
SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (SAGMC)   
 

Thursday, November 12, 2015 - 7:00 p.m. 

Community Room, Capitola City Hall 

420 Capitola Avenue, Capitola, California 

 

AGENDA 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

2. ROLL CALL 

   

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 3.1 Minutes of September 17, 2015 

 

4. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (items not on the Agenda) 

 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS 

 

 5.1 Accept Quarterly Montoring Report  

 

5.2 Review Basin Boundary Modification and Approve Resolution 15-01 

 

 5.3 Receive Information Pertaining to the Department of Water Resources’ Sustainable  

  Groundwater Planning (SGWP) Grant for Counties with Stressed Basins and  

  Approve Support for Santa Cruz County to Apply 

 

 5.4  Provide Direction on Draft Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) 

 

5.5 Approve Scope of Work for Coordination and Outreach Services to Assist with 

SAGMC Efforts 

 

5.6 Update on Public Outreach Efforts   

 

5.7 Aprove 2016 SAGMC Meeting Schedule 

 

6. INFORMATION ITEMS 

 6.1  Circle of Blue Articles 

 

 6.2 ACWA Regulatory Summit (10/14/2015) 

 

6.3 Letter from County Supervisor Designating Alternate SAGMC Representative 

 

7. REPORTS  

7.1 Oral – time for any SAGMC member to report out. 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT  



  SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (SAGMC)   
MEETING MINUTES 
September 17, 2015 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 Tom LaHue called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 Voting Committee Members Present:  
 Tom LaHue, Soquel Creek Water District 

Bruce Daniels, Soquel Creek Water District  
 John Benich, Central Water District 

Bob Postle, Central Water District 
John Leopold, County of Santa Cruz 
Cynthia Mathews, City of Santa Cruz 
Micah Posner, City of Santa Cruz 
Curt Abramson, Private Well Owner Representative 
Jim Kerr, Private Well Owner Representative 
Jon Kennedy, Private Well Owner Representative 

 
 Committee Members Absent:  
 Bruce Jaffe, Chair, Soquel Creek Water District 
 Zach Friend, County of Santa Cruz 
 
 Others Present:  

Ralph Bracamonte, Central Water District 
 John Ricker, County of Santa Cruz 
 Rosemary Menard, City of Santa Cruz 
 Melanie Schumacher, Soquel Creek Water District 
 Ron Duncan, Soquel Creek Water District 
 Tim Carson, Regional Water Management Foundation  

Julia Townsend, Regional Water Management Foundation 
Larry Freeman, Freeman Consulting 

 Marci DuPraw, Center for Collaborative Policy, CSU Sacramento 
Cameron Tana, HydroMetrics WRI (present on the phone) 
2 members of the public 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 3.1 Minutes of August 20, 2015 
 

MOTION: Cynthia Mathews; Second; John Benich: To approve the minutes of August 20, 
2015. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
4. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (items not on the Agenda) 

Bruce Daniels mentioned that he will be delivering a climate talk at the next Soquel Creek 
Water District Board meeting on October 6th.   

 
John Leopold mentioned that California LAFCO will be offering land use and water 
management workshops; no dates have been set, but he will circulate details when he 
knows more.  
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Jim Kerr suggested forming a committee focused on how to deliver information to the 
public to communicate early and often. Jon Kennedy agreed that there is a need for a 
publicity committee especially in preparation for forming the GSA. Tom Lahue will 
agendize for a future meeting.  
 
Tom LaHue thanked Michael Mills and Bill Wigginton for their contributions and 
acknowledged their efforts with the Basin Implementation Group throughout the years.  
Certificates of appreciation will be presented to them at the next meeting they attend.  

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS 
 5.1 Elect/Appoint Chair and Vice Chair for SAGMC 
 

Bruce Daniels suggested that for the sake of simplicity, the committee keep Bruce 
Jaffe as Chair. Dr. Jaffe, although not present tonight, has agreed to continue in this 
role if so chosen. 

 
MOTION: Bruce Daniels; Second; John Leopold: To keep Bruce Jaffe as Chair and 
elect a Vice-Chair. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
MOTION: Bruce Daniels; Second; Cynthia Mathews: To appoint Tom LaHue as Vice-
Chair. Motion carried unanimously. 
 

5.2 Discussions Regarding Amending the JPA to Allow for SAGMC Committee 
 Alternates 

 
At the August 20, 2015 (SAGMC) meeting, committee members requested an item be 
agendized for discussing amending the Joint Exercise of Power Agreement (JPA) to 
allow for committee alternates.   
 

 Discussion ensued among the committee members about alternate selection.  
 

MOTION: Cynthia Mathews; Second; Jon Kennedy: To ask the committee that 
selected the public members to present suggestions for alternates to the SAGMC at 
the next meeting. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
5.3   Status Update and Discussions Regarding the GSA Formation Subcommittee   

  Recommendations  
 

Jon Kennedy gave a quick update mentioning that the Subcommittee has been 
working off the checklist provided by Russ McGlothlin.  
 
Comments on Boundaries: Bruce Daniels mentioned that there are a lot of basins 
considered by the state that are not included in the Working Basin Boundary 
Revision Concept. John Leopold suggested the group postpone the boundary 
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approval process to a future meeting and noted that further discussion is slated for 
later in the agenda tonight.  

 
Comments on Membership: no comments.  

 
Comments on Powers of Agency and Members: Jon Kennedy summarized that GSA 
could be a coordinating body rather than an implementing. The GSA will ensure the 
broader picture of moving towards sustainability. John Ricker anticipated that the 
GSA would approve a GSP with agencies implementing tasks accordingly, and cited 
the Regional Water Management Foundation as a potential model. 

 
Micah Posner mentioned the type of issues that would come to the GSA such as the 
City of Santa Cruz selling water to the Soquel Creek Water District. Bruce Daniels 
cited north Sacramento as a model where member agencies implement parts of the 
solution and the role of the JPA is to assign responsibility.  

 
Mr. Daniels reported that the Soquel Creek Water District has determined their 
savings goals factoring in their proportional share of the basin. John Leopold added 
that the GSP would dictate some of these strategies and the agencies would be 
responsible for choosing which actions work best to meet overall conservation 
objectives. John Ricker added that there might be one big project like aquifer storage 
and recovery that could have a positive impact like the Pajaro Valley model.  
 
Comments on assessments: The group discussed that private well owners are going 
to continue to be the unknown quantity. Curt Abramson suggested that a county 
level assessment would be required since the other entities are pretty clearly 
defined. He continued that the GSA Formation Subcommittee has suggested doing 
an official estimate with a new water model, and figuring out the role of septic 
recharge.  

 
Rosemary Menard hoped that the definition of “impact on the aquifer” would emerge 
during the planning process. John Ricker added that the definition will be a 
combination of hydrology, politics, and financing with different models and 
regulations. Mr. Ricker expressed his hope that the Pajaro Valley model and others 
will inform the process, although the best working model might be different for the 
GSA. Micah Posner shared that the GSA Formation Subcommittee is proposing that 
the contribution by all parties will be based on impact. Melanie Schumacher 
suggested the SAGMC do an assessment study. Ron Duncan added that party 
contributions might not be based purely on pumping quantity, and should include 
other factors.  
  
Comments on Goals and Objectives: Bruce Daniels acknowledged that with climate 
change, sustainability is a moving goal. The GSP will be created with the best 
available data at the time, but it needs to be reassessed continuously to 
accommodate shifting data. Others agreed that sea level rise should be included in 
any models.   
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Comments on Bylaws, Terms, Quorum: Discussion was held, bylaws were clarified to 
mean a general legal framework of the agency. The SAGMC then moved on to review 
the Items for Legal Review presented in Exhibit A.  

 
Comments on Voting Powers: Ralph Bracamonte inquired how voting would work. 
John Leopold envisioned that members would think about the basin holistically 
while present. Bruce Daniels suggested that once the GSA has divided up 
responsibility, they work with a court to freeze the legal requirements rather than 
having the state enforce things. Ron Duncan mentioned that the Subcommittee had 
received legal advice that a friendly adjudication would also be a potential channel.  

 
Comments on Governance Structure: Jon Kennedy reported that the Subcommittee 
is proposing that the GSA have 11 members. Staff requirements are yet to be 
determined.  Legal counsel has emphasized that the group will need to have a clear 
financial process and treasury function. The Subcommittee will need to determine if 
that role can be farmed out.  

 
Rosemary Menard referenced the Western Regional Water Commission as a 
potential governance model. They have two county-level employees contracted to the 
commission that manage the funds, as well as a collaborative staffing model where 
all of the agencies contribute to general direction setting and implementation. John 
Ricker proposed that the GSA formation checklist be approved before it goes to legal 
counsel. Mr. Ricker went on to suggest that the SAGMC adopt the GSA Formation 
Checklist and Items for Legal Review at a future meeting. The group agreed.  

 
 Jon Kennedy noted that it would be a good idea to have clarity and agreement from 
this body on the boundaries by the time the SAGMC requests permission to form the 
GSA. Jon Kennedy suggested members review the sections on voting powers and fee 
assessment specifically. 
 
Group members should send comments on the GSA Formation Check List and Items 
for Legal Review to Ron Duncan by October 7th. The SAGMC will accept formal 
approval of those items at the next meeting in November.  
 
The group reviewed the proposed timeline in Exhibit B. Mr. Ricker suggested that 
that the GSA be formed first to file the notice with the state. Jon Kennedy suggested 
the group hold a public meeting at that point, potentially in January or March. 
Melanie Schumacher mentioned that there is a checklist of public outreach 
procedures and requirements, and a letter of intent would be the first step according 
to legal counsel. Jon Kennedy proposed that the SAGMC get agreement to file a 
letter of intent during the January meeting.  

 
MOTION: Tom LaHue; Second; Micah Posner: To change the next meeting of this 
body to November 12th. Motion carried unanimously. 
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5.4 Discussion Regarding the Additional Support Services by the State Water Resources 
 Control Board for GSA Formation and GSP Development 
 

Ron Duncan mentioned that Marci’s role could be broader with respect to aiding 
staff, and wanted to know it would be possible for her role to continue with GSA 
formation and other efforts. John Leopold asked for input from private well owners.  
Jon Kennedy gave his support, others echoed the benefit. Melanie Schumacher 
proposed that the SAGMC discuss staff needs as a future agenda item, and 
suggested that the group form a communication subcommittee. Cynthia Mathews 
suggested that Soquel Creek Water District staff accept Ms. DuPraw’s help as they 
see fit.  

 
5.5 Discussion on Draft Basin Boundaries 
 

Bruce Daniels wondered if an agency such as the county or district could request 
changes to how the basins are organized rather than SAGMC participants, since 
groundwater basins are independent of the GSA. The group went on to discuss how 
to proceed with the boundary request.  
 
Melanie Schumacher proposed that the mid-county basin be merged, and to remove 
small basins. The Subcommittee is proposing that low priority areas be kept low or 
no longer identified because they are not actively producing and under the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act do not need to be managed.   
 
Cameron Tana contributed from HydroMetrics by phone, and shared that some of 
the concept is based off of jurisdictional as well as hydrologic boundaries. The group 
discussed various scenarios. Mr. Tana stated that once the boundaries are drawn, 
the SAGMC would manage what is inside the boundary, and the county would 
manage what is outside. The areas left out would not have to be managed. Tom 
LaHue mentioned that the remaining question is the small piece of the Central 
Water District.  

 
Cynthia Mathews inquired about the timeline for resolving the basin question. Tom 
LaHue said that first the SAGMC will submit proposed boundaries, and then 
Cameron Tana will produce a draft and work with the state to request removing low 
priority areas. The state would like all the entities in the region to come together to 
create one request. Mr. Ricker clarified that the SAGMC can submit intent before 
forming the GSA. Cynthia Mathews requested that Mr. Tana present the pros and 
cons of including the Central Water District sections at the next SAGMC meeting. 
Ralph Bracamonte requested information from the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) on whether the proposed boundary would be approved. Melanie Schumacher 
recommended the group clarify content to send to the DWR with the letter of intent 
and application.  
 
Cameron Tana shared that the plan is to submit materials in early January to give 
the state the opportunity to revise aspects of the package.  
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The group decided that Cameron Tana will bring the package forward for approval 
at the next SAGMC meeting on November 12th.  
 
MOTION: Micah Posner; Second: John Leopold; To empower Ralph Bracamonte to 
work with Cameron Tana, John Ricker, Ron Duncan, and Melanie Schumacher to 
come up with draft basin boundaries. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Cynthia Mathews asked for clarification regarding gathering letters of support. Mr. 
Tana clarified that letters should come from affected agencies, public water systems 
that meet the minimum requirement for the number of connections and population, 
member agencies, and Scotts Valley and Pajaro Valley.  There will also be 
requirements for public meetings and stakeholder notification so interested parties 
can weigh in on the boundaries. Mr. Ricker offered to send out a formal mailing 
when the time comes to smaller agencies.  

  
6. INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
7. REPORTS - Oral – time for any SAGMC member to report out. 
 
 7.1  Central Water District 

Ralph Bracamonte updated the group that the highest usage within the district was 
in 2007 at 687 acre-feet, and they are now down to 385 acre-feet as of last month for 
a 12 month period. Ron Duncan asked if those changes were sustainable. Mr. 
Bracamonte said that they have educated a lot of people, and anticipate a 50-75% 
bounce back. 

 
 7.2  City of Santa Cruz 

Rosemary Menard reported that the city council has voted to approve the agreement 
for the sale of water this winter in the event of rain, and the CEQA process will be 
done soon. With respect to water supply issues, the San Lorenzo River is at one of 
the lowest levels ever. The good news is that the city did not have to use Loch 
Lomond until recently, and the lake is in a better spot than last year. The City’s 
Water Supply Advisory Committee (WSAC) is looking at passive recharge using 
winter flows, and is focusing on recycled water with backup in the form of 
desalination if ASR is not feasible. The city has a 2 billion gallon gap in the worst 
year, and needs a reservoir of 3-5 billion gallons bigger than Loch Lomond to get 
through a multi-year drought. Whether the city can get that much water in and out 
of the ground is a big issue that will be explored in the next five years. The WSAC 
prefers recycled water, and has discussed storage options without finding any great 
options. The city is interested in groundwater storage and the regional benefits of 
solving over-drafting problems. Improving aquifer conditions and base flows might 
be a better strategy than other options.  

 
7.3  Soquel Creek Water District 

Bruce Daniels reported that the Soquel Creek went to zero flow for a few hours last 
week. John Ricker observed that midnight tends to be the lowest point, and the low 





 

 

 

November 12, 2015 

 

 

MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

 

Subject: Agenda Item 5.1 Accept Quarterly Monitoring Report 

 

 

Attachment:  Quarterly Report for Coastal Monitoring Data through July 2015, 

dated October 14, 2015 

 

Attached is the Quarterly Report for Coastal Monitoring Data through July 2015 prepared by 

Hydrometrics WRI.  The report provides an update on groundwater levels and salt 

concentrations at coastal monitoring wells where protective elevations have been defined.  

Included in this quarterly report for the first time are monitoring results from three coastal 

monitoring wells that belong to the City of Santa Cruz.    

 

Overall, groundwater levels continue to show recovery due to significant reduction in demand. 

However, groundwater levels remain below protective elevations needed for full recovery to 

prevent further seawater intrusion. 

 

 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

 

1. By MOTION, accept the report. 

 

2. No action. 

 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 

 



 
1814 Franklin Street 
Suite 501 
Oakland, CA  94612 

 

 
Mr. Ron Duncan 
Interim General Manager 
Soquel Creek Water District 
PO Box 1550 
Capitola, CA  95010-1550 
 
October 14, 2015 
 
Subject: Quarterly Report for Coastal Monitoring Data through July 2015 
 
Mr. Duncan: 
 
This is the eighth quarterly report with updates on the attached groundwater 
level and salt concentration plots at the City of Santa Cruz (City) and Soquel 
Creek Water District’s (SqCWD) coastal monitoring wells where target and 
protective elevations have been defined.  These wells, as shown on Figure 1, 
include three City wells in the Purisima area (Moran Lake Medium, Soquel Point 
Medium, and Pleasure Point Medium), five wells in the Purisima area (SC-1A, 
SC-3A, SC-5A, SC-9C, and SC-8D) and five well clusters in the Aromas area (SC-
A1A and B, SC-A8A and B, SC-A2A and B, SC-A3A and B, and SC-A4A and B).  
These wells are the key wells for assessing risk of seawater intrusion and the 
status of basin recovery in the Soquel-Aptos basin.  Target and protective 
elevations1 estimated to protect productive aquifer units from seawater intrusion 
and secondary drinking water standards (MCLs) for chlorides and total 

1 Target elevations for non-critically dry years for the City’s wells and SC-1A were listed in the 
cooperative monitoring/adaptive groundwater management agreement between the City and 
SqCWD (2015).  They are based on the generalized and conservative Ghyben-Herzberg 
relationship as seaward cross-sectional models have not been developed for the City wells. The 
target elevations for non-critically dry years represent the long-term recovery goals for that part 
of the basin.  Protective elevations for the other SqCWD wells representing long-term recovery 
goals are based on seaward cross-sectional models. In the remainder of this quarterly report, 
protective elevations refer to both target elevations and protective elevations. 



dissolved solids (TDS) are shown on the plots.  Data through July 2015 are 
included, which includes groundwater level soundings at least quarterly at the 
wells.  At the City wells and SC-1A, sampling for chlorides and TDS is quarterly 
with the last sampling event occurring in July.  Sampling at the other SqCWD 
Purisima area monitoring wells occurs semi-annually with the last sampling 
event occurring in April. Sampling at the Aromas area wells occurs quarterly 
with the last sampling event occurring in June. 
 

