leaders, would, no doubt, reveal options far less  

devastating to the Delta. This particular case actually  

acknowledges, and makes use of, the changing dynamics  

of a warming planet, with the eventual outcome being a  

steady, reliable, significantly increased water supply for 

Southern California – in good times and bad!   

  

Litigation is looking more and more critical and necessary  

in stopping what would eventually be the  conversion of  

the Delta to a brackish dead‐sea back wash. In fact, the  
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NRDC, Defenders of Wildlife, Bay institute, and Gold Gate  

Salmon Association, have already launched the first salvo   

in the upcoming battle with a major lawsuit against the  

project this June 29th.  More recently, an impressive array  

of counties, cities, agencies, grass root and environmental  

groups have filed numerous legal challenges across the 

State against the Department of Water Resources for  

violations of CEQA law. “For 10 years we’ve been fighting  

to get tunnel proponents to look jointly for better solutions  

that don’t destroy the Delta. They didn’t listen, and now we  

must turn to the courts to enforce critical environmental  

protections…”, said plaintiff, Osha Meserve.  I expect the  

growing network of opposition parties will continue to build  

a formidable, Legal Wall.  Below is  just a short list of such  

groups: 

   >  Restore the Delta 

   >  Friends of the River Foundation 

   >  Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman’s Association 

   >  Environmental Water Caucus. 

   >  Natural Resources Defense Council 

   >  Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association  

   >  Center for Biological Diversity 

   >  California Water Impact Network 

   >  California Sportsfishing Protection Alliance  
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   >  Bay Institute  

   >  Sierra Club 

   >  Golden Gate Salmon Association 

   >  North Coast Rivers Alliance 

   >  San Francisco Crab Boat Owners Association 

   >  Winnemem Winto Tribe 

   >  AquAlliance 

   >  Save the California Delta Alliance 

   >  D. W., [Delta farmer], and collaboration of 150 other  

       landowners throughout the State. 

   >  Numerous Counties, including Contra Costa, Solano   

       and Yolo. 

   >  Numerous Cities, including Stockton and Antioch.  

   >  Numerous State Agencies, including  Central Delta  

       and Local Agencies of North Delta. 

    

All this comes as time is running out on the Brown  

Administration.  Next year, we will have elected a new  

governor. The foremost question from any and all pro‐ 

Delta groups must be:  “What is your position on the  

Twin Tunnels?”, then, coordinate and campaign  

accordingly.  I doubt many other candidates will share  

Mr. Brown’s long (family) history and personalize, even  

emotional, “Tunnel Vision” toward water demands from  
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Southern California.  But, either way, it should become a  

defining position, bearing directly on the winnability of  

whoever decides to run.  The vast support network for  

this purpose will be invaluable. Brown leaving office may  

turn out to be the ultimate solution to a decades old  

obsession  (whether it be the Peripheral Canal of yester‐ 

year, or Twin Tunnels today)  that sacrifices the Delta  

eco‐system for powerful, thirsty friends and associates  

in the south. 

  

Once built the tunnels cannot be “unbuilt.”  Proponents  

are counting on this. They also know that “guarantees”  

and promises CAN be undone.  After the tunnels are in  

place,  Phase II would be the political necessity of changing  

the promises made to allow the more politically powerful  

southern water interests to finally complete the deal on  

effectively taking what’s left of the Bay/Delta fresh water,  

for their more “important” water needs.  At this late stage,  

it will essentially be over.  Little left but the proper spin  

explaining why the State must answer the “greater needs”  

and demands from the south.  It’s worth noting here, the  

quote from State Water  Official, Jerry Meral, four years ago;  

“The Bay Delta Conservation Plan is not about saving the  

Delta… The Delta cannot be saved…” He was soon silenced,  
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not because his comments were untruthful, but because  

their timing was indiscreet. Mr. Meral needed to wait until  

the tunnels were a done deal and serving their  

“conveyance” purposes before revealing this harsh truth.  

Brown’s actions only reinforced his assessment when the  

Governor reduced Delta habitat “restoration” by 70% ‐‐   

from 100,000 acres to 30,000 acres!  Again, not based on  

scientific findings, but on the political expedience that  

expensive restoration costs could kill the deal for tunnel  

proponents ‐‐ with their very limited tolerance for  

extraneous costs adding to an already overpriced project.  

As if to prove the point, both the Westlands Water District,  

and the L. A. City Council, recently voted to reject  

participation in the funding plan  –  in spite of an   

unrealistically low total cost of “just” $16 billion. Even the  

supposed winners in the big water grab are not okay with  

the big money demand!  If you don’t like it now – just wait! 

  

The final failure of Jerry Brown’s “Water Fix” plan will not 

simply be it’s overpriced cost ineffectiveness, nor its  

inability to answer the challenges of a new climate  

paradigm ‐‐ it will be the inevitable realization that the  

Co‐Equal Goals are also just one more “very sincere”  

promise that cannot be kept.  “Sorry, Northern California,   
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we were wrong… You Lose – Again.”  Or, in the parlance of  

Sarah Palin; “How’s that ‘Co‐Equal’ thing working out for  

ya!? {Ha‐Ha‐Ha}.”  We cannot allow it to get to that point. 

  

Jim Blickenstaff 

Former San Ramon City Council Member,  

30 Year Environmental Activist. 
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MEMORANDUM 
FC 14 (01-02-07) 

 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Water District Board of Directors FROM: 

Directors Tony Estremera, 
Barbara Keegan, and Gary 
Kremen  

 
SUBJECT: Suggested Waterfix Guiding Principles 

Incorporated into a Resolution 
DATE: October 13, 2017 

 
 
 
As three members of the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, we share 
the challenge and the difficulty of determining what the District’s participation should be in the 
proposed WaterFix project.  After consideration of many factors affecting our upcoming 
decisions about the WaterFix, we want to share our thoughts and recommend certain policy 
principles or conditions for supporting the WaterFix project.   
 
Our mission at the District is to provide Silicon Valley with safe, clean, affordable water to 
support healthy lives, the environment, and economy.  In so doing, the Board of Directors 
endeavors through our policies and actions to affirm to the residents of Silicon Valley that we 
are dependable stewards and that the Santa Clara Valley Water District can be trusted to 
provide clean, safe, affordable water, and guarantee our water supply for the future.     
 
As we look at stabilizing our imported water supply (55% of Santa Clara County’s supply, of 
which 40% is imported through the Delta), we understand that the residents of Silicon Valley 
want and need us to do so in a cost-effective manner while helping to restore the environment 
and habitat wherever possible.  As such, we are jointly recommending seven guiding principles 
to ensure that our local interests are represented in the ongoing and future WaterFix 
discussions at the state level and among the water contractors.  These principles are conditions 
for our affirmative decision for the District’s participation in the proposed WaterFix.  
 
Thus, we ask the Board to support the attached resolution and its binding guiding principles. 
 
Attachment: Resolution No. 17 - , Conditional Support of California WaterFix 
 
 

 
_________________________________________________ 
Directors Tony Estremera, Barbara Keegan, and Gary Kremen 
 
Attachments:  Resolution 
 
sc:jmo 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT  

 
RESOLUTION NO. 17 - 

 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT OF CALIFORNIA WATERFIX 

 
 
WHEREAS, our mission at the Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) is to provide Silicon 
Valley with safe, clean water to support healthy lives, the environment, and economy; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors endeavor through our policies and actions to affirm to the 
residents of Silicon Valley that we are dependable stewards and that the District can be trusted 
to provide clean, safe, affordable water, and guarantee our water supply for the future; and 
 
WHEREAS, Santa Clara County relies on State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project 
(CVP) water conveyed through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay-Delta (Delta) for 40 percent of 
its water supply on average; and 
 