GROUNDWATER LEVEL LOGGER AVERAGES 

Groundwater level loggers are also installed in these monitoring wells recording 
groundwater levels at least hourly.  This report includes calculations of averages 
for the latest 90 days and 365 days of logger data at each well.  Using logger data 
to calculate averages better represents average conditions over the time period 
than using averages of manual soundings during the time period.  Manual 
sounding data can be skewed by the timing of the measurement especially in 
coastal wells that show tidal variation.   
 
The averages of logger data are compared with protective groundwater 
elevations. Protective elevations are calculated as the long-term groundwater 
levels for protecting the productive aquifers of the basin from seawater intrusion.  
Therefore, the 365 day average is more appropriate for comparison to protective 
elevations in evaluating recovery.  Table 1 shows the calculated averages for the 
coastal wells.  Only the results for the A screen are shown at the Aromas wells 
because annual averages at the A screen are lower than annual averages at the B 
screen in those wells. 
 
The coastal monitoring wells in the Purisima with 365 day averages above the 
protective elevations are Moran Lake and SC-1A.  The coastal monitoring wells 
in the Aromas with 365 day averages above the protective elevations are SC-A1, 
SC-A2, and SC-A3. 



 
Table 1. Groundwater Level Averages Calculated from Logger Data at Coastal 

Monitoring Wells 

Well 
Data 

Through 
90 Day Avg 

(ft msl) 
365 Day Avg 

(ft msl) 

Protective 
Elevation    

(ft msl)  
Moran Lake Medium 7/9/2015 5.4 5.2 5.0 
Soquel Point Medium 7/9/2015 5.1 4.7 6.0 

Pleasure Point Medium 7/9/2015 5.8 5.2 6.1 
SC-1A 7/31/2015 9.4 9.0 6.2 (41) 
SC-3A 7/14/2015 12.9 9.0 10 
SC-5A 7/14/2015 5.7 5.8 13 
SC-9C 7/14/2015 3.4 -1.8 10 
SC-8D 7/14/2015 10.1 7.8 10 

SC-A1A 6/17/2015 8.3 8.4 3 
SC-A8A 6/11/2015 5.8 5.3 6 
SC-A2A 6/2/2015 6.3 5.3 3 
SC-A3A 6/3/2015 3.7 3.4 3 
SC-A4A 6/4/2015 2.3 1.9 3 

1 The protective elevation based on the cross-sectional model at SC-1A is 4 feet msl. 
 

GROUNDWATER LEVEL TRENDS 

The groundwater level trend in the City’s monitoring wells in the western 
Purisima area show a slight decline over the last five to ten years so averages 
groundwater levels are now below protective elevations at two of the three wells. 
 
There has been a multi-year recovery trend in the SqCWD’s Purisima area 
groundwater levels over the last five to ten years, but annual average 
groundwater levels have not recovered to protective elevations at four of the five 
wells.  Previous quarterly reports noted a decline in groundwater levels at SC-
1A, SC-3A, and SC-5A in 2012 and 2013.  The recovery in 2014 from this short 
term decline at these wells and continued recovery at SC-9C and SC-8D shown in 
the previous two quarterly reports was maintained through the spring at these 
wells.  Groundwater levels at SC-3A, SC-9C and SC-8D are at or near its highest 
level since the 1980s.  Although the groundwater level at SC-3A have been above 
the protective level of 10 feet since early 2015, the average annual groundwater 
level is still below 10 feet so recovery is not yet achieved at this well.   
 



Recovery since 2014 likely relates to lower pumping in 2014-2015 related to 
drought curtailment.  Over this time scale of several months, coastal 
groundwater levels have a greater response to reduced pumping than reduced 
recharge caused by the four year drought through Water Year 2015.  This is due 
to the coast being much closer to pumping wells compared to aquifer outcrops. 
 
In the Aromas area, the groundwater level rise from October to December 2014 
was reversed in the first quarter of 2015 and stabilized through July 2015. 
Groundwater level trends over the last five years are increasing or stable.  Over 
the last year, the data show that groundwater levels have been above protective 
elevations at the SC-A1 and SC-A2 wells and near protective elevations at the 
SC-A3 well. 
 
In previous quarterly reports and the annual report, we have displayed 
equivalent freshwater head for Aromas area monitoring wells with high salt 
concentrations.  We have decided it is more appropriate to conservatively use 
measured groundwater levels for comparison to protective elevations. 
 

SALT CONCENTRATION TRENDS 

Salt concentrations at the Medium screened wells in the City’s monitoring well 
clusters at Moran Lake and Soquel Point were elevated when sampling began at 
those wells in 2004.  At Moran Lake, a downward trend in concentrations has 
resulted in chloride and TDS concentrations dropping below the MCLs.  At 
Soquel Point, chloride and TDS concentrations remain elevated but the trend is 
stable. Sampling of the Medium well at Pleasure Point has only taken place since 
2012 and chloride and TDS concentrations have been low. 
 
There are no notable changes in salt concentration trends over the last few 
quarters in the Purisima or northwestern area of the Aromas.  In the southeastern 
area of the Aromas, where the long term (> 5 years) salt concentration trend has 
generally been increasing, the recent trends (3-5 years) in chloride and TDS at 
SC-A2B has been decreasing and the recent trend for chloride at SC-A4A has 
been a faster increase than the long term trend.  Over 2014, there were also 
declining TDS concentrations measured at SC-A2A, SC-A3A, and SC-A4A, but 
chloride concentrations were stable or rose slightly at these wells so conclusions 
about the movement of the seawater interface cannot be made.  
 
It is also notable that concentrations at SC-A3B have risen since equipment was 
installed in 2012.  The concentrations are lower than concentrations prior to 2012 



as the new equipment appears to have samples only the well’s upper screen.  The 
rise in concentrations from the new equipment may indicate salt water has 
moved higher into the upper screen.  We recommended ordering a new drop 
tube to sample the bottom screen of the well to better monitor the freshwater-
seawater interface at this location, but silt had covered up the bottom screen.  
Attempts at redeveloping the well did not fully remove the silt so our 
recommendation was to place the drop tube at the top of the bottom screen.  The 
three most recent samples are from this lower depth and show a higher 
concentration than measurements from the upper screen and an increasing trend, 
but do not necessarily represent an increasing trend from prior samples.  The 
most recent concentration is still lower than measurements from before 2012. 
 

ADDITIONAL NOTES 

This quarterly report included averages based on available groundwater 
elevation data recorded by groundwater loggers that have been uploaded to 
SqCWD’s new data management system.  Future reports will have plots of these 
data as we are working with data management software developers to set up 
plots for inclusion in the reports. 
 
Page numbers for the water quality plots are consistent with the Annual Report 
and Review figure sections 3B, 4B, and 5B, and therefore are not in consecutive 
order. 
 
Thank you to District staff for making the data available expeditiously.  Please let 
me know if you have any questions. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Cameron Tana, Vice President 
HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. 
 
Attachment:  City of Santa Cruz and Soquel Creek Water District coastal 
monitoring well hydrographs and chemographs



 
Figure 1.  Locations of Coastal Monitoring Wells where Target or Protective Groundwater Elevations Have Been Estimated 
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November 12, 2015 

 

 

MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

 

Subject: Agenda Item 5.2 Review Basin Boundary Modification and 

Approve Resolution 15-01 

 

Attachments:  1.  Draft Technical Memorandum by HydroMetrics WRI entitled 

“Purisima-Aromas Basin Boundary Revision” dated November 

4, 2015 

 

  2.   Resolution 15-01 

 

At the September 17, 2015 Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC) 

meeting, a draft proposed basin boundary was presented for committee discussion and the 

process for submitting a basin boundary revision request to the state was explained.  Per the 

direction of the SAGMC members that HydroMetrics WRI work with staff from the partner 

agencies on further refining the proposed boundary, a draft technical memo has been prepared 

that presents the proposed boundary revisions to Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) 

Bulletin 118 groundwater basins within the mid-Santa Cruz County area to meet the 

emergency regulations for proposed revisions approved by the California Water Commission 

October 19, 2015.   

 

These proposed modifications will be submitted on behalf of SAGMC and will consist primarily 

of consolidating four Bulletin 118 basins that make up the shared groundwater resource to be 

managed by the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) that SAGMC plans to form. These 

revisions will promote sustainable groundwater management by the proposed GSA by 

consolidating the management area into a single, continuous basin that the GSA can manage 

with a single Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) 

 

The agencies in the Santa Margarita basin are also working on preparing a boundary review 

request, and since there will be a new common boundary line between us, coordination of our 

separate requests is required by DWR.  We have been coordinating with those working on the 

Santa Margarita basin revision and will continue to do so through this process.  In addition, 

public outreach to affected agencies and systems will be incorporated, as required by DWR. 

 

Cameron Tana from Hydrometrics WRI will be in attendance at the meeting to discuss the 

attached proposed basin boundary revision. 

 

The proposed near term steps include: 

 SAGMC to provide direction on name of basin. 
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 Adopt resolution for SAGMC to formally initiate the basin boundary modification 

request, accept the draft request packet, publish the packet with direction on how to 

provide comments on SAGMC website (www.midcountygroundwater.org).  

 Send draft request packet and information for providing support or opposition to 

affected agencies and systems (344.8). 

 Request partner agencies and possibly neighboring agencies agendize resolution of 

support for December meetings (344.8b1). 

 Present basin boundary revision and hear comments at December 10, 2015 Community 

meeting.  

 Set deadline for comments (344.4e) or resolutions/letters of support (344.8b) and 

opposition at least 1 week after December 10 meeting. 

 HydroMetrics WRI will complete response to comments (344.4e) and rebuttals to 

opposition (if received per 344.8a3) 

 HydroMetrics WRI will complete the Basin Boundary Request Packet with all required 

notice and input info compiled by staff.  

 SAGMC to approve completed request packet at January 2016 meeting before submittal 

to State. 

 Staff submits request packet to DWR in coordination with Santa Margarita basin 

request.  

 Staff updates and posts on SAGMC website the complete request packet.  

 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

1. By MOTION, provide direction to staff and Hydrometrics WRI regarding the boundary 

revisions. 

 

2. By MOTION, adopt Resolution 15-01 that declares SAGMC formally initiates the basin 

boundary modification request. 

 

3. No action. 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 
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Purisima-Aromas Basin 

Boundary Revision 
 

Prepared for:  
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SUMMARY 

This memorandum presents proposed boundary revisions to Department of 

Water Resources’ (DWR) Bulletin 118 groundwater basins within the mid-Santa 

Cruz County area. These proposed modifications are submitted on behalf of the 

Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC), and consist 

primarily of consolidating four Bulletin 118 basins that make up the shared 

groundwater resource to be managed by the Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

(GSA) that SAGMC plans to form. These revisions will promote sustainable 

groundwater management by the proposed GSA by consolidating the 

management area into a single, continuous basin. The supporting information 

provided in following sections are presented per the requirements listed in 

Article 5 of The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 23, Division 2, 

Chapter 1.5, Subchapter 1, which is referenced throughout. 

 

REQUESTING AGENCY INFORMATION (§ 344.2) 

The requesting agency’s information is given below 

 

a) Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC) 

c/o Soquel Creek Water District 

PO Box 1550 

Capitola, CA 95010-1550 

b) SAGMC’s legal authority is a joint powers authority (JPA) between 

Central Water District, City of Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz County, and Soquel 

Creek Water District. A copy of the JPA is provided in Appendix A. 

c) SAGMC adopted a resolution initiating the boundary modification 

request at its public meeting November 12, 2015. The resolution is 

provided in Appendix B. 

d) Name and contact information of request manager: 

Ron Duncan 

Soquel Creek Water District 

PO Box 1550 

Capitola, CA 95010-1550 

(831) 475-8501 x144 

rond@soquelcreekwater.org 
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED BOUNDARY MODIFICATIONS (§ 344.6) 

List of Proposed Modifications (§ 344.6 (a)) 

The proposed basin boundary modifications are described below. These 

modifications include a basin consolidation, internal modifications, and an 

external modification. The extent of these modifications are also shown on  

Figure 1. The anticipated extent of the consolidated Purisima-Aromas basin and 

the adjacent affected basins following these modifications is presented in this 

request for boundary modification is generally a basin consolidation, involving 

consolidating all or part of four existing basins. The four basins to be 

consolidated, as well as their associated Bulletin 118 basin numbers, are the 

Soquel Valley (3-1), West Santa Cruz Terrace (3-26), Santa Cruz Purisima 

Formation (3-21), and Pajaro Valley Basins (3-2). The proposed name for the 

consolidated basin is the Purisima-Aromas Basin and the proposed number for 

the consolidated basin is 3-1.  

 

The consolidated Purisima-Aromas Basin is intended to include all areas where 

the stacked aquifer system of the Purisima formation, Aromas Red Sands, and 

certain other Tertiary-age aquifer units underlying the Purisima formation 

constitute the shared groundwater resource to be managed within this basin. 

Previous basin boundary definitions were based on surficial alluvium, and did 

not accurately represent the extent of the deeper aquifer units from which most 

groundwater is produced. Although there is a scientific basis for the basin 

consolidation, basin consolidation is considered a jurisdictional modification      

(§ 342.2). 
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Figure 1: Proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin Boundary Revisions 

ATTACHMENT 1 - ITEM 5.2



Purisima-Aromas Basin Boundary Revisions 

November 2015 4  

The following describes the areas of the affected basins to be included in the 

consolidated Purisima-Aromas Basin (see Figure 1): 

 

 The entire Soquel Valley Basin will be included in the consolidated 

Purisima-Aromas Basin.  

 The area of the existing West Santa Cruz Terrace Basin that consists of the 

stacked aquifer units of the Purisima Formation and underlying Tertiary-

age unit will be included with the consolidated Purisima-Aromas Basin.  

 The area of the existing Santa Cruz Purisima Formation Basin south of the 

Zayante Fault comprising the stacked aquifer units of the Purisima 

Formation, the underlying Tertiary-age units, and the Aromas Red Sands 

will be incorporated into the Purisima-Aptos Basin. A limited portion of 

the CWD service area that extends north of the Zayante Fault will also be 

included in the Purisima-Aromas Basin.  

 The portion of the Pajaro Valley Basin not managed by PVWMA, listed by 

SGMA as an exclusive GSA, will be included in the consolidated 

Purisima-Aptos Basin. 

Because the basin consolidation will incorporate only portions of the existing 

West Santa Cruz Terrace, Santa Cruz Purisima Formation, and Pajaro Valley 

basins, these basins will still exist following modification.   

 

The proposed boundary modifications are described below clockwise according 

to location starting from the western boundary with the coastline. The 

boundaries of the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin are shown in Figure 1, and 

the extent of the basin following the proposed revisions is shown on Figure 2. 

 

 The proposed boundary of the Purisima-Aromas basin with the modified 

West Santa Cruz Terrace Basin is the watershed boundary between 

Carbonera Creek and Branciforte Creek.  This is an internal boundary 

modification that is a scientific modification (§ 342.2). 

 The proposed boundary of the Purisima-Aromas basin with the non-basin 

area north of the West Santa Cruz Terrace Basin is the watershed 

boundary between Carbonera Creek and Branciforte Creek.  This is an 

external boundary modification that is a scientific modification (§ 342.2). 

 The proposed boundary of the Purisima-Aptos Basin with the Santa 

Margarita Basin, which is a proposed boundary modification of the 

existing Scotts Valley Basin submitted by SVWD, follows a line along the 
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ridge of a granitic high that separates the eastward-dipping stacked 

aquifers of the Purisima Formation from the westward-dipping units of 

the proposed Santa Margarita Basin. As a result, SVWD will only overlie 

the proposed Santa Margarita Basin and not the proposed Purisima-

Aromas Basin. This is an internal boundary modification that is both a 

scientific (§ 342.2) and jurisdictional (§ 342.2) modification. 