WHEREAS, imported water from the Delta and its watershed has played a significant role in 
recharging the County’s groundwater basin, protecting against further land subsidence, and 
providing for the well-being of the citizens of Santa Clara County; and 
 
WHEREAS, substantial local investments in water use efficiency and conservation, recycled 
water and groundwater management are essential but cannot cost-effectively replace imported 
water; and 
 
WHEREAS, the District has long been committed to sustained reliable water supplies as well as 
environmental stewardship; and   
 
WHEREAS, if no action is taken, the District’s SWP and CVP supplies will be vulnerable to risks 
from declining ecosystem conditions, increasing regulatory restrictions, seismic risks, climate 
change and sea level rise, resulting in reduced water supply reliability for Santa Clara County; 
and   
 
WHEREAS, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) proposes to construct the 
California WaterFix, which consists of new intakes on the east bank of the Sacramento River in 
the northern Sacramento San Joaquin Delta, tunnel(s) connecting these intakes to a new, 
intermediate forebay, and tunnel(s) carrying water from this forebay to a new pumping plant 
connected to an expanded and modified Clifton Court Forebay; and 
 
WHEREAS, the California WaterFix is a critical component of the California Water Action Plan, 
the State of California’s blueprint for a “sustainable and resilient future”; and 
 
WHEREAS, the California WaterFix has the potential to protect the District’s water supply 
reliability by upgrading aging infrastructure, thereby reducing the vulnerability of SWP and CVP 
water supplies to seismic events in the Delta and climate change impacts; and 
 
WHEREAS, the California WaterFix has the potential to improve access to transfer supplies and 
increase storage project yield while conveying water across the Delta in a way that is safer for 
the environment; and 
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WHEREAS, the SWP component of the WaterFix is defined such that benefits of the project 
would accrue to SWP participants, while the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed CVP 
participation approach does not provide sufficient assurances that WaterFix benefits will be 
realized by CVP participants: and 
 
WHEREAS, on July 21, 2017, DWR certified the final environmental analysis for the California 
WaterFix and signed the Notice of Determination thereby approving California WaterFix as the 
proposed project under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District does hereby find, determine, and order as follows: 
 

1. That the Santa Clara Valley Water District hereby declares its conditional support for the 
California WaterFix and adopts the Guiding Principles, attached hereto as Attachment 1, 
for Participation in the California WaterFix; and 
 

2. That the District’s Directors and staff will use these Guiding Principles to shape the 
District’s participation in the WaterFix Project, including evaluating the WaterFix project, 
identifying ways to meet the District’s goals, and shaping the project development and 
any agreements necessary to secure the conditions needed for the District’s support. 

 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District by the following 
vote on October 17, 2017:  
 
AYES: Directors 

NOES: Directors 

ABSENT: Directors 

ABSTAIN: Directors 

 SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
 By: __________________________________ 
  JOHN L. VARELA 
  Chair/Board of Directors 
 
ATTEST:   
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Michele L. King, CMC  
Clerk/Board of Directors 
 
Attachment:  Guiding Principles for Participation in the California WaterFix 
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Attachment 1 
Guiding Principles for Participation in the  

California WaterFix 
 

Guiding Principle #1 – Santa Clara County needs are the primary drivers in all our decisions 
involving the WaterFix project. 
 
Fresno, Huron, Southern California, Discovery Bay, Rio Vista and other places in California have 
important desires, but providing safe, clean, affordable water for the people, businesses, wildlife and 
habitat of Santa Clara County is our primary focus.  

Guiding Principle #2 – We will not allow Silicon Valley values and priorities to be placed at a 
disadvantage relative to Central Valley Agriculture or Southern California. 
 
We support a WaterFix project in which all parties pay their fair share and avoid cost shifting to urban 
users.  
 
Santa Clara County rate payers and / or taxpayers should pay no subsidies to Central Valley Agriculture 
or Southern California water users. 

Guiding Principle #3 – We are advocating for a flexible approach that addresses Silicon Valley 
stakeholder and community input. 
 
We take public input seriously, having had over 50 agenda items at properly noticed, public meetings on 
the WaterFix project and the District’s water master supply plan alone (see Appendix A for a partial list of 
such meetings).  
 
We support a WaterFix project that provides for environmental protections for the Delta, that is part of an 
overall State effort to improve Delta habitat through, at a minimum, the EcoRestore program, and that 
takes into account climate change.  
 
To quote from the recent Baykeeper Issue Brief on the Delta Tunnels:  
 

“With a portfolio of science-based actions we can stabilize the Delta ecosystem to prevent fish 
extinctions while permitting sustainable water exports. Signs of hope and solutions include:  
 
 ….  
 

 Reduction in tunnel scope to a single smaller tunnel. Several groups, 
including the Natural Resources Defense Council and the Public Policy 
Institute of California, have suggested that a single tunnel could help 
achieve the reliability and resiliency sought by water contractors while 
maintaining an engineered limit to diversions that would be less 
susceptible to over-extraction and abuse.” 
 

Additionally, to quote Governor Brown in the LA Times on October 5th, 2017: 
 

But Brown said Thursday that WaterFix could survive, albeit in a 
scaled-down version, without money from Westlands and other 
agricultural districts that receive delta supplies from the federal Central 
Valley Project. 
 
“The project can be altered to reduce the costs if the federal 
contractors don’t want to be a part of it,” the governor said. “The state 
needs the water. We’re not going to commit suicide. We gotta have it.” 
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Given that Westlands Water District and certain other agriculture districts have declined to participate in 
the WaterFix project, we are supportive of a lower-cost, scaled-down, and staged project that that is 
consistent with the existing environmental impact reports and other administrative proceedings. We 
support considering an approach that incorporates the following in the first stage of the project: 
 

a) One tunnel instead of the two tunnels; 
b) A reduced intake volume from the original 9,000 cubic feet per second; 
c) A reduced number of intakes on the Sacramento River; 
d) A project that incorporates and ensures less impacts on fisheries relative to current operations; 

and 
e) Allows Santa Clara Valley Water District elected officials to be actively involved as leaders in the 

governance of the WaterFix project to ensure the project is implemented appropriately and to 
prevent any Southern California water grab.   

 
Any changes to the project that diverge from this principle must be brought before the board before any 
final agreement is announced. 

Guiding Principle #4- As water is a human right, we must make investments to make sure our 
water supply meets future needs at a cost affordable by everyone 
 
Our District believes in an “all-of-the-above approach” to water supply. We have significant ongoing 
investments in water conservation.  We are looking seriously at highly purified (drinkable) water, recycled 
water, storm water capture, rain water capture, grey water usage, etc.  We take into account the 
importance of local supplies and resiliency.  
 
At the same time, the cost of water is an important consideration to our ratepayers and we believe that 
water is a basic human right.  Of the options that produce a significant quantity of supply, our imported 
supply is the lowest cost per unit source available to the District, and a staged WaterFix project could help 
stabilize the increasing cost of our overall supply portfolio.  The cost of water is a social justice issue; the 
WaterFix project would help keep down the cost of our water supply portfolio and make safe, clean water 
more affordable.  
 
Consistent with this principle, our support of the WaterFix is conditioned on the per acre-foot cost 
remaining similar to current estimates. 
 

Guiding Principle #5 – Equity and costs are important. 
 