 The proposed boundary of the Purisima-Aptos Basin with the Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation up to the boundary of Central Water District (CWD) 

is the Zayante Fault. This is an internal boundary modification that is a 

scientific modification (§ 342.2). 

 The proposed boundary of the Purisima-Aptos Basin with the Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation north of the Zayante Fault is the Central Water 

District boundary. This is an internal boundary modification that is a 

jurisdictional modification (§ 342.4). 

 The proposed boundary of the Purisima-Aromas Basin with the Pajaro 

Valley Basin is the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency boundary.  

This is an internal boundary modification that is a jurisdictional 

modification (§ 342.4). 
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Figure 2: Summary of Proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin Extent and Boundaries 
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Jurisdictional Modifications (§ 344.6 (b)) 

The basin consolidation and several of the boundary modifications are 

jurisdictional modifications.  The following items are in reference to the 

requirements for jurisdictional boundary modifications in Section 344.6 (b) (1) 

through (4): 

1. Incorporating  the four Bulletin 118 basins into a single basin will improve 

sustainable management by consolidating the shared groundwater 

resource pumped by members of SAGMC into a single basin managed by 

a single GSA. The basin modification will clearly define the shared 

groundwater resource, which will facilitate management by SAGMC and 

its successor GSA. Matching the basin to the shared groundwater resource 

will allow for a single Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) to cover the 

shared resource, improve governance for the shared resource, and be 

easier to communicate to the public. 

2. The proposed boundary modifications will positively affect the ability of 

basins adjacent to the new Purisima-Aromas Basin to sustainably manage 

groundwater.  

 In the case of both the West Santa Cruz Terrace and Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation basins, the basin consolidation will incorporate 

the vast majority of pumping of the shared groundwater resource of 

those basins into a single basin and GSA.  

 The proposed boundary with the Santa Margarita Basin will effectively 

define two separate sets of aquifers, and assign the aquifers to the 

appropriate basins to be managed by successor GSAs.  

 The shared boundary with the Santa Cruz Purisima Formation and 

Pajaro Valley Basin covered by PVWMA will define boundaries 

consistent with PVWMA’s exclusive right to be GSA for its 

jurisdiction.  This facilitates the development of a GSP or alternative 

submittal by PVWMA without the unnecessary technical requirements 

for intrabasin coordination.  

 Interbasin coordination between the Purisima-Aromas Basin GSP and 

GSPs of adjacent basins (most likely Santa Margarita and Pajaro 

Valley) will still be necessary.   

 We anticipate that the modified West Santa Cruz Terrace and Santa 

Cruz Purisima Formation north of the Zayante Fault will be 

reprioritized from medium to low or very low priority when Bulletin 
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118 is updated in 2017.  This will remove the requirement for GSAs 

and GSPs to be developed for these basins. The anticipated 

reprioritization of these basins are described in its own section below. 

3. The shared groundwater resource that defines the consolidated Purisima-

Aromas Basin has been managed under an AB3030 Groundwater 

Mangement Plan since 1996.  The management plan was updated to meet 

SB-1938 requirements in the Groundwater Management Plan -2007 Soquel-

Aptos Area (SCWD and CWD, 2007).  The area covered by the 

Groundwater Management Plan is shown in Figure 2. Implementation of 

the plan and groundwater management activities are summarized in 

subsequent annual reviews and reports (HydroMetrics LLC, 2008; 

HydroMetrics LLC, 2009a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2010; HydroMetrics WRI, 

2011a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2012a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2013; HydroMetrics 

WRI, 2014a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2015a). 

4. The County is the CASGEM reporting agency for all basins in the County 

and will continue to serve that role after basin modification. The County 

reports data for CASGEM from a number of wells in the proposed 

Purisima-Aromas, Santa Margarita, and Pajaro Valley Basins. The County 

does not include wells from the proposed West Santa Cruz Terrace Basin 

and proposed Santa Cruz Purisima Basin, as it considers those areas 

unimportant as a groundwater resource. This is in line with the expected 

reprioritization of these two basins as low or very low priority in the 2017 

update of Bulletin, discussed in a later section. 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION (§ 344.10) 

This section presents a description of the lateral boundaries and definable bottom 

of the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin. The lateral boundaries of the proposed 

basin are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. The vertical extent of the major aquifer 

units of the proposed basin are shown in Figure 3. The granitic bottom of the 

basin is discussed in more detail in the following sections. 
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Figure 3: Generalized Hydrostratigraphic Cross-Section of Proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin 
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The lateral boundaries of the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin generally follow 

the definable limits of the stacked Purisima formation aquifer system, as well as 

the Aromas Red Sands and some other tertiary units between the base of the 

Purisima and the granitic basement of the basin (Johnson et. al., 2004). The 

western boundary of this basin follows the watershed boundary between 

Carbonera Creek and Branciforte Creek, which incises the Purisima formation. 

This watershed boundary runs north from the ocean to the proposed shared 

boundary with the Santa Margarita Basin. This shared boundary follows a 

marginal area of the Purisima formation along a structural divide separating the 

productive units of the Santa Margarita Basin and the Purisima Formation. The 

Zayante Fault is the northern boundary of the basin from the shared 

Santa Margarita boundary to the boundary of CWD north of the fault where the 

consolidated basin boundary follows the CWD boundary.  The eastern boundary 

of the basin is defined by the boundary of PVWMA, the exclusive GSA for its 

jurisdiction, between the Zayante Fault and the ocean. The productive units of 

the basin outcrop offshore, but the coastline constitutes the southern boundary of 

the Purisima-Aromas Basin to remain within State and County jursidiction.  

 

Granitic basement rock constitutes the definable bottom of the Purisima-Aromas 

basin. This granitic rock is observable in boreholes and outcrops and underlays 

the stacked aquifer system over the entire extent of the basin. 

 

Per Section 344.10 (b), a graphical map showing the proposed Purisima-Aromas 

Basin, as well as the affected agencies and surrounding basins, is shown in 

Figure 1.  The GIS files showing the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin, the 

affected agencies and surrounding basins are provided on the compact disk in 

Appendix C. 

 

NOTICE AND CONSULTATION (§ 344.4) 

List of Local Agencies and Public Water Systems (§ 344.4 (a)) 

Table 1 lists local water agencies in the basins affected by these proposed 

boundary modifications. There are also a number of small water systems within 

or overlapping the affected basins. These water systems are also listed in Table 1, 

which lists the agencies and systems’ current basins and if the agencies and 

systems’ basin association changes with the proposed modifications, the 

association after modification. 
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Table 1: Public Water Systems Within Affected Basins 

Agency Name Current Associated Basin(s) 

Associated Basin(s) 

Following Proposed 

Modifications 

Allan Lane Water Assoc. 
Santa Cruz Purisima, Pajaro 

Valley 
Not Affected 

Aptos High School Pajaro Valley 
Pajaro Valley, Purisima-

Aromas 

Aptos Hills MWC Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Baillers Rentals Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Big Redwood Park Santa Cruz Purisima Not Affected 

Buena Vista Migrant Center Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Cabrillo College Pajaro Valley Purisima-Aromas 

Camp Chesebrough Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Cathedral Hills MWC 
Santa Cruz Purisiam 

Formation 
Purisima-Aromas 

Cathedral Wood MWC Santa Cruz Purisima 

Santa Cruz Purisima 

Formation, Santa 

Margarita 

Central Water District 

(CWD) 

Pajaro Valley, Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation 
Purisima-Aromas 

City of Santa Cruz Water 

Department 

Soquel Valley, Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation, West 

Santa Cruz Terrace 

Pajaro Valley, Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation 

City of Watsonville Public 

Utilities 

Santa Cruz Purisima, Pajaro 

Valley, Soquel Valley 
Purisima-Aromas 

County Fair Grounds Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Crestwood Heights Water 

Co. 
Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Enchanted Valley Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Freedom MWC Pajaro Valley, Soquel Valley Purisima-Aromas 

Greenbelt Water Co. Inc. Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Jarvis Mutual Water Co. Santa Cruz Purisima Santa Margarita 

Kennolyn Camp Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Koinonia Conference 

Grounds 
Santa Cruz Purisima Not Affected 

Lagunita MWC Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Lake View Apartments Pajaro Valley, Soquel Valley Not Affected 

Land Of Medicine Buddha Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Larkin Ridge MWC Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Las Colinas Road and Water Santa Cruz Purisima, Pajaro Not Affected 
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Agency Name Current Associated Basin(s) 

Associated Basin(s) 

Following Proposed 

Modifications 

Assoc. Valley 

Laurel Glen MWC Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Loma Alta MWC Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Milky Way MWC Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Monterey Bay Acad. Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Mountain Elementary School Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Mt. Charlie Water Works Santa Cruz Purisima Not Affected 

Pajaro Valley Water 

Management Agency 

(PVWMA) 

Pajaro Valley, Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation 

Not Changed, but GSP 

requirements affected 

Pine Tree Lane MWC Pajaro Valley, Soquel Valley Purisima-Aromas 

Pot Belly Beach Club Pajaro Valley, Soquel Valley Purisima-Aromas 

Purisima MWC 
Santa Cruz Purisima 

Formation 

Purisima-Aromas, Santa 

Margarita 

Rancho Corralitos Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Rancho San Andreas Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Rancho Soquel Water System Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Renaissance High Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

San Andreas MWC Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Santa Cruz KOA Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Scotts Valley Water District 

(SVWD) 

Scotts Valley, Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation 
Santa Margarita 

Seventh Day Adventist Santa Cruz Purisima Purisima-Aromas 

Soquel Creek Water District 

(SCWD) 

Soquel Valley, Santa Cruz 

Purisima Formation, Pajaro 

Valley 

Purisima-Aromas 

Spring Valley Water Assoc. Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Springbrook Park MWC Santa Cruz Purisima Not Affected 

St. Francis Tract Water 

System 
Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

Sun & Shadow MWC NA Purisima-Aromas 

Sunny Acres MWC NA Purisima-Aromas 

Trout Gulch Mutual 

(formerly Mar Vista) 

 Santa Cruz Purisima, Pajaro 

Valley 
Purisima-Aromas 

Vajrayana Foundation Santa Cruz Purisima Not Affected 

White Calabasas MWC Pajaro Valley Not Affected 

NA = Agency not currently within a Bulletin 118 Basin 
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Methods used to Identify Affected Agencies and Systems (§ 344.4 (b)) 

We used Geographic Information System (GIS) tools to visualize the extent and 

overlap of the above agencies with the Bulletin 118 basins affected by these 

proposed revisions. The service areas of the affected agencies are shown on 

Figure 4. The GIS files for these service areas are provided on the compact disk in 

Appendix C. 

 

Nature of Consultation (§ 344.4 (c)) 

Soquel Creek Water District sent letters on behalf of SAGMC to affected agencies 

on November xx, 2015. Santa Cruz County sent letters on behalf of SAGMC to 

affected small water systems on November xx, 2015. The letters included the 

resolution initiating the boundary modification request, a map of the proposed 

modifications, a link to the available draft of this modification request report, 

links to GIS files defining the proposed basin boundaries and information on 

providing comments and letters of support or opposition. A copy of the letter 

and other consultation is provided in Appendix D. 
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Figure 4: Map of Affected Water Systems

ATTACHMENT 1 - ITEM 5.2



Purisima-Aromas Basin Boundary Revisions 

November 2015 15  

Summary of Public Meetings (§ 344.4 (d)) 

SAGMC held the following public meetings where the basin boundary 

modifications were discussed: 

 

 At its August 12, 2015 meeting, SAGMC approved HydroMetrics WRI’s 

scope to prepare the basin boundary modification and HydroMetrics WRI 

presented on the modification approach and comments on draft 

emergency regulations. 

 At its September 17, 2015 meeting, SAGMC discussed a preliminary map 

of basin boundary modifications. 

 At its November 12, 2015 meeting, SAGMC passed a resolution initiating 

the basin boundary modification request and approved a draft of this 

modification request report to receive comment. 

 

SAGMC member agencies held the following public meetings to  pass 

resolutions of public support: 

 

 Central Water District: December xx, 2015 

 City of Santa Cruz: December xx, 2015 

 County of Santa Cruz: December xx, 2015 

 Soquel Creek Water District: December xx, 2015 

 

All SAGMC and member agency public meetings were noticed under the Brown 

Act.  Notices and agendas or minutes for these meetings are provided in 

Appendix E. The proposed basin boundary revisions and information on 

providing comments was presented at the community Mid-County 

Groundwater Stakeholder meeting on December 10, 2015. 

 

Comments and Response-to-Comments (§ 344.4 (e)) 

Besides letters of support or opposition from affected agencies and systems, xx 

comments were received. These comments and response to comments are 

provided in Appendix F. 
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LOCAL AGENCY INPUT (§ 344.8) 

Evidence that affected agencies and systems were provided required information 

is provided in Appendix D.  Comments, response to comments, and rebuttals to 

opposition are provided in Appendix F. 

 

The following affected agencies and systems provided resolutions or letters of 

support: 

 

The following affected agencies and system provided resolutions or letters of 

opposition: 

 

Resolutions and letters of support or opposition are provided in Appendix G.  

 

HYDROGEOLOGIC CONCEPTUAL MODEL (§ 344.12) 

This section summarizes the hydrogeologic conceptual model for the proposed 

Purisima-Aromas Basin. Additional details are given regarding features specific 

to the boundary modifications in the following section, which references CCR 

Section 344.14. In general, this follows the conceptual model outlined in Technical 

Memorandum 2: Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model (Johnson et. al., 2004), and the 

forthcoming Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Flow Model: Subsurface Model Construction 

(Task 3) (HydroMetrics WRI, 2015b). 

 

Principal Aquifers (§ 344.12 (a) (1)) 

The conceptual model of the Purisima-Aromas Basin, including vertical 

thicknesses of major aquifer units, is presented in Technical Memorandum 2: 

Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model (Johnson et. al., 2004). The general hydrogeology 

of the region is also documented in Geology and ground water in north-central Santa 

Cruz County, California (Johnson, 1980).  

 

The principal aquifers of the Purisima Formation comprise a system of stacked 

aquifers that generally dip in the eastward direction over the extent of the 

Purisma-Aromas Basin.  The individual aquifers and aquitards in and under the 

Purisima Formation include: 

 

 Unit Tp/Tu: The base of the Purisima Formation is poorly defined. This 

unit, referred to as Tp? in Technical Memorandum 2: Hydrogeologic 

Conceptual Model (Johnson et. al., 2004) and Tu in Soquel-Aptos Groundwater 
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Flow Model: Subsurface Model Construction (Task 3) (HydroMetrics WRI, 

2015b) defines an aggregated unit between the base of the Purisima and 

the granitic basement of the basin. 

 Purisima AA Aquifer: a well-defined aquifer that is the deepest unit of the 

Purisima. 

 Purisima A Aquifer: a thick, consistently coarse-grained aquifer zone. 

 Purisima B Aquitard: primarily an aquitard with a well-defined claystone 

basal unit. 

 Purisma BC Aquifer: a composite aquifer combining the upper coarse-

grained portion of the B aquitard overlain by moderately coarse-grained 

aquifer material. 

 Purisima D Aquitard: primarily fine grained unit considered an aquitard. 

Few production wells are screened within this unit. 

 Purisma DEF/F Aquifer: The unsubdivided upper portion of the DEF/F is 

also the shallowest portion of the Purisima Formation, consisting of 

several variably coarse grained internal subunits that thickens towards the 

east of the basin where it is uneroded. 

 

The Purisima Formation is overlain by the following units: 

 

 Aromas Red Sands: a poorly consolidated formation of interbedded 

fluvial, marine, and eolian sands with lenses of silt and clay. This 

formation is the shallowest aquifer in the eastern part of the basin where it 

overlays the Purisima Unit F in an angular unconformity. 

 Other surficial alluvial units, including stream bed deposits and marine 

terrace deposits exist over the extent of the Purisima-Aromas Basin, but 

are not the primary water-bearing units of the basin. The majority of 

pumping occurs in the deeper stacked aquifer system of the Purisima 

Formation and Aromas Red Sands. 
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Lateral Boundaries (§ 344.12 (a) (2)) 

The lateral boundaries of the basin are described below. 

A) Geologic features that significantly impede or impact groundwater flow:  

 The watershed boundary between Carbonara Creek and Branciforte 

Creek where the Purisima Formation is eroded to the granitic 

basement. 

 A granitic structural high near the shared boundary with the proposed 

Santa Margarita Basin that divides the aquifer units of each basin.. 

 The Zayante Fault is a barrier to flow along the northern boundary of 

the Purisma-Aromas Basin. 

B) Aquifer characteristics that significantly impede GW flow:  

 The stacked aquifers of the Purisima-Aromas Basin terminate as they 

dip upward towards the west and are eroded (see Figure 3). 