Those communities and / or organizations that pay SWP property taxes (funds) and receive on average 
85% of their water supply from sources other than the District-managed supplies will receive, directly or 
indirectly and not exceeding the amount of SWP property tax paid, those funds back in the form of 
additional, incremental, dedicated, segregated funds exclusively for water conservation programs, 
recycled water, purified water, wastewater treatment plant environmental upgrades, Automatic Meter 
Infrastructure (AMI) updates, or dedicated environmental focused grants starting in FY 2019 until FY 
2024. To unlock these additional, incremental, dedicated funds, the communities and organizations will 
be required to make at least 20% match of the District’s contribution; otherwise the dedicated, segregated 
funds go back to the District by FY 2026. 
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Guiding Principle #6 – Any final arrangement must provide flexibility to acquire supplemental 
water by taking advantage of future wet years to ensure residents have a reliable water supply, no 
matter what extreme weather the changing climate brings. 
 
The District supports the State Water Project WaterFix participation approach, which would allocate the 
benefits and costs of the WaterFix to the District in proportion to its current 2.5% level of participation in 
the State Water Project.  
 
Additionally, the District shall commit to and / or purchase enough supplies from the project to replace the 
projected deficit in current imported water supplies over time, and to ensure against future uncertainty.  
More specifically, we commit to securing sufficient supplemental water supplies if they become available 
at a reasonable price to avoid a deficit in our water supply, with potentially additional investments to 
provide insurance against future uncertainty.  
 
Simultaneously, it is critical that the WaterFix provide reliability for our CVP supplies as well as our SWP 
supplies and that both supplies can be moved through the WaterFix.   
 
If we do not act, given competition for limited water supplies in California, undoubtedly, water made 
available through improvements in the State Water Project and the Bay-Delta will instead go to Central 
Valley Agriculture and Southern California.   
 
Guiding Principle #7 – Keep negotiating for the best deal for Santa Clara County 
 
Our final guiding principal is that staff shall continue participating in California WaterFix planning 
discussions with State and federal agencies as well as other prospective WaterFix participants, to further 
define the project, and to develop agreements to secure the conditions needed for the District’s support.  
 

Appendix A - Board Meeting Agenda Items regarding California WaterFix 
 

1. May 10, 2011 - Overview of Delta Issues 

2. August 26, 2011 (Board Workshop)- Secretary of California Natural Resources Agency, John 
Laird, and several representatives of environmental groups discussed the ecosystem restoration 
goal of the BDCP. 

3. October 14, 2011 (Board Workshop) - Deputy Secretary of the California Natural Resources 
Agency, Gerald Meral, and several general managers of California water agencies discussed the 
water supply reliability goal of the BDCP. 

4. March 28, 2012 (Board Workshop) - Several elected officials and residents of Delta counties 
discussed the in-Delta perspective on BDCP, along with perspectives from Senior Policy Fellow 
at the Public Policy Institute of California, Ellen Hanak. 

5. May 15, 2012 (Board Agenda Item)- Staff prepared a BDCP update following release of the 
preliminary administrative draft of the BDCP. 

6. August 7, 2012 (Board Agenda Item) - Following the July 25th announcement by the Governor 
and Obama Administration on key elements of the BDCP proposed project, staff provided an 
update on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan and results of an opinion survey. 

7. February 26, 2013 – (Board Agenda Item) Prior to the release of the second Administrative Draft 
of the BDCP, staff provided an update on the BDCP and established a Board Ad Hoc Committee 
to assist the Board with developing policies relating to the District’s engagement in the BDCP. 

8. October 11, 2013 (Board Workshop)- Director of California Department of Water Resources, 
Mark Cowin, Undersecretary of California Department of Food and Agriculture, Sandra Schubert, 
and Economist David Sunding provided an overview of BDCP in relation to other State planning 
efforts and discussed the statewide economic impacts and perspective on BDCP. 
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9. November 8, 2013 (Board Workshop) - California Department of Fish and Wildlife staff and 
several representatives of environmental and in-Delta interests discussed habitat restoration and 
conservation in the Delta and the perspectives of in-Delta users 

10. November 13, 2013 (Board Workshop) - Director of Department of Fish and Wildlife Chuck 
Bonham, technical experts in Delta risks, and BDCP project managers discussed Delta risks, the 
relevance of BDCP to Delta fisheries, and plan components and analysis. 

11. December 9, 2013 (Board Workshop) - Secretary of California Natural Resources Agency, John 
Laird and other invited guests provided perspectives on the importance of BDCP to the State, 
County and economy of Silicon Valley. Staff provided a preliminary analysis of BDCP benefits 
and costs to Santa Clara County 

12. January 27, 2014 (Board Workshop) - Former Director of the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission’s Water System Improvement Program, Julie Labonte, and President and CEO of 
Hallmark Group Capital Program Management, Chuck Gardner, described implementation of 
large water supply infrastructure construction projects. 

13. May 27, 2014 (Board Agenda Item) - Following the five 2013–2014 District Board Workshops on 
BDCP, staff provided an update on Bay Delta Conservation Plan, a summary of the workshops, 
and responses to Board questions raised during and after the workshops. 

14. July 22, 2014 (Board Agenda Item) - Staff presented draft District comments on the Public 
Review Draft BDCP and its EIR/EIS and on the draft BDCP Implementing Agreement for Board 
review for consistency with Board Policy. Staff also presented an update on the BDCP and 
responses to additional Board questions. 

15. September 23, 2014 (Board Agenda Item) - Staff responded to questions and concerns raised by 
Board Members and the League of Women Voters of California with various aspects of the BDCP 

16. January 22, 2015 (Board Workshop) - Staff and a panel of invited guests described the BDCP 
adaptive management strategy and the current scientific understanding of habitat restoration in 
general as well as with respect to BDCP restoration actions. 

17. May 26, 2015 (Board Agenda Item) - Staff provided an update on the BDCP and described the 
new approach proposed by the State to separately develop California WaterFix and EcoRestore. 

18. October 27, 2015 (Board Agenda Item) - Staff provided an update on the BDCP and the re-
circulated draft environmental documents including draft staff comments on the re-circulated 
documents. 

19. January 26, 2016 (Workshop) - A panel of guests provided updated information and resource 
agency perspectives on the California WaterFix and California EcoRestore. 

20. April 15, 2016 (Board Agenda Item) - Staff provided an overview of imported water and current 
issues 

21. July 12, 2016 (Board Agenda Item) - Staff provided an updated business case analysis and a 
draft District policy statement for the State Water Board hearing on the petition to change the 
point of diversion for the SWP and CVP 

22. September 27, 2016 - Update on Implementation of the 2012 Water Supply and Infrastructure 
Master Plan and Development of the 2017 Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) 

23. January 31, 2017 - Update on the 2017 Water Supply Master Plan and Potential Storage Options 

24. March 14, 2017 – Review and confirm proposed Principles related to the Waterfix and receive 
WaterFix update 
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25. April 25, 2017 - Update on the 2017 Water Supply Master Plan and Alternative Water Supply 
Strategies 

26. May 9, 2017 – Updated information on the Delta Stewarship Council’s Delta Plan, the District’s 
CWF Principles relevant to the Delta Plan amendments 

27. May 25, 2017 (Workshop) Guests Chuck Gardner, John Bednarski, Pat Pettiette, and Bob 
Goodfellow provide presentation on cost estimation, risk assessment and management, and cost 
control for the WaterFix 

28. July 11, 2017 – Update on WaterFix and providing a schedule for future presentations through 
Fall 2017 

29. August 22, 2017 – 1) Analysis of issues facing imported water supply reliability; 2) Update on 
WaterFix including proposed design and construction management and governance. 