 Granitic outcrops are also observed between the Lompico and Butano 

formations of the Santa Margarita Basin and the Purisima Formation.  

 North of the Zayante Fault, the Purisima aquifer units have been 

impacted by folding and faulting such that they are poorly defined, 

and are not expressed as stacked aquifer units.  

C) Significant geologic and hydrologic features and conditions:  

 The Zayante Fault is a barrier to flow in the stacked aquifer units offset 

by the fault. 

D) Key surface water bodies, groundwater divides, and recharge sources:  

 The ocean provides a southern boundary to the Purisima-Aromas 

Basin. However, portions of the Purisima Formation aquifers and 

probably portions of the Aromas Red Sands outcrop offshore (Johnson 

et. al., 2004). This has implications for seawater intrusion 

(HydroMetrics WRI, 2009b), as this offshore outcropping is an 

important boundary condition across which groundwater and 

seawater mix and area exchanged within the aquifer system.  

 The western boundary of the consolidated basin represents the 

boundary of the Soquel-Aptos watershed, across which no 

groundwater flow enters the aquifer units of the basin.  

 Groundwater recharge in the basin occurs through precipitation, 

stream recharge, and return flow from pumping and irrigation. 

 Important rivers in the basin include Soquel Creek, Aptos Creek, and 

Valencia Creek. 
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Recharge and Discharge Areas (§ 344.12 (a) (3)) 

Recharge areas identified by Santa Cruz County within the Purisima-Aromas 

basin are shown on Figure 5. Groundwater discharge also occurs to the streams 

within the basin and into the ocean along the outcropping aquifer areas offshore. 

 

Definable Bottom of Basin (§ 344.12 (a) (4)) 

As described above, the definable bottom of the Purisima-Aromas Basin is the 

granitic basement rock underlaying the stacked aquifer units of the basin, which 

is observed throughout the basin and is visible in outcrops. This granitic 

basement has been discussed in previous reports (Johnson et. al., 2004), and the 

structure has been defined by U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gravity anomaly 

data (USGS, 2004). The structure of the granitic basement has also been refined 

by review of borehole log and e-log data supporting the Soquel-Aptos 

Groundwater Flow Model: Subsurface Model Construction (Task 3) memo 

(HydroMetrics WRI, 2015b). The following section describes details of this 

basement structure as it relates to the proposed boundary modifications. 
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Figure 5: Recharge Areas in Purisima-Aromas Basin 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION FOR SCIENTIFIC MODIFICATIONS (§ 344.14) 

Extent of Aquifer System (§ 344.14 (a)) 

A generalized stratigraphic cross-section on Figure 3 shows the units described 

in the conceptual model. Table 3-13 of the Johnson et. al. (2004) report also 

contains information on the relevant physical properties of the stacked aquifer 

system that was updated for the Well Master Plan EIR (ESA, 2007 Appendix C). 

This information has been summarized in Table 2. 

 

The extent and outcropping areas of the stacked aquifer system has been further 

refined in work supporting the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Flow Model: Subsurface 

Model Construction (Task 3) memo (HydroMetrics WRI, 2015b). This document 

also contains maps showing the stratigraphy of the stacked aquifer system, as 

well as a summary of unit thicknesses. The map from this memo showing the 

modeled outcropping extents of aquifers and the fault that depicts the lateral 

boundaries of the aquifers is reproduced in Figure 6. The memo was prepared by 

Professional Geologists, the U.S. Geological Survey reviewed this memo as part 

of the modeling team and a Technical Advisory Committee also reviewed the 

memo. 

 

Electronic copies of the relevant technical studies are included on the compact 

disk in Appendix H. 

 

Table 2: Summary of Hydrostratigraphic Unit Properties 

Hydrogeologic 

Unit 

Thickness (feet) 
Hydraulic 

Conductivity 

(feet/day) 

Vertical 

Hydraulic 

Conductivity 

(feet/day) 

Storativity 
Specific 

Yield 

Avg. Range 

Surficial 

Alluvium 
NA < 100 3 – 40 0.05 – 2 NA 

0.04 – 

0.14 Aromas Red 

Sands 
175 130 – 220 6 – 50 0.05 – 2 

1 x 10-5 – 

0.007 

DEF/F 

Aquifer 
530 400 – 660 2 – 6 0.005 – 0.5 

0.01 – 

0.10 

BC Aquifer 80 150 – 230 1 – 3 0.005 – 0.1 

B Aquitard 150 130 – 185 0.005 – 1 0.001 – 0.1 

A Aquifer 250 200 – 280 7 – 18 0.05 – 2 

AA Aquifer 220 160 – 300 1 – 13 0.001 – 0.1 

Unit Tu 150 < 300 1 – 30 0.01 – 0.5 
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Figure 6: Modeled Extent of Aquifer Outcrops and Faults 
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Barriers and Impediments to Groundwater Flow (§ 344.14 (b)) 

Figure 2 includes three features that significantly impede groundwater flow that 

are the basis for scientific modification: the Zayante Fault, the structural granitic 

high between the Santa Margarita Basin and the Purisima-Aromas Basin, and the 

watershed boundary between Carbonara Creek and Branciforte Creek. 

 

 The location of the Zayante Fault is presented in Figure 1 based on GIS 

files of the qualified USGS geologic map of Santa Cruz County (USGS, 

1997). The map and GIS files are provided on the compact disk in 

Appendix H.  

 The location of the structural granitic high between the Santa Margarita 

Basin and the Purisima-Aromas Basin is based on the technical work 

discussed below.  Relevant GIS files are provided on the compact disk in 

Appendix H. 

 The watershed boundary between Carbonara Creek and Branciforte Creek 

was defined using hydrologic modeling of a USGS’s 3DEP 10 meter digital 

elevation model (DEM) in GIS (USGS, 2015). This results in a finer 

resolution than the National Hydrography Dataset’s (NHD) Watershed 

Boundary Dataset (WBD). Hydrologic modeling splits watersheds into 

sub-watersheds of equal contributing area. The watershed boundaries 

generated from the DEM watershed boundaries were smoothed with a 

GIS smoothing tool to remove the inherent stepped nature of boundaries 

derived from a raster DEM.  The GIS files of the DEM and smoothed 

watershed boundary are provided on the compact disk in Appendix H. 

 

Per Section 344.14 (b) (2), the findings of technical studies providing geologic and 

hydrologic evidence of groundwater conditions are summarized below. 

 

The Zayante Fault defines the defined stacked aquifer units of the Purisima 

Formation south of the fault and the undifferentiated sediments of the Purisima 

Formation north of the fault. Near some portions of the fault zone there are 

visible outcrops of granite and Butano sandstone, which have limited water-

bearing properties. Limited groundwater exchange may occur over some areas of 

the fault, most likely over shallower units to the east near Central Water District, 

but minimal pumping from the undifferentiated Purisima Formation occurs 

north of the fault. Technical Memorandum 2: Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model 

(Johnson et. al., 2004) contains description of the Zayante Fault. The USGS report 

by Johnson (1980) also contains information regarding hydrogeology of the 

Purisima in the vicinity of this fault. 
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A structural high divides the westward-dipping stacked aquifer units of the 

Santa Margarita Basin from the eastward-dipping stacked aquifer units of the 

Purisima-Aromas Basin. 

 A granitic structural high delineates the boundary between each basin. 

This feature is visible in gravity anomaly surveys of the area, as shown in 

Figure 7. Gravity anomaly data regarding the granitic basement structure 

are published in a USGS geophysical investigation (USGS, 2004).  

 As part of work performed for the ongoing development of a 

groundwater model for the Purisima-Aromas Basin area (HydroMetrics 

WRI, 2015b), a series of boring logs and e-logs were reviewed to refine the 

structure of the granitic basement, which will be the base of the 

groundwater model. This study resulted in a refined set of granite 

elevation contours, as shown in Figure 8. This figure shows the proposed 

boundary of the Purisima-Aromas Basin following the line delineating the 

strike of this refined granite feature eastward from where it intersects the 

watershed boundary that is the western boundary of the basin. 

 Figure 9 shows a cross-section that overlaps the proposed shared 

boundary between the Purisima-Aromas Basin and the Santa Margarita 

Basin. A steep trough in the granitic basement is evident in the vicinity of 

Carbonera Creek. The eastern slope of this trough is associated with the 

western slope of the structural high shown in Figure 8. This cross-section 

also demonstrates the physical separation of the Santa Margarita, 

Lompico, and Butano formations from which groundwater is pumped in 

the Santa Margarita Basin from the Purisima Formation, which slopes 

eastward from the granitic structural high between Blackburn Gulch and 

West Branch Soquel Creek. 

 The structure of the granitic basement in the vicinity of the shared 

Purisima-Aromas Basin and Santa Margarita Basin boundary was also 

documented by Todd Engineers (1997) and ETIC Engineering (2006) in 

groundwater modeling technical studies of the area. These studies 

presented evidence for a structural high coincident with the edge of the 

basin’s aquifer units in this area. 

 Published USGS maps (USGS, 1997) aided in the definition of the shared 

Santa Margarita boundary by defining the extent of outcropping units not 

associated with the Purisima-Aromas Basin. 
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Figure 7: Gravity Anomaly Near Shared Boundary of Proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin and Proposed Santa Margarita Basin 
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Figure 8: Granite Elevations, Geology & Watershed Near Shared Boundary of Purisima-Aromas Basin and Santa Margarita Basin 
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Figure 9: Cross-Section Near Shared Boundary of Purisima-Aromas Basin and Santa Margarita Basin (from 

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2015) 
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The watershed boundary extending from the ocean to the Santa Margarita Basin 

boundary is also shown  as the western boundary of the Purisima-Aromas Basin 

in Figure 2 and Figure 3. Geologic maps of the area indicate outcrops of granite 

along the length of this boundary, indicating that the stacked aquifers of the 

Purisima Formation are incised by erosion and are not continuous over this 

boundary. Outcrops of granite near the watershed boundary are shown in Figure 

8, and the cross section on Figure 9 demonstrates the lack of Purisima Formation 

west of Carbonera Creek. The structure of the granitic basement dividing the 

Santa Margarita Basin from the Purisima-Aromas Basin is shown in Figure 7, 

Figure 8, and Figure 9. Figure 8 also shows outcropping areas of the Lompico and 

Butano sandstones which are associated with the Santa Margarita Basin, and as 

such outside the boundary of the Purisima-Aromas Basin. The extent of 

watersheds overlying the basin, including the watershed boundary defining the 

western boundary of the Purisima-Aromas Basin, are discussed in Estimation of 

Deep Groundwater Recharge Using a Precipitation-Runoff Watershed Model Soquel-

Aptos, California (HydroMetrics WRI, 2011b), and are available in Soil survey 

geographic (SSURGO) database for Santa Cruz County, CA (Natural Resources 

Conservation Service, 2009). 

 

Historical potentiometric surface maps are available in the Johnson et. al. (2004) 

report, as well as annual groundwater reports (HydroMetrics LLC, 2008; 

HydroMetrics LLC, 2009a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2010; HydroMetrics WRI, 2011a; 

HydroMetrics WRI, 2012a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2013; HydroMetrics WRI, 2014a; 

HydroMetrics WRI, 2015). Groundwater contours are generated only for areas 

south of the Zayante Fault due to the hydraulic separation between the aquifers 

of the Purisima-Aromas Basin and the undifferentiated Purisima north of the 

fault. 

 

Per Section 344.14 (c), other technical information relevant to the scientific 

boundary modifications presented here are listed below: 

 Recharge areas as defined by Santa Cruz County are shown in Figure 5. 

 Annual groundwater reports (HydroMetrics LLC, 2008; HydroMetrics 

LLC, 2009a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2010; HydroMetrics WRI, 2011a; 

HydroMetrics WRI, 2012a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2013; HydroMetrics WRI, 

2014a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2015a) also present water quality information 

related to seawater intrusion along the offshore boundary of the stacked 

aquifer system. 

 

Available electronic copies of referenced technical studies are included on the 

compact disk on Appendix H. 
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TECHNICAL INFORMATION FOR JURISDICTIONAL MODIFICATIONS (§ 

344.16) 

Groundwater Management Plan and Implementation (§ 344.16 (a) (1) (A)) 

The groundwater management plan that covers most of the proposed basin and 

meets the requirements of Water Code Section 10753.7(a) is the Groundwater 

Management Plan – 2007 (SqCWD and CWD, 2007). This Groundwater 

Management Plan (GMP) replaced the AB3030 Ground-Water Management Plan 

Soquel-Aptos Area (LSCE, 1996) to meet requirements of SB 1938. In its 

assessment of the GMP, DWR confirmed that the GMP is compliant with SB 

1938. The GMP fully addresses 23 of the 24 required, voluntary, and suggested 

components evaluated by DWR (Hull, 2012). An electronic copy of the 

Groundwater Management Plan is included on the compact disk in Appendix G. 

 

The groundwater management area for the GMP is generally larger than the 

proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin. The GMP groundwater management area 

overlaps areas that will be managed by the Santa Margarita Groundwater 

Advisory Committee and Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, and also 

includes undifferentiated Purisima Formation that is not part of the stacked 

aquifer units of the proposed Purisima-Aromas basin. The proposed Purisima-

Aromas Basin does extend farther west than the GMP groundwater management 

area, as shown in Figure 2, to include the entire watershed potentially 

contributing to Tu unit underlying the Purisima Formation. 

 

The GMP was developed under a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) between 

Central Water District and Soquel Creek Water District (Appendix A). The 

Soquel-Aptos Area Groundwater Management Committee consisting of Board 

members from the two Districts and a private well representative guided 

implementation of the GMP and recommended approval of the GMP. Electronic 

copies of the Districts’ Board ordinances (SqCWD and CWD, 2007) adopting the 

GMP are included on the compact disk in Appendix G.  

 

Implementation of the GMP has been summarized annually with Annual Review 

and Reports for Water Years 2007-2014 (HydroMetrics LLC 2008; HydroMetrics 

LLC, 2009a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2010; HydroMetrics WRI, 2011a; HydroMetrics 

WRI, 2012a; HydroMetrics WRI, 2013; HydroMetrics WRI 2014a; HydroMetrics 

WRI, 2015a). The reports include updated pumping, groundwater elevations, 

and seawater intrusion data as well as recharge estimates. The recharge map 

shown in Figure 5 has also been added to the annual reports to meet the 2013 
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requirements for Groundwater Management Plans. The reports also summarize 

status of groundwater management objectives and implementation of 

groundwater management elements.   

 

Table 3 shows the status of basin management objectives as of the Water Year 

2014 Annual Review and Report. An electronic copy of the compilation of 

Annual Review and Reports is included on the compact disk in Appendix H. 

 

A Basin Advisory Group consisting of staff from Central Water District, City of 

Santa Cruz, County of Santa Cruz, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, 

and Soquel Creek Water District review a draft of the Annual Review and Report 

each year. A Basin Implementation Group consisting of Board members from 

Central Water District and Soquel Creek Water District and a private well 

representative has approved the Annual Review and Report each year. In 2015, 

amendments to the JPA renamed the Basin Implementation Group as the Soquel-

Aptos Groundwater Management Committee and added Council members from 

the City of Santa Cruz and County of Santa Cruz and three private well 

representatives as members (Appendix A). 

 

Table 3: Summary of Basin Management Objectives 

Number  

(per GWMP) 

Basin Management Objective Status 

Goal 1:Ensure water supply reliability for current and future beneficial uses 

1-1 Pump Within the Sustainable Yield Pumping exceeds recovery 

goals 

1-2 Develop alternative water supplies to 

achieve a long-term balance between 

recharge and withdrawals to meet 

current and future demand 

Alternatives such as water 

transfers and recycled water 

being evaluated 

1-3 Manage groundwater storage for 

future beneficial uses and drought 

reserve 

Depends on achieving 

BMOs 1-1, 1-2, and 2-2 

Goal 2: Maintain water quality to meet current and future beneficial uses 

2-1 Meet existing water quality standards 

for beneficial uses, such as drinking 

water standards. 

Drinking water standards 

met 

2-2 Maintain groundwater levels to 

prevent seawater intrusion 

Achieved at 6 of 14 coastal 

well locations 

2-3 Prevent and monitor contaminant 

pathways 

Activities ongoing 
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Number  

(per GWMP) 

Basin Management Objective Status 

Goal 3: Prevent adverse environmental impacts 

3-1 Maintain or Enhance the Quantity 

and Quality of Groundwater 

Recharge by participating in land use 

planning process 

Activities ongoing 

3-2 Avoid alteration of stream flows that 

would adversely impact the survival 

of populations of aquatic and riparian 

organisms 

Soquel Creek monitoring 

ongoing 

3-3 Protect the structure and hydraulic 

characteristics of the groundwater 

basin by avoiding withdrawals that 

cause subsidence 

No subsidence reported 

 

 

Relevant Technical Studies (344.16 (a) (1) (C)) 

Since adoption of the GMP, there have been a number of technical studies that 

contribute to groundwater management of the relevant portions of the proposed 

consolidated basin. The studies most relevant to basin management are 

summarized below. Electronic copies of documents related to these studies are 

provided on the compact disk in Appendix H. 

 

The GMP identifies seawater intrusion as the primary undesirable result that 

constrains the sustainable yield of the basin. Cross-sectional model studies 

(HydroMetrics WRI, 2012b and HydroMetrics LLC, 2009b) have been performed 

to define protective groundwater elevations at SqCWD’s coastal monitoring 

wells as measureable objectives to prevent seawater intrusion. The City of Santa 

Cruz has also defined protective groundwater elevations at its coastal 

monitoring wells based on the generalized Ghyzen-Herzberg principle (City and 

SqCWD, 2015). These protective elevations are the long-term groundwater 

elevations required to prevent seawater intrusion. Since groundwater levels are 

below protective elevations, the basin is considered in overdraft and recovery 

will be achieved when groundwater levels rise to protective elevations. A peer 

review (Todd Groundwater, 2014) of the protective elevations suggested testing 

modifications to the cross-sectional models. SAGMC has funded current work to 

implement the recommendations by testing models at one SqCWD well and one 

City of Santa Cruz well. 
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Central Water District, City of Santa Cruz, and Soquel Creek Water District 

funded a study to assess surface recharge to the Purisima-Aromas aquifer system 

using the U.S. Geological Survey’s Precipitation-Runoff Modeling System 

(PRMS), a distributed-parameter hydrologic model (HydroMetrics WRI, 2011b). 

SqCWD has used results of the study to develop interim estimates of sustainable 

yield and interim pre-recovery pumping goals. SqCWD has also used the study 

to guide its declaration of drought curtailment stages under its water shortage 

contingency plan. The study results have also been used for Central Water 

District’s groundwater model update and the ongoing basinwide modeling 

effort. 

 

Under a Proposition 84 Integrated Regional Water Management planning grant 

administered by DWR, Central Water District conducted a technical study of 

management of the Purisima and Aromas Red Sands aquifers from which it 

pumps (HydroMetrics WRI and Kennedy/Jenks, 2014). This included updating 

CWD’s groundwater model of the area to evaluate re-distribute pumping from 

Aromas Red Sands aquifer units to Purisima aquifer units to address 

groundwater quality concerns such as Chromium VI and move pumping farther 

inland to reduce the risk of seawater intrusion. 

 

Under a Proposition 84 Integrated Regional Water Management planning grant 

administered by DWR, the County of Santa Cruz has evaluated the feasibility 

and benefits of water transfers using excess winter flows in City of Santa Cruz’s 

surface water supply to provide in-lieu recharge to the proposed consolidated 

basin (Santa Cruz County Environmental Health Services, 2015). Both SqCWD 

and the City’s Water Supply Advisory Committee have identified these water 

transfers as high priority alternatives to evaluate further. The City has also 

identified the possibility of using surface water as a source for aquifer storage 

and recovery in the basin. 

 

Under a Proposition 50 Integrated Regional Water Management implementation 

grant administered by the State Water Resources Control Board, the County led 

an effort to implement demonstration projects to restore groundwater infiltration 

from developed areas at Polo Grounds Park and Brommer Street Park within the 

proposed consolidated basin.  Installation of two separate facilities at Polo 

Grounds Park was completed in 2011 and 2012 (Santa Cruz County 

Environmental Health Services, 2013).  The County also received a Prop 84 

stormwater grant to construct the Brommer Street project and provide additional 

infiltration measures as a part of a new park development at the Heart of Soquel 

Park. 

ATTACHMENT 1 - ITEM 5.2



Purisima-Aromas Basin Boundary Revisions 

November 2015 33  

Since adoption of the GMP, SqCWD and the City has each brought online a new 

municipal well primarily screened in the Tu unit underlying the Purisima in the 

western portion of the consolidated basin. After each developing Environmental 

Impact Reports (EIR) for the new wells (ESA, 2010 and Chambers, 2011), SqCWD 

and the City developed a cooperative monitoring and adaptive management 

agreement to address effects on the basin of bringing the two wells online (City 

and SqCWD, 2015). As part of the agreement, SqCWD and the City jointly fund a 

monitoring and adaptive management programs for pumping effects on private 

wells and streamflows in Soquel Creek (HydroMetrics WRI, 2015c). The 

cooperative monitoring and adaptive management agreement between the two 

agencies, the private well owner agreement, and the baseline monitoring report 

for Soquel Creek are included on the compact disk in Appendix G. 

 

SqCWD has also brought online a municipal well screened in the Purisima F unit 

and has plans to bring at least one additional municipal well online. The Well 

Master Plan EIR included these wells. SqCWD is implementing a monitoring and 

adaptive management program for pumping effects on private wells near these 

wells.  SqCWD and CWD also developed a cooperative monitoring and adaptive 

management agreement to address effects on CWD wells of pumping the new 

SqCWD well in the Purisima F unit, from which CWD wells produce (CWD and 

SqCWD, 2011) 

 

SAGMC is funding development of an integrated surface water-groundwater 

model. The model will use the U.S. Geological Survey code GSFLOW that 

integrates the Precipitation Runoff Modeling System (PRMS) watershed model 

with the MODFLOW groundwater model. The model will be used to evaluate 

groundwater management alternatives by comparing simulated groundwater 

levels to prevent seawater intrusion and analyzing effects on stream-aquifer 

interaction. Simulating effects of climate change and simulation of the saltwater-

freshwater interface are also included in the scope. The U.S. Geological Survey is 

on the modeling team in a review and advisory role and a Technical Advisory 

Committee will also review model development. The work plan (HydroMetrics 

WRI, 2015c) and the draft technical memorandum on subsurface model 

construction (HydroMetrics WRI, 2015a) cited as Scientific Information are 

included on the compact disk in Appendix G. 
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Coordination of Sustainable Groundwater Management Activities and 

Responsibilities (344.16 (a) (2)) 

SAGMC is currently undertaking the formation of a Groundwater Sustainability 

Agency (GSA) to manage the consolidated basin. As the Soquel Valley and 

Pajaro Valley basins have been classified as critically overdrafted basin, SAGMC 

expects that the consolidated Purisima-Aromas basin would also be a critically 

overdrafted basin. The GSA would be formed with the expectation that it would 

develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) by 2020 as required by SGMA 

for critically overdrafted basins. Based on its ongoing relationships with 

groundwater management agencies in the Santa Margarita Basin and Pajaro 

Valley Water Management Agency, SAGMC is committed to developing the 

inter-basin coordination agreements required for the GSP. 

 

BASIN AREAS EXCLUDED BY BASIN CONSOLIDATION 

This section does not refer to a specific section of the regulations, but summarizes 

the anticipated outcome of areas of existing Bulletin 118 basins that will fall 

outside of the proposed boundaries of the Purisima-Aromas Basin and do not 

have a planned GSA. The basins outside the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin 

with agencies that have or plan to form a GSA are the proposed Santa Margarita 

Basin and the Pajaro Valley Basin.  The member agencies of the Santa Margarita 

Groundwater Advisory Committee are submitting its proposed modification of 

the Santa Margarita Basin as a precursor to forming a GSA. Pajaro Valley Water 

Management Agency is named in SGMA as an exclusive GSA for its jurisdiction 

and has elected be the GSA for its jurisdiction in the Pajaro Valley Basin. The 

basins outside the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin without a planned GSA are 

the proposed Santa Cruz Purisima Formation Basin and the proposed West Santa 

Cruz Terrace Basin. 

 

The area of the Santa Cruz Purisima Formation Basin north of the Zayante Fault 

will remain as the Santa Cruz Purisima Formation Basin and is expected to be 

classified as low or very low priority in the update of Bulletin 118 scheduled for 

2017.  The re-classification would be based on groundwater pumping totals 

below the threshold of 2,000 acre-feet per year below which basins are classified 

as very low priority (DWR, 2014). Estimates of groundwater pumping for the 

area will be developed for the groundwater model under development and will 

be available prior to update of Bulletin 118 in 2017. There are also no 
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documented impacts on the groundwater such as overdraft, subsidence, saline 

intrusion or other water quality degradation in the proposed basin. 

Areas of the West Santa Cruz Terrace Basin west of the watershed boundary 

defining the extent of the Purisima-Aromas Basin will remain as the West Santa 

Cruz Terrace Basin. The remaining area of this basin is expected to be reclassified 

as a low or very low priority basin in the update of Bulletin 118 scheduled for 

2017.  The aquifers are not considered productive and groundwater pumping is 

well below the threshold of 2,000 acre-feet per year below which basins are 

classified as very low priority (DWR, 2014). Most of the areas are within City of 

Santa Cruz’s water service area receiving surface water supply and groundwater 

pumped from the proposed Purisima-Aromas Basin. There are also no 

documented impacts on the groundwater in the proposed basin. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-01 

RESOLUTION OF THE MEMBERS 

OF THE SOQUEL-APTOS GROUNDWATERMANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

INITIATING A BASIN BOUNDARY MODIFICATION REQUEST 

 

WHEREAS, groundwater located in the Soquel-Aptos area of Santa Cruz County is 

a vital resource to meet the water supply needs for the customers of City of Santa Cruz, 

Soquel Creek Water District, and Central Water District (hereafter “Municipal Water 

Agencies”); and 

 

WHEREAS, private water suppliers and many private well owners also depend on 

this local groundwater resource; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Municipal Water Agencies, in addition to the County of Santa Cruz 

(hereafter “Partner Agencies”) have come together under a Joint Exercise of Powers 

Agreement that was most recently amended on August 21, 2015; and 

 

WHEREAS, an AB3030 Groundwater Management Plan was adopted in 2007 that 

identified a boundary commonly known as the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management 

Area (“Soquel Aptos Groundwater Basin”); and 

 

WHEREAS, current groundwater management of the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater 

Basin includes all or part of four basins identified in DWR’s Bulletin Number 118, 

including the following basins (designated by the name of the basin and number assigned 

to it in DWR-Bulletin No. 118): Soquel Valley (3-1), West Santa Cruz Terrace (3-26), Santa 

Cruz Purisima Formation (3-21), and Pajaro Valley Basin (3-2); and 

 

WHEREAS, each of the Partner Agencies is a local agency as defined by the 

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (“SGMA”), duly organized and existing 

under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California with the ability to exercise 

powers related to groundwater management; and 

 

WHEREAS, SGMA requires formation of a local groundwater sustainability agency 

(“GSA”) by June 30, 2017 and adoption of a groundwater sustainability plan (“GSP”) by 

January 31, 2020, for all medium- and high-priority basins identified as being subject to 

critical conditions of overdraft; and  

 

WHEREAS, SGMA defines a basin’s boundaries shall be defined as identified in 

the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin No. 118; and 

 

WHEREAS, SGMA establishes a process for local agencies to request that DWR 

revise the boundaries of a basin, including establishment of a new subbasins; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Partner Agencies have common interest in defining a groundwater 

basin that comprehensively represents a management area based on scientific and 

jurisdictional modifications to DWR Bulletin No. 118;  
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Resolution 15-01 

Page 2 of 2 
 

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Members of the Soquel Aptos 

Groundwater Management Committee that the Committee hereby initiates the  basin 

boundary modification request and directs the Soquel Creek Water District Interim 

General Manager or his designee to work with other designees of the partner agencies of 

the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee and the Department of Water 

Resources  representatives to modify the existing Bulletin-118 boundaries as allowed by 

Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations to create a new consolidated basin. 

 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the members of the SOQUEL-APTOS 

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE this 17th day of November 2015, by the 

following vote: 

 

AYES:   

NOES:  

ABSENT:     

ABSTAIN:    

 

      APPROVE: 

 

 

 

      ________________________________________ 

      Bruce Jaffe, Chair 

      Soquel Aptos Groundwater Management Committee 

 

 

 

ATTEST:  

 

 

___________________________________ 

Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

Soquel Creek Water District 
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November 12, 2015 

 

 

MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

 

Subject:   Agenda Item 5.3 Receive Information Pertaining to the Department of Water 

Resources’ Sustainable Groundwater Planning (SGWP) Grant 

for Counties with Stressed Basins and Approve Support for 

Santa Cruz County to Apply  

 

Attachment:  Summary Sheet:  SGWP – Grant Program for Counties with 

Stressed Groundwater Basin  

 

The Sustainable Groundwater Planning (SGWP) Grant Program is designed to encourage 

sustainable management of groundwater resources by providing funding from the Water 

Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (Proposition 1) for projects that 

support sustainable groundwater management planning and implementation.  The attached 

summary sheet provides a concise overview of the grant solicitation requirements and draft 

thoughts about what to include in the proposal.  County staff are pursuing this grant and are 

working on submitting an application by the December 8, 2015 deadline.  The maximum 

award is $250,000 and, if awarded, the local cost share is 50% match of the total project cost. 

 

Staff recommends that the Soquel Aptos Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC) 

pass a motion supporting the grant application and to provide matching funding if awarded 

the grant. 

 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

1. By MOTION, approve supporting the County of Santa Cruz in applying for the SGWP 

Grant and to provide matching funding if awarded the grant. 

 

2. No action. 

 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 

 



Summary Sheet 
SGWP – Grant program for Counties with Stressed 

Groundwater Basins 
 
Link to grant request: 
http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/sgwp/http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/sgwp/guidelinespsp.cfm 

Tentative Proposed Focus for Grant:  
Focus on Soquel-Aptos Basin, due to limited funding availability and high need in that basin. Scotts 
Valley is not designated as critical overdraft, and PVWMA already has a well-developed program.  
Include efforts that will benefit, engage and support involvement of private well owners and small water 
systems, as well as efforts that benefit all basin users. 

Points for Consideration: 
• Maximum Grant: $250,000,  
• Application Due Dec. 8, 2015 
• 50% match required, can include costs beginning Nov. 4, 2014 
• Basin must be designated as in critical overdraft or experiencing adverse impacts 
• Project implementation will tentatively start July 1, 2016 and must be completed in 18 months,  

Dec. 31, 2017 

Current work to use as match 
Efforts already taken for immediate actions to address current impacts 

• Water Conservation Ordinance update (chapter 7.69) adding additional restrictions on water 
usage in the County 

• Small Water System Ordinance update (chapter 7.71) requiring source metering on all SWS 
between 5-199 connections, and connection metering on all Community water systems 
between 15-199 connections. 

• Community meetings to educate the public and receive input about forming a GSA for the 
Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Basin, website, mailers 

Efforts already taken for long-term planning to address data gaps and help with 
GSA formation 

• Formation of the SAGMC  including MOUs, facilitation (not match but worth including), legal 
assistance 

• Hydrometrics model   
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Requested Grant funds 
Request for immediate actions to address current impacts 

• Update ordinance to require water conservation forms for all non-domestic water users when 
applying for new well permits 

• Update the well database on private wells and finalize the status. 
• Education and outreach campaign to private well owners.  

o Indoor and outdoor conservation audits as on option.  By doing the audits we could see 
about toilets, showerheads, washers etc. to see if future rebates would be effective. 

o One page handout or brochure on benefits of metering and how to maintain wells and 
pumps, and how much a leak can cost a pump, rural water conservation statistics to 
show where wells are going dry 

o Workshop 
o Doing well sounders for people 
o Brochure about how much water it takes to keep a septic system functioning to counter 

the rumors that septic systems need a lot of water  
• Create “user-friendly” guides to install and permit water conservation measures such as 

rainwater harvesting. 
• Explore the possibility of requiring metering and reporting for all non-domestic water users 

Request for long-term planning to address data gaps and help with GSA formation 
• Enhance model calibration with more streamflow, groundwater level measurements, water use 

assessment (?) in inland areas to help better assess impact of rural and private well pumping. 
John will talk about this with Cameron from Hydrometrics 

• Use model to develop framework and possible ordinances/engineers report for metering and 
assessment of charges to private well owners.  

• Offset some of the current model development costs; Use remaining model development costs 
as match.  Are there particular components of the model that we could tie to the grant? 

Other Ideas: 
• Update AB 3030 Groundwater Management Plan 
• Develop measures and funding source to help mitigate impacts of rural pumping, similar to 

rebates, and technical assistance on water use efficiency available to district customers. 
• Further investigate recharge protection/enhancement 
• Facilitate the water exchange, particularly the CEQA agreement 
• Model development for ASR and identifying the best ASR test wells. 
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November 12, 2015 

 

 

MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

 

Subject: Agenda Item 5.4 Provide Direction on Draft Joint Powers 

Agreement (JPA) 

 

 Attachments  1: Draft Joint Powers Agreement 

    2: Draft Schedule JPA and GSA Formation 

 

 

Background:   

As the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC) continues its efforts of 

forming a new agency that will oversee groundwater management and meet the state 

mandates of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, the Groundwater Sustainability 

Agency (GSA) formation subcommittee met on November 4th with Russ McGlothlin to work 

through and develop a new draft Joint Powers Agreement (JPA). 

 

The draft JPA (Attachment 1) has been formulated based on the general consensus of the 

subcommittee.   

 

A draft schedule is also provided (Attachment 2) that outlines the proposed dates for key 

actions/milestones for the partner agencies to: 

(1) approve the JPA and create the agency and then, and 

(2) perform the state statute requirements to elect to become a GSA through the Department 

of Water Resources (DWR) process. 

 

 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

1. By MOTION, provide feedback and direction on the draft JPA and schedule. 

 

2. No action. 

 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 

 



 

 

 

JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT 

by and among 

CENTRAL WATER DISTRICT 

CITY OF SANTA CRUZ 

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

and 

SOQUEL CREEK WATER DISTRICT 

creating the 

SOQUEL-APTOS GROUNDWATER AGENCY 
 

[MONTH] [DAY], 2015
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JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT 
OF THE SOQUEL-APTOS GROUNDWATER AGENCY 

This Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into as 
of [MONTH] [DAY], [YEAR] (“Effective Date”), by and among the Central Water District, the 
City of Santa Cruz, the County of Santa Cruz, and the Soquel Creek Water District, sometimes 
referred to herein individually as a “Member” and collectively as the “Members” for purposes 
of forming the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Agency (“Agency”) and setting forth the terms 
pursuant to which the Agency shall operate.  Capitalized defined terms used herein shall have the 
meanings given to them in Article 1 of this Agreement. 

RECITALS 

A. Each of the Members is a local agency, as defined by the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (“SGMA”), duly organized and existing under and by 
virtue of the laws of the State of California, and each Member can exercise powers related to 
groundwater management. 

B. SGMA requires designation of a groundwater sustainability agency (“GSA”) by 
June 30, 2017, for groundwater basins designated by the California Department of Water 
Resources (“DWR”) as medium- and high-priority basins. 

C. SGMA requires adoption of a groundwater sustainability plan (“GSP”) by 
January 31, 2020, for all medium- and high-priority basins identified as being subject to critical 
conditions of overdraft. 

D. Each of the Members either extracts groundwater from or regulates land use 
activities overlying a common groundwater basin located within the mid-county coastal region of 
the County of Santa Cruz.  This Basin includes all or part of four basins identified in DWR’s 
Bulletin Number 118, including the following basins (designated by the name of the basin and 
number assigned to it in DWR-Bulletin No. 118): Soquel Valley (3-1), West Santa Cruz Terrace 
(3-26), Santa Cruz Purisima Formation (3-21), and Pajaro Valley Basin (3-2).  Through the 
Agency, the Members intend to request modification of the Bulletin-118 boundaries as allowed 
by Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations to create a new consolidated basin called the 
“Purisima-Aromas Basin” with 3-1 as the number for the consolidated basin under DWR 
Bulletin No. 118 (hereafter “Basin”).    

E. The Members intend for the Agency to develop a GSP and manage the Basin 
pursuant to SGMA.   

F. Under SGMA, a combination of local agencies may form a GSA through a joint 
powers agreement. 

G. The Members have determined that the sustainable management of the Basin 
pursuant to SGMA may best be achieved through the cooperation of the Members operating 
through a joint powers agency. 
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H. The Joint Exercise of Powers Act of 2000 (“Act”) authorizes the Members to 
create a joint powers authority, to jointly exercise any power common to the Members, and to 
exercise additional powers granted under the Act. 

I. The Act, including the Marks-Roos Local Bond Pooling Act of 1985 
(Government Code sections 6584, et seq.), authorizes an entity created pursuant to the Act to 
issue bonds, and under certain circumstances, to purchase bonds issued by, or to make loans to, 
the Members for financing public capital improvements, working capital, liability and other 
insurance needs or projects whenever doing so results in significant public benefits, as 
determined by the Members.  The Act further authorizes and empowers a joint powers authority 
to sell bonds so issued or purchased to public or private purchasers at public or negotiated sales. 

J. Based on the foregoing legal authority, the Members desire to create a joint 
powers authority for the purpose of taking all actions deemed necessary by the joint powers 
authority to ensure sustainable management of the Basin as required by SGMA. 

K. The governing board of each Member has determined it to be in the Member’s 
best interest and in the public interest that this Agreement be executed.  

TERMS OF AGREEMENT 
In consideration of the mutual promises and covenants herein contained, the Members 

agree as follows: 

ARTICLE 1 
DEFINITIONS 

The following terms have the following meanings for purposes of this Agreement: 

1.1 “ Act” means the Joint Exercise of Powers Act, set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 
7 of Title 1 of the Government Code, sections 6500, et seq., including all laws supplemental 
thereto. 

1.2 “Agreement” has the meaning assigned thereto in the Preamble. 

1.3 “Auditor” means the auditor of the financial affairs of the Agency appointed by 
the Board of Directors pursuant to Section 15.3 of this Agreement.  

1.4 “Agency” has the meaning assigned thereto in the Preamble. 

1.5 “Basin” has the meaning assigned thereto in Recital D. 

1.6 “Board of Directors” or “Board” means the governing body of the Agency as 
established by Article 6 of this Agreement. 

1.7 “Bylaws” means the bylaws, if any, adopted by the Board of Directors pursuant to 
Article 11 of this Agreement to govern the day-to-day operations of the Agency. 
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1.8 “Director” and “Alternate Director” mean a director or alternate director 
appointed by a Member pursuant to Sections 6.3 and 6.4 of this Agreement.  

1.9 “DWR” has the meaning assigned thereto in Recital B. 

1.10 “Executive Director” means the chief administrative officer of the Agency to be 
appointed by the Board of Directors pursuant to Article 10 of this Agreement. 

1.11 “GSA” has the meaning assigned thereto in Recital B. 

1.12 “GSP” has the meaning assigned thereto in Recital C. 

1.13 “Member” means each party to this Agreement that satisfies the requirements of 
Section 5.1 of this Agreement, including any new members as may be authorized by the Board, 
pursuant to Section 5.2 of this Agreement. 

1.14 “Officer(s)” means the Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary, or Treasurer of the Agency 
to be appointed by the Board of Directors pursuant to Section 7.1 of this Agreement. 

1.15 “SGMA” has the meaning assigned thereto in Recital A. 

1.16 “State” means the State of California. 

ARTICLE 2 
CREATION OF THE AGENCY 

2.1 Creation of a Joint Powers Authority.  There is hereby created pursuant to the Act 
a joint powers authority, which will be a public entity separate from the Members to this 
Agreement, and shall be known as the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Agency (“Agency”).  Within 
30 days after the Effective Date of this Agreement and after any amendment, the Agency shall 
cause a notice of this Agreement or amendment to be prepared and filed with the office of the 
California Secretary of State containing the information required by Government Code section 
6503.5.  Within 10 days after the Effective Date of this Agreement, the Agency shall cause a 
statement of the information concerning the Agency, required by Government Code section 
53051, to be filed with the office of the California Secretary of State and with the County Clerk 
for the County of Santa Cruz, setting forth the facts required to be stated pursuant to Government 
Code section 53051(a). 

2.2 Purpose of the Agency.  Each Member to this Agreement has in common the 
power to study, plan, develop, finance, acquire, construct, maintain, repair, manage, operate, 
control, and govern the water supply and water management within the Basin, either alone or in 
cooperation with other public or private non-member entities, and each is a local agency eligible 
to serve as a GSA within the Basin, either alone or jointly through a joint powers agreement as 
provided for by SGMA.  The purpose of this Agency is to serve as the GSA for the Basin and to 
develop, adopt, and implement the GSP for the Basin pursuant to SGMA and other applicable 
provisions of law. 
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ARTICLE 3 
TERM 

This Agreement shall become effective upon execution by each of the Members and shall 
remain in effect until terminated pursuant to the provisions of Article 18 (Withdrawal of 
Members) of this Agreement. 

ARTICLE 4 
POWERS 

The Agency shall possess the power in its own name to exercise any and all common 
powers of its Members reasonably related to the purposes of the Agency, including but not 
limited to the following powers, together with such other powers as are expressly set forth in the 
Act and in SGMA.  For purposes of Government Code section 6509, the powers of the Agency 
shall be exercised subject to the restrictions upon the manner of exercising such powers as are 
imposed on the County of Santa Cruz, and in the event of the withdrawal of the County of Santa 
Cruz as a Member under this Agreement, then the manner of exercising the Agency’s powers 
shall be those restrictions imposed on the City of Santa Cruz. 

4.1 To exercise all powers afforded to a GSA pursuant to and as permitted by SGMA; 

4.2 To develop, adopt and implement the GSP pursuant to SGMA. 

4.3 To adopt rules, regulations, policies, bylaws and procedures governing the 
operation of the Agency and adoption and implementation of the GSP. 

4.4 To obtain rights, permits and other authorizations for or pertaining to 
implementation of the GSP. 

4.5 To perform other ancillary tasks relating to the operation of the Agency pursuant 
to SGMA, including without limitation, environmental review, engineering, and design. 

4.6 To make and enter into all contracts necessary to the full exercise of the Agency’s 
power. 

4.7 To employ, designate or otherwise contract for the services of agents, officers, 
employees, attorneys, engineers, planners, financial consultants, technical specialists, advisors, 
and independent contractors. 

4.8 To exercise jointly the common powers of the Members, as directed by the Board, 
in developing and implementing a GSP for the Basin.  

4.9 To investigate legislation and proposed legislation affecting the Basin and to 
make appearances regarding such matters. 

4.10 To cooperate and to act in conjunction and contract with the United States, the 
State of California or any agency thereof, counties, municipalities, public and private 
corporations of any kind (including without limitation, investor-owned utilities), and individuals, 
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or any of them, for any and all purposes necessary or convenient for the full exercise of the 
powers of the Agency. 

4.11 To incur debts, liabilities or obligations, to issue bonds, notes, certificates of 
participation, guarantees, equipment leases, reimbursement obligations and other indebtedness, 
and, to the extent provided for in a duly adopted Agency to impose assessments groundwater 
extraction fees or other charges, and other means of financing the Agency authorized by as 
provided in Chapter 8 of SGMA commencing at Section 10730 of the Water Code. 

4.12 To collect and monitor data on the extraction of groundwater from, and the 
quality of groundwater in, the Basin. 

4.13 To establish and administer a conjunctive use program for the purposes of 
maintaining sustainable yields in the Basin consistent with the requirements of SGMA. 

4.14 To exchange and distribute water. 

4.15 To regulate groundwater extractions as permitted by SGMA. 

4.16 To impose groundwater extraction fees as permitted by SGMA. 

4.17 To spread, sink and inject water into the Basin. 

4.18 To store, transport, recapture, recycle, purify, treat or otherwise manage and 
control water for beneficial use. 

4.19 To apply for, accept and receive licenses, permits, water rights, approvals, 
agreements, grants, loans, contributions, donations or other aid from any agency of the United 
States, the State of California, or other public agencies or private persons or entities necessary 
for the Agency’s purposes.  

4.20 To develop and facilitate market-based solutions for the use and management of 
water rights. 

4.21 To acquire property and other assets by grant, lease, purchase, bequest, devise, 
gift or eminent domain, and to hold, enjoy, lease or sell, or otherwise dispose of, property, 
including real property, water rights, and personal property, necessary for the full exercise of the 
Agency’s powers. 

4.22 To sue and be sued in its own name. 

4.23 To provide for the prosecution of, defense of, or other participation in actions or 
proceedings at law or in public hearings in which the Members, pursuant to this Agreement, may 
have an interest and may employ counsel and other expert assistance for these purposes. 

4.24 To exercise the common powers of its Members to develop, collect, provide, and 
disseminate information that furthers the purposes of the Agency, including but not limited to the 
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operation of the Agency and adoption and implementation of the GSP to the Members, 
legislative, administrative, and judicial bodies, as well the public generally. 

4.25 To accumulate operating and reserve funds for the purposes herein stated. 

4.26 To invest money that is not required for the immediate necessities of the Agency, 
as the Agency determines is advisable, in the same manner and upon the same conditions as 
Members, pursuant to Government Code section 53601, as it now exists or may hereafter be 
amended.   

4.27 To undertake any investigations, studies, and matters of general administration. 

4.28 To perform all other acts necessary or proper to carry out fully the purposes of 
this Agreement.  

ARTICLE 5 
MEMBERSHIP 

5.1 Members.  The Members of the Agency shall be the Central Water District, the 
City of Santa Cruz, the County of Santa Cruz, and the Soquel Creek Water District, as long as 
they have not, pursuant to the provisions hereof, withdrawn from this Agreement. 

5.2 New Members.  Any public agency (as defined by the Act) that is not a Member 
on the Effective Date of this Agreement may become a Member upon:  (a) the approval of the 
Board of Directors by a supermajority of at least seventy-five (75%) of the votes held among all 
Directors as specified in Article 9 (Member Voting); (b) payment of a pro rata share of all 
previously incurred costs that the Board of Directors determines have resulted in benefit to the 
public agency, and are appropriate for assessment on the public agency; and (c) execution of a 
written agreement subjecting the public agency to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.   

ARTICLE 6 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS 

6.1 Formation of the Board of Directors.  The Agency shall be governed by a Board 
of Directors (“Board”).  The Board shall consist of eleven (11) Directors consisting of the 
following representatives who shall be appointed in the manner set forth in Section 6.3: 

  6.1.1 Two representatives appointed by the governing board of each of the 
following public agency Members: the Central Water District, the City of Santa Cruz, the County 
of Santa Cruz, and the Soquel Creek Water District. 

  6.1.2 Three representatives of private well owners within the boundaries of the 
Agency. 

6.2 Duties of the Board of Directors.  The business and affairs of the Agency, and all 
of its powers, including without limitation all powers set forth in Article 4 (Powers), are reserved 
to and shall be exercised by and through the Board of Directors, except as may be expressly 
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delegated to the Executive Director or others pursuant to this Agreement, Bylaws, or by specific 
action of the Board of Directors.   

6.3 Appointment of Directors.  The Directors shall be appointed as follows: 

 6.3.1 The two representatives from the Central Water District shall be appointed 
by the Central Water District Board of Directors. 

  6.3.2 The two representatives from the City of Santa Cruz shall be appointed by 
the City of Santa Cruz City Council.   

  6.3.3 The two representatives from the County of Santa Cruz shall be appointed 
by the County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors.   

  6.3.4 The two representatives from the Soquel Creek Water District shall be 
appointed by the Soquel Creek Water District Board of Directors. 

  6.3.5 The three representatives of private well owners shall be appointed by 
majority vote of the eight public agency Directors. The procedures for nominating the private 
well owners shall be set forth in the Bylaws. 

6.4 Alternate Directors.  Each Member may have one Alternate to act as a substitute 
Director for either of the Member’s Directors.  One Alternate shall also be appointed to act as a 
substitute Director for any of the three Directors representing private well owners. All Alternates 
shall be appointed in the same manner as set forth in Section 6.3.  Alternate Directors shall have 
no vote, and shall not participate in any discussions or deliberations of the Board unless 
appearing as a substitute for a Director due to absence or conflict of interest.  If the Director is 
not present, or if the Director has a conflict of interest which precludes participation by the 
Director in any decision-making process of the Board, the Alternate Director appointed to act in 
his/her place shall assume all rights of the Director, and shall have the authority to act in his/her 
absence, including casting votes on matters before the Board.  Each Alternate Director shall be 
appointed prior to the third meeting of the Board.  Alternates are strongly encouraged to attend 
all Board meetings and stay informed on current issues before the Board. 

6.5 Requirements.  Each Member’s Directors and Alternate Director shall be 
appointed by resolution of that Member’s governing body to serve for a term of four years 
except, for the purpose of establishing staggered terms, one of the initially-appointed Directors 
of each Member shall, as designated by the Member, serve an initial term of two years.  A 
Member’s Director or Alternate Director may be removed during his or her term or reappointed 
for multiple terms at the pleasure of the Member that appointed him or her.  A Director 
representing private well owners may be removed or reappointed in the same manner as he or 
she was appointed as set forth in Section 6.3.  No individual Director may be removed in any 
other manner, including by the affirmative vote of the other Directors.   

6.6 Vacancies.  A vacancy on the Board of Directors shall occur when a Director 
resigns or at the end of the Director’s term as set forth in Section 6.5.  For Member Directors, a 
vacancy shall also occur when he or she is removed by his or her appointing Member.  For 
Directors representing private well owners, a vacancy shall also occur when the Director is 
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removed as set forth in Section 6.5.  Upon the vacancy of a Director, the Alternate Director shall 
serve as Director until a new Director is appointed as set forth in Section 6.3 unless the Alternate 
is already serving as a substitute Director in the event of a prior vacancy, in which case, the seat 
shall remain vacant until a replacement Director is appointed as set forth in Section 6.3.  
Members shall submit any changes in Director or Alternate Director positions to the Executive 
Director in writing and signed by an authorized representative of the Member. 

ARTICLE 7 
OFFICERS 

7.1 Officers.  Officers of the Agency shall be a Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary, and 
Treasurer.  The Treasurer shall be appointed consistent with the provisions of Section 15.3.  The 
Vice Chair, or in the Vice Chair’s absence, the Secretary, shall exercise all powers of the Chair 
in the Chair’s absence or inability to act.   

7.2 Appointment of Officers.  Officers shall be elected annually by, and serve at the 
pleasure of, the Board of Directors.  Officers shall be elected at the first Board meeting, and 
thereafter at the first Board meeting following January 1st of each year.  An Officer may serve 
for multiple consecutive terms, with no term limit.  Any Officer may resign at any time upon 
written notice to the Board, and may be removed and replaced by a simple majority vote of the 
Board. 

7.3 Principal Office.  The principal office of the Agency shall be established by the 
Board of Directors, and may thereafter be changed by a simple majority vote of the Board. 

ARTICLE 8 
DIRECTOR MEETINGS 

8.1 Initial Meeting.  The initial meeting of the Board of Directors shall be held in the 
County of Santa Cruz, California, within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date of this 
Agreement.   

8.2 Time and Place.  The Board of Directors shall meet at least quarterly, at a date, 
time and place set by the Board within the jurisdictional boundaries of one or more of the 
Members, and at such other times as may be determined by the Board.   

8.3 Special Meetings.  Special meetings of the Board of Directors may be called by 
the Chair or by a simple majority of Directors, in accordance with the provisions of Government 
Code section 54956. 

8.4 Conduct.  All meetings of the Board of Directors, including special meetings, 
shall be noticed, held, and conducted in accordance with the Ralph M. Brown Act (Government 
Code sections 54950, et seq.).  The Board may use teleconferencing in connection with any 
meeting in conformance with and to the extent authorized by applicable law.  

8.5 Local Conflict of Interest Code.  The Board of Directors shall adopt a local 
conflict of interest code pursuant to the provisions of the Political Reform Act of 1974 
(Government Code sections 81000, et seq.)  

ATTACHMENT 1 - ITEM 5.4



ARTICLE 9 
MEMBER VOTING 

9.1 Quorum.  A quorum of any meeting of the Board of Directors shall consist of an 
absolute majority of Directors plus one Director.  In the absence of a quorum, any meeting of the 
Directors may be adjourned by a vote of the simple majority of Directors present, but no other 
business may be transacted.  For purposes of this Article, a Director shall be deemed present if 
the Director appears at the meeting in person or participates telephonically, provided that the 
telephone appearance is consistent with the requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act. 

9.2 Director Votes.  Voting by the Board of Directors shall be made on the basis of 
one vote for each Director. A Director, or an Alternate Director when acting in the absence of his 
or her Director, may vote on all matters of Agency business unless disqualified because of a 
conflict of interest pursuant to California law or the local conflict of interest code adopted by the 
Board of Directors.  

9.3 Affirmative Decisions of the Board of Directors.  Except as otherwise specified in 
this Agreement, all affirmative decisions of the Board of Directors shall require the affirmative 
vote of a simple majority of all appointed Directors participating in voting on a matter of Agency 
business, provided that if a Director is disqualified from voting on a matter before the Board 
because of a conflict of interest, that Director shall be excluded from the calculation of the total 
number of Directors that constitute a majority. Notwithstanding the foregoing, a unanimous vote 
of all Member Directors participating in voting shall be required to approve any of the following: 
(i) any capital expenditure that is estimated to cost $100,000 or more; (ii) the annual budget; (iii) 
the GSP for the Basin or any amendment thereto; or (iv) any stipulation to resolve litigation 
concerning groundwater rights within or groundwater management for the Basin. 

ARTICLE 10 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF 

10.1 Appointment.  The Board of Directors may appoint an Executive Director, who 
may be, though need not be, an officer, employee, or representative of one of the Members.  The 
Executive Director’s compensation, if any, shall be determined by the Board of Directors. 

10.2 Duties.  If appointed, the Executive Director shall serve as the chief 
administrative officer of the Agency, shall serve at the pleasure of the Board of Directors, and 
shall be responsible to the Board for the proper and efficient administration of the Agency.  The 
Executive Director shall have the powers designated by the Board, or otherwise as set forth in 
the Bylaws. 

10.3 Term and Termination.  The Executive Director shall serve until he/she resigns or 
the Board of Directors terminates his/her appointment. 

10.4 Staff and Services.  The Executive Director may employ such additional full-time 
and/or part-time employees, assistants and independent contractors who may be necessary from 
time to time to accomplish the purposes of the Agency, subject to the approval of the Board of 
Directors.  The Agency may contract with a Member or other public agency or private entity for 
various services, including without limitation those related to the Agency’s finances, purchasing, 
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risk management, information technology, and human resources.  A written agreement shall be 
entered between the Agency and the Member or other public agency or private entity contracting 
to provide such service, and that agreement shall specify the terms on which such services shall 
be provided, including without limitation the compensation, if any, that shall be made for the 
provision of such services. 

ARTICLE 11 
BYLAWS 

 The Board of Directors shall cause to be drafted, approve, and amend Bylaws of the 
Agency to govern the day-to-day operations of the Agency.  The Bylaws shall be adopted at or 
before the first anniversary of the Board’s first meeting. 

ARTICLE 12 
GSP DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

The Board of Directors shall form a GSP Development Committee to develop the GSP.  The 
GSP Development Committee shall be comprised of one representative from each Member and 
three (3) members of the public.  Member representatives shall be appointed by the public 
agency Member.  Members of the public shall be appointed through a process developed by the 
Board as specified in the Bylaws.  The Board shall specify one Director to serve as Chair of the 
GSP Development Committee. The GSP Development Committee shall be formed at the second 
meeting of the Board and shall be disbanded upon adoption of the GSP, unless the Board decides 
otherwise.  The GSP Development Committee shall be subject to the requirements of conduct as 
set forth in Section 8.4. 

ARTICLE 13 
ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

13.1 Additional Advisory Committees.  The Board of Directors may from time to time 
appoint one or more advisory committees or establish standing or ad hoc committees to assist in 
carrying out the purposes and objectives of the Agency.  The Board shall determine the purpose 
and need for such committees and the necessary qualifications for individuals appointed to them.   

ARTICLE 14 
OPERATION OF COMMITTEES 

Each committee shall include a Director as the chair thereof.  Other members of each committee 
may be constituted by such individuals approved by the Board of Directors for participation on 
the committee.  However, no committee or participant on such committee shall have any 
authority to act on behalf of the Agency 

ARTICLE 15 
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES 

15.1 General.  The Board of Directors shall establish and maintain such funds and 
accounts as may be required by generally accepted public agency accounting practices.  The 
Agency shall maintain strict accountability of all funds and a report of all receipts and 
disbursements of the Agency. 
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15.2 Fiscal Year.  Unless the Board of Directors decides otherwise, the fiscal year for 
the Agency shall run concurrent with the calendar year. 

15.3 Appointment of Treasurer and Auditor; Duties.  The Treasurer and Auditor shall 
be appointed in the manner, and shall perform such duties and responsibilities, specified in 
Sections 6505.5 and 6505.6 of the Act. 

ARTICLE 16 
BUDGET AND EXPENSES 

16.1 Budget.  Within [NUMBER OF DAYS] after the first meeting of the Board of 
Directors, and thereafter prior to the commencement of each fiscal year, the Board shall adopt a 
budget for the Agency for the ensuing fiscal year in [MONTH].  In the event that a budget is not 
so approved, the prior year’s budget shall be deemed approved for the ensuing fiscal year, and 
any groundwater extraction fee or assessment(s) of contributions of Members, or both, approved 
by the Board during the prior fiscal year shall again be assessed in the same amount and terms 
for the ensuing fiscal year. 

16.2 Agency Funding and Contributions.  For the purpose of funding the expenses and 
ongoing operations of the Agency, the Board of Directors shall maintain a funding account in 
connection with the annual budget process.  The Board of Directors may fund the Agency and 
the GSP as provided in Chapter 8 of SGMA, commencing with Section 10730 of the Water 
Code, and may also issue assessments for contributions by the Members in the amount and 
frequency determined necessary by the Board.  Such Member contributions shall be paid by each 
Member to the Agency within 30 days of assessment by the Board.  

16.3 Return of Contributions.  In accordance with Government Code section 6512.1, 
repayment or return to the Members of all or any part of any contributions made by Members 
and any revenues by the Agency may be directed by the Board of Directors at such time and 
upon such terms as the Board of Directors may decide; provided that (1) any distributions shall 
be made in proportion to the contributions paid by each Member to the Agency, and (2) any 
capital contribution paid by a Member voluntarily, and without obligation to make such capital 
contribution pursuant to Section 16.2, shall be returned to the contributing Member, together 
with accrued interests at the annual rate published as the yield of the Local Agency Investment 
Fund administered by the California State Treasurer, before any other return of contributions to 
the Members is made.  The Agency shall hold title to all funds and property acquired by the 
Agency during the term of this Agreement. 

16.4 Issuance of Indebtedness.  The Agency may issue bonds, notes or other forms of 
indebtedness, as permitted under Section 4.11, provided such issuance be approved at a meeting 
of the Board of Directors by unanimous vote of the Member Directors as specified in Article 9 
(Member Voting). 
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ARTICLE 17 
LIABILITIES 

17.1 Liability.  In accordance with Government Code section 6507, the debt, liabilities 
and obligations of the Agency shall be the debts, liabilities and obligations of the Agency alone, 
and not the Members. 

17.2 Indemnity.  Funds of the Agency may be used to defend, indemnify, and hold 
harmless the Agency, each Member, each Director, and any officers, agents and employees of 
the Agency for their actions taken within the course and scope of their duties while acting on 
behalf of the Agency.  Other than for gross negligence or intentional acts, to the fullest extent 
permitted by law, the Agency agrees to save, indemnify, defend and hold harmless each Member 
from any liability, claims, suits, actions, arbitration proceedings, administrative proceedings, 
regulatory proceedings, losses, expenses or costs of any kind, whether actual, alleged or 
threatened, including attorney’s fees and costs, court costs, interest, defense costs, and expert 
witness fees, where the same arise out of, or are in any way attributable, in whole or in part, to 
negligent acts or omissions of the Agency or its employees, officers or agents or the employees, 
officers or agents of any Member, while acting within the course and scope of a Member 
relationship with the Agency. 

ARTICLE 18 
WITHDRAWAL OF MEMBERS 

18.1 Unilateral Withdrawal.  Subject to the Dispute Resolution provisions set forth in 
Section 17.9, a Member may unilaterally withdraw from this Agreement without causing or 
requiring termination of this Agreement, effective upon 30 days written notice to the Executive 
Director. 

18.2 Rescission or Termination of Agency.  This Agreement may be rescinded and the 
Agency terminated by unanimous written consent of all Members, except during the outstanding 
term of any Agency indebtedness.   

18.3 Effect of Withdrawal or Termination.  Upon termination of this Agreement or 
unilateral withdrawal, a Member shall remain obligated to pay its share of all debts, liabilities 
and obligations of the Agency required of the Member pursuant to terms of this Agreement, and 
that were incurred or accrued prior to the effective date of such termination or withdrawal, 
including without limitation those debts, liabilities and obligations pursuant to Sections 4.11 and 
16.4.  Any Member who withdraws from the Agency shall have no right to participate in the 
business and affairs of the Agency or to exercise any rights of a Member under this Agreement 
or the Act, but shall continue to share in distributions from the Agency on the same basis as if 
such Member had not withdrawn, provided that a Member that has withdrawn from the Agency 
shall not receive distributions in excess of the contributions made to the Agency while a 
Member.  The right to share in distributions granted under this Section 18.3 shall be in lieu of 
any right the withdrawn Member may have to receive a distribution or payment of the fair value 
of the Member’s interest in the Agency. 
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18.4 Return of Contribution.  Upon termination of this Agreement, any surplus money 
on-hand shall be returned to the Members in proportion to their contributions made.  The Board 
of Directors shall first offer any property, works, rights and interests of the Agency for sale to the 
Members on terms and conditions determined by the Board of Directors.  If no such sale to 
Members is consummated, the Board of Directors shall offer the property, works, rights, and 
interest of the Agency for sale to any non-member for good and adequate consideration.  The net 
proceeds from any sale shall be distributed among the Members in proportion to their 
contributions made. 

ARTICLE 19 
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

19.1 No Predetermination or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.  Nothing herein 
shall constitute a determination by the Agency or any of its Members that any action shall be 
undertaken, or that any unconditional or irretrievable commitment of resources shall be made, 
until such time as the required compliance with all local, state, or federal laws, including without 
limitation the California Environmental Quality Act, National Environmental Policy Act, or 
permit requirements, as applicable, has been completed. 

19.2 Notices.  Notices to a Director or Member hereunder shall be sufficient if 
delivered to the clerk of the respective Director or Member and addressed to the Director or 
Member.  Delivery may be accomplished by U.S. Postal Service, private mail service or 
electronic mail. 

19.3 Amendments to Agreement.  This Agreement may be amended or modified at any 
time only by subsequent written agreement approved and executed by all of the Members. 

19.4 Agreement Complete.  The foregoing constitutes the full and complete Agreement 
of the Members.  This Agreement supersedes all prior agreements and understandings, whether 
in writing or oral, related to the subject matter of this Agreement that are not set forth in writing 
herein. 

19.5 Severability.  Should any part, term or provision of this Agreement be decided by 
a court of competent jurisdiction to be illegal or in conflict with any applicable federal law or 
any law of the State of California, or otherwise be rendered unenforceable or ineffectual, the 
validity of the remaining parts, terms, or provisions hereof shall not be affected thereby, 
provided however, that if the remaining parts, terms, or provisions do not comply with the Act, 
this Agreement shall terminate. 

19.6 Withdrawal by Operation of Law.  Should the participation of any Member to this 
Agreement be decided by the courts to be illegal or in excess of that Member’s authority or in 
conflict with any law, the validity of the Agreement as to the remaining Members shall not be 
affected thereby. 

19.7 Assignment.  The rights and duties of the Members may not be assigned or 
delegated without the written consent of all other Members.  Any attempt to assign or delegate 
such rights or duties in contravention of this Agreement shall be null and void. 
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19.8 Binding on Successors.  This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be 
binding upon, the successors and assigns of the Members.   

19.9 Dispute Resolution. In the event that any dispute arises among the Members 
relating to (i) this Agreement, (ii) the rights and obligations arising from this Agreement, or (iii) 
or a Member proposing to withdraw from membership in the Agency, the aggrieved Member or 
Member proposing to withdraw from membership shall provide written notice to the other 
Members of the controversy or proposal to withdraw from membership. Within thirty (30) days 
thereafter, the Members shall attempt in good faith to resolve the controversy through informal 
means. If the Members cannot agree upon a resolution of the controversy within thirty (30) days 
from the providing of written notice specified above, the dispute shall be submitted to mediation 
prior to commencement of any legal action or prior to withdraw of a Member proposing to 
withdraw from membership. The mediation shall be no less than a full day (unless agreed 
otherwise among the Members) and the cost of mediation shall be paid in equal proportion 
among the Members. The mediator shall be either voluntarily agreed to or appointed by the 
Superior Court upon a suit and motion for appointment of a neutral mediator. Upon completion 
of mediation, if the controversy has not been resolved, any Member may exercise all rights to 
bring a legal action relating to the controversy or withdraw from membership as otherwise 
authorized pursuant to this Agreement. 

19.10 Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which 
shall be deemed an original. 

19.11 Singular Includes Plural.  Whenever used in this Agreement, the singular form of 
any term includes the plural form and the plural form includes the singular form.   

19.12 Member Authorization.  The legislative bodies of the Members have each 
authorized execution of this Agreement, as evidenced by their respective signatures below.   

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Members hereto have executed this Agreement by 
authorized officials thereof.  

 

CENTRAL WATER DISTRICT 
 
 

By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 
 

 

Signatures continue on the following page. 
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CITY OF SANTA CRUZ 
 
 

By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 
 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 

 
 

SOQUEL CREEK WATER DISTRICT 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
By: _________________________________ 
 
Title:________________________________ 
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PROJECT NAME Create GSA 

DESCRIPTION Formation of a GSA per the State's Mandate to form a GSA by June 30, 2017

LEADER Soquel‐Aptos Groundwater Management Committee

Start Date 4/30/2015

End Date : 9/2/2016

Level Task Assignment Start Date Finish Date Work Days in Task

1 Create JPA SAGMC 4/30/2015 6/30/2017 776

1.1 Subcommittee Meetings subcommittee 4/30/2015 4/30/2015 1

1.2 Subcommittee prepares draft JPA/Bylaws and submits to SAGMC Target Meeting: November 12 subcommittee 4/30/2015 11/12/2015 192

1.3 Hold Mid County Groundwater Stakeholder Meeting SAGMC/Staff 12/10/2015 12/10/2015 1

1.4
Subcommittee revises  and presents final draft of JPA/Bylaws  for 
SAGMC to recommend approval

Target Meeting: January 21 subcommittee 11/12/2015 1/21/2016 67

1.5 Member Agency Take Action on JPA

City of SC Council approves entering into the new JPA and appoints 
(or confirms existing approintments)

Target Meeting: 2/9 or 2/23 Rosemary 2/9/2016 2/23/2016 14

SqCWD Board  approves entering into the new JPA and appoints 
(or confirms existing approintments)

Target Meeting: 2/2 or 2/16 Ron 2/2/2016 2/16/2016 14

Central WD Board  approves entering into the new JPA and 
appoints (or confirms existing approintments)

Target Meeting: 2/16 Ralph 2/16/2016 2/16/2016 1

County of SC approves entering into the new JPA and appoints (or 
confirms existing approintments)

Target Meeting: 2/23 (possible to 
perhaps expedite it for 2/9)

John 2/9/2016 2/23/2016 1

2 First Meeting of New JPA Target Meeting: March 17 JPA 3/17/2016 3/17/2016 1

2.1
JPA approves its intent to become the local GSA and sets public 
hearing date

Target Meeting: March 17 JPA 3/17/2016 3/17/2016 1

2.2 Publish First Notice of Intent to Hold a Public Hearing 
Staff puts notice in 
Sentinel

3/27/2016 3/27/2016 1

2.3 Publish Notice of Intent to Hold a Public Hearing (Second)
Staff puts notice in 
Sentinel

4/10/2016 4/10/2016 1

2.4 JPA holds Public Hearing and Adopts Resolution Forming GSA Target Meeting: April 21 JPA 4/21/2016 4/21/2016 1

2.5 Submit Notice of Intent to DWR with required docs within 30 days of predecessor staff 4/21/2016 5/20/2016 30

2.6 DWR must post SAGMC's NOI on website 15 days following predecessor DWR 5/20/2016 6/4/2016 15

2.7 Creation of GSA 90 days following predecessor DWR 6/4/2016 9/2/2016 90

3 Deadline to Establish GSA DWR 9/2/2016 6/30/2017 297
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MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

Subject: Agenda Item 5.5     Approve Proposed Scope of Work for Coordination and Outreach 

Services to Assist SAGMC Efforts 

 

Attachment: Proposal titled “Support for S-AGMC and Related Stakeholder 

Engagement, CSU, Sacrament, Center for Collaborative Policy and one 

page budget   

 

The effort associated with developing a Groundwater Sustainability Agency and associated 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) continues to increase and the supporting staff efforts are 

aiming to transition to a more equitable distribution amongst the partner agencies.  Also, the 

exiting staff loads are quite heavy.  Thus, during this transition period, staff requested Dr. Marci 

DuPraw to provide a scope of work and associated cost to assist in coordinating the efforts.  

 

The attached one page scope-of-work and one page budget describe the effort and cost.  In summary 

the work involves: 

1. S-AGMC Support – Assist the S-AGMC in sequencing its discussions and activities to meet 

SGMA requirements and deadlines associated with GSA formation and GSP development;  

2. Subgroup Support – Assist the GSA Formation Subcommittee and the Public Outreach Work 

Group in sequencing their discussions and activities to support the S-AGMC in meeting SGMA 

requirements and deadlines associated with GSA formation and GSP development;  

3. Related Stakeholder Engagement – Help the S-AGMC and its subgroups plan and implement 

stakeholder engagement activities needed to meet SGMA requirements and deadlines associated 

with GSA formation and GSP development; and  

4. Associated Internal Project Management – Monthly progress reports and invoices; coordination 

of CCP staff working on this project. 

Sample deliverables include meeting agendas and associated facilitation materials; facilitation; 

action items; and meeting summaries.  

 

The work would be billed at an hourly rate not-to-exceed a total of $37,992.  The S-AGMC budget 

adopted on May 21, 2015 contains $50,000 for “Facilitation Services for GSA Formation” for work 

by the Center of Collaborative Policy, for whom Dr. DuPraw works. 
 
 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

1. By MOTION, accept the proposal and direct staff to enter into a contract. 

 

2. No action. 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 



 

Support for S-AGMC and Related Stakeholder Engagement 
California State University, Sacramento, Center for Collaborative Policy 

CCP No. : 15-019 
October 30, 2015 

Period of Performance: 11/13/15 to 6/12/16 
--Scope of Work-- 

 

 

 

CONTEXT -- California’s Soquel-Aptos Area groundwater basin has been in overdraft for many years, and has gotten to 
the point of experiencing saltwater intrusion. The State’s three-year drought has exacerbated the problem and in June 
2014, the Soquel Creek Water District’s Board declared both a Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency and a Groundwater 
Emergency. The District is pursuing a three-prong approach to managing this emergency, including water conservation, 
groundwater management, and supplementing the local water supply. The District has been working closely on this with 
community leaders through the former Basin Implementation Group (BIG) – which has evolved into the Soquel-Aptos 
Groundwater Management Committee (S-AGMC) -- and with other stakeholders through the Mid-County Groundwater 
Stakeholder Group. It has a voluntary “AB 30-30” groundwater management plan in place. 
 
Concurrently, the State legislature enacted a major new piece of groundwater legislation, which took effect January 1, 
2015. The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act is intended to ensure that all groundwater basins in the State are 
being managed in a sustainable way by 2040. To achieve this goal, the Act requires managers of groundwater basins that 
are in trouble to establish Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), which in turn must develop and implement 
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). Consequently, Soquel Creek Water District and the other S-AGM Committee 
members must determine how to go about forming a GSA and developing a GSP. This includes how best to build upon 
the considerable work and social capital already in place, rather than “re-creating the wheel,” and how to do this 
expeditiously in order to keep up the momentum in addressing the inter-related emergencies of water shortage and 
groundwater overdraft without undue transaction time.  
 
ASSISTANCE REQUIRED -- The S-AGMC requires impartial project coordination and collaboration assistance in support 
of its own efforts to establish a GSA and plan the launch of GSP development, in support of two subgroups – the GSA 
Formation Subcommittee and the Public Outreach Work Group, and in carrying out related stakeholder engagement 
activities. The S-AGMC seeks this support from the California State University, Sacramento’s Center for Collaborative 
Policy (CC) through a contract administered by the Soquel Creek Water District (a S-AGMC member). Support tasks are 
delineated below: 
 
1. S-AGMC Support – Assist the S-AGMC in sequencing its discussions and activities to meet SGMA requirements and 

deadlines associated with GSA formation and GSP development;  
2. Subgroup Support – Assist the GSA Formation Subcommittee and the Public Outreach Work Group in sequencing 

their discussions and activities to support the S-AGMC in meeting SGMA requirements and deadlines associated with 
GSA formation and GSP development; 

3. Related Stakeholder Engagement – Help the S-AGMC and its subgroups plan and implement stakeholder 
engagement activities needed to meet SGMA requirements and deadlines associated with GSA formation and GSP 
development; and 

4. Associated Internal Project Management – Monthly progress reports and invoices; coordination of CCP staff 
working on this project under the leadership of Sr. Mediator-Facilitator, Dr. Marcelle E. DuPraw. 

 
SAMPLE DELIVERABLES -- Meeting agendas and associated facilitation materials; facilitation; action items; and 
meeting summaries. 
 
BUDGET -- Please find attached a detailed budget, reflecting anticipated level of effort. Related assumptions include: 
   
1. The Soquel Creek Water District will provide needed meeting facilities, equipment, and teleconference lines for 

internal team planning and preparation, as well as stakeholder meetings. The Soquel Creek Water District will print all 
meeting materials as needed 

2. Hours may be moved between tasks to best support project needs. With Soquel Creek Water District approval, costs 
may be moved between labor hours and other direct costs. 

3. CCP will only submit invoices for payment under this service request for work already performed. No tasks will be 
billed against in anticipation of work to be performed in the future.  CCP will bill on a time-and-materials basis.        
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COST DETAILS

Intake No. 15-019

Labor Category

 Managing Sr 
Mediator 

 Senior 
Mediator 

 Lead 
Mediator 

 Assistant 
Facilitator II 

Admin 
Support / 
Graphics 
Support

Task Descriptions                     Labor 
Resource

Billing Rates $194.00 $180.00 $155.00 $95.00 $48.00
Task 1: SAGMC Support
Attend SAGMC mtgs (5 mtgs x 3 hrs) 15 15 $2,910
Planning input (5 mtgs x 2 hrs) 10 10 $1,940
Materials devept (5 mtgs x 1 hr) 5 5 $970
Debrief & action items (5 mtgs x 2 hr) 10 10 $1,940

40 0 0 0 0 40 7,760.00$      

Attend subgroup meetings (6 mtgs x 3 hrs) 18 18 $3,492
Planning input (6 mtgs x 3 hrs) 18 18 $3,492
Action items (6 mtgs x 1 hr) 6 6 $1,164
Subgroup coordination (6 mos x 5 hrs/mo) 30 30 $5,820

72 0 0 0 0 72 $13,968
Task 3. Stakeholder Engagement (2 3-hr 
events)
Preparation 12 4 4 20 $2,900
Faciilitation & note-taking 10 10 20 $2,890
Follow-up (documentation; debrief) 6 8 4 18 $2,116

0 $0
28 0 0 22 8 58 7,906.00$      

Coordination of CCP team / liason with SqCWD 20 18 38 $5,590
Budget management 6 12 18 $2,304

26 0 0 30 0 56 7,894.00$      
166 0 0 52 8 226 37,528.00$    

Other Direct Costs (ODC) Qty UOM Unit Rate
Photocopying 2400 lot 0.06$            144.00$        
Photocopying color lot 0.17$            -$             
Conference calls minute 0.04$            -$             
Supplies/materials 16 lot 20.00$          320.00$        
Travel Breakout:
  Lodging (current state rates) night 75.00$          -$             
  Meals & Incidentals (current state rates) lot 46.00$          -$             
  Mileage (private vehicle) (current state rates) mile 0.575$          -$             
  Parking, Bridge Tolls, etc. lot 10.00$          -$             

Subtotal Other Direct Costs 464.00$         

ESTIMATED NOT-TO-EXCEED BUDGET 37,992.00$    

0

0
Per state rates
Per state rates

0

0
Assumptions

Total Professional Services 
 Extended 

Value 

Subtotal Task 1

Subtotal Task 3

Subtotal Task 2

Subtotal Task 4

Hrs x rate Summary

CSUS/CCP Cost Estimate for Coordination & Collaboration Support for S-AGMC, Subgroups, & Related Stakeholder Engagement

Total 
Hours by 

Task

Facilitation & Administrative Staff (Direct Hours) 

Task 4. Project Management & Coordination

Task 2. Subgroup Support
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November 12, 2015 

 

 

MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

 

Subject: Agenda Item 5.6 Update on Public Outreach Efforts 

      

              Attachment: December 10 Community Meeting Draft Agenda   

    and Advertisement 

 

Background  

At the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC) September 17 meeting, 

it was requested that an item be agendized to discuss the public outreach efforts for 

groundwater sustainability.    Staff has been working on outreach activities related to 

different aspects of projects and programs under SAGMC and this memo provides an update. 

 

Discussion 

Website:  The fiscal year (FY) 15/16 budget included development of a dedicated website for 

SAGMC.  Much of the information is already available and accessible to the public on the 

Soquel Creek Water District website; but to prepare for the transition of a new groundwater 

sustainability agency and also to honor that the activities are being performed through a joint 

partnership of multiple agencies, a stand-alone site was created.  The new website is live at 

www.midcountygroundwater.org  Meeting materials, documents, information on the local and 

statewide efforts are all contained in this new site.   

 

Public Outreach Workgroup:  A small workgroup consisting of staff, Marci DuPraw (Center for 

Collaborative Policy), John Kerr and Jon Kennedy (private well representatives) has met on 

two separate occasions to discuss outreach activities and potential methods to keep the 

community abreast on key topics such as the basin boundary revision, Groundwater 

Sustainability Agency (GSA) formation, and development of the Groundwater Sustainability 

Plan (GSP).    

 

Community Engagement Plan:  The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has 

provided grant funding assistance for a Community Engagement Plan to support our local 

efforts in developing a GSA and GSP.  Marci DuPraw (Center for Collaborative Policy) has 

been preparing this plan based on over 20 interviews conducted of local stakeholders and 

additional public input from our Mid-County Groundwater Stakeholder meetings.  This plan 

also outlines the state statute requirements for public outreach pertaining to GSA and GSP 

development.   

 

Mid-County Groundwater Stakeholder Meetings:  Since 2014, the local water agencies have 

conducted seven (7) informational meetings on local groundwater issues. The eighth meeting 

is scheduled to be held on December 10, 2015 from 7-9 pm at the Community Foundation of 

Santa Cruz County.  As part of the SWRCB grant, CCP will be assisting in coordinating and 

http://www.midcountygroundwater.org/


Soquel Aptos Groundwater Management Committee 
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conducting this meeting.  The focus of this meeting is to give an update on the status of 

forming a local GSA for the mid-county area, present information on the basin boundary 

revision request and seek public input, and discuss how private well owners and the 

community-at-large can stay informed and participate in the upcoming development of our 

local GSP.  A draft agenda and advertisement is attached.  

 

 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

1. Informational only.  Provided direction, if needed. 

 

2. No action. 

 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 

 



AGENDA | Thursday, December 10, 2015, 7:00 – 9:00 pm 
Meeting of the Mid-County Groundwater Stakeholder Group 
 
Location 
Santa Cruz County Regional Water Management Foundation 
7807 Soquel Drive, Aptos, CA 95003 
 
Information 
• John Ricker, Santa Cruz County, (831) 454-2750,  john.ricker@santacruzcounty.us 

 
Meeting Purpose 
• Share & invite questions and feedback on: 

1. The proposed structure for a local Groundwater Sustainability Agency; and 
2. The proposed basin boundary modification. 

 
Time Topic Speaker Materials 
7:00 
pm 

Welcoming Remarks   

 • Meeting context and 
purpose 

• Meeting agenda and 
ground rules 

• John Ricker, Santa Cruz 
County; 

• Facilitator Marci 
DuPraw, Center for 
Collaborative Policy 

Agenda; 
Sign-in sheet; 
Name badges; 
Tent cards for panelists; 
Pretzels & water 

7:05 
pm 

Plans for Local 
Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency 

  

 • What this agency is 
expected to do 

• How it is expected to be 
structured 

• Next steps in making it 
happen: 

o Joint Powers 
Authority  

o Boundary 
modification  

o Public hearings 

• Bruce Jaffee, Chair, 
Soquel-Aptos 
Groundwater 
Management 
Committee (S-AGMC); 

• Jon Kennedy, Chair, 
GSA Formation 
Subcommittee; 

• John Ricker, Santa Cruz 
County 

• 1-2 page handout 
describing 
anticipated GSA (e.g., 
bullets and/or 
graphic showing 
composition / 
structure); 

• Map of proposed 
basin boundary 

• Comprehensive 
timeline for 
achieving 
groundwater 
sustainability 

7:35 • Feedback / Q&A Facilitated  
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Time Topic Speaker Materials 

8:15 Open Forum   

 • Panel of Community 
Water Leaders assembles 
at front tables 

• Open opportunity for 
attendees to ask panelists 
any water-related 
question (no formal 
panelist remarks) 

1 person / member 
organization on S-AGMC 
and/or GSA Formation 
Subcommittee + all 3 
private well owner 
representatives 

 

8:45 
pm 

Wrap-up 
• How today’s input will be 

used  
• When to expect next 

meeting 

Ron Duncan, Soquel Creek 
Water District 

 

9:00 Adjourn   
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Draft of 11/5/15 
AGENDA | Thursday, December 10, 2015, 7:00 – 9:00 pm 
Meeting of the Mid-County Groundwater Stakeholder Group 
 
Location 
Santa Cruz County Regional Water Management Foundation 
7807 Soquel Drive, Aptos, CA 95003 
 
Information 
• John Ricker