30. September 12, 2017 – California WaterFix water supply analysis, cost and water allocations, and 
financing. 
 

Ad Hoc and Advisory Committee Meetings 
 

1. March 18, 2013 – BDCP – Initial meeting, discuss and define the BDCP Ad Hoc Committee’s 
purpose and intended outcome 

2. April 9, 2013 – BDCP – 1) Review scope and purpose of the Committee; 2) Discuss the Delta 
Stewardship Council’s Delta Plan; 3) Overview of BDCP, Chapters 104; 4) Discuss the Natural 
Resource Defense Council’s proposed portfolio-based BDCP alternative 

3. April 22, 2013 - BDCP – 1) Overview of BDCP, Chapters 104 (continued from 4/9/13); 2) 
Overview of BDCP, Chapters 5-7; 3) Discuss the Natural Resource Defense Council’s proposed 
portfolio-based BDCP alternative (continued from 4/9/13) 

4. May 28, 2013 – BDCP – 1) Discussion of BDCP EIR/EIS alternatives; 2) Discussion of 
Conservation Measure 1 Construction Mgmt Structure; 3) delta Dialogues – Discussion Group; 4) 
BDCP Schedule and Board Workshops 

5. June 25, 2013 – BDCP – 1) Overview and discussion of Chapters 8-10; 2)Discussion of Board 
member communication and outreach 

6. August 22, 2013 – BDCP – 1) Overview of the role of science in Delta planning; 2) Schedule for 
Bay Delta issues and Board communication 

7. October 9, 2013 – BDCP – 1) Overview of the Role of Science in Delta Planning (carryover from 
August 22, 2013 meeting); 2) Update on BDCP; 3) Schedule and future agendas 

8. December 17, 2013 – BDCP – 1) Discuss 2013 Board Workshops on BDCP; 2)Discuss potential 
2014 Board items; 3) Discuss next steps for public outreach and engagement 

9. January 13, 2014 – BDCP – 1) Discuss 2013 Special Board Workshops on BDCP; 2) Report out 
by Committee members on BDCP and related issues 

10. January 24, 2014 – BDCP - Discuss 2013 Special Board Workshops on BDCP (Continued from 
1/13/14); 2) Report out by Committee members on BDCP and related issues 

11. June 3, 2014 – BDCP – 1) Updates on the BDCP and BDCP EIR/EIS; 2) Report out by 
Committee members on BDCP and related issues 

12. July 10, 2014 – BDCP - 1) Updates on the BDCP and BDCP EIR/EIS; 2) Report out by 
Committee members on BDCP and related issues 
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13. September 9, 2014 – BDCP – 1) Discuss staff responses to Board member questions on the 
BDCP;2) Discuss staff responses to the BDCP comment letter from the League of Women Voters 
of CA; 3) Schedule for Board communication on BDCP 

14. October 6, 2014 – Agricultural Water Committee (BDCP Update) 

15. May 13, 2015 – BDCP – 1) Update on BDCP; 2) Election of Chair and Vice Chair; 3) Report out 
by Committee members on BDCP and related issues 

16. October 5, 2015 – Agricultural Water Committee (BDCP Update) 

17. October 13, 2015 – BDCP – 1) Update on BDCP and the recirculated draft environmental 
documents; 2) Report out by Committee members on BDCP and related issues 

18. November 24, 2015 – BDCP 1) Update on WaterFix Business Case; 2) Report out by Committee 
members on BDCP and related issues 

19. February 22, 2016 – BDCP 1) Update on Waterfix Business Case; 2) Update on the Design 
Construction Enterprise and related agreements; 3) Draft Policy Statement for State Water 
Resources Control Board proceedings 

20. April 4, 2016 – Agricultural Water Committee (BDCP Update) 

21. June 21, 2016 – BDCP – Update on WaterFix 

22. October 3, 2016 - Agriculture Advisory Committee - Water Supply Update, including WSMP  

23. October 17, 2016 – EWRC -  Water Supply Update, including WSMP 

24. October 25, 2016 – BDCP – Update on WaterFix, EcoRestore and other Delta planning efforts 

25. October 26, 2016 – Water Commission -  Water Supply Update, including WSMP 

26. November 8, 2016 - BDCP disbanded 

27. January 17, 2017 – Joint Board meeting with Open Space Authority - WSMP Update 

28. April 12, 2017 – Water Commission - 2017 WSMP Update 
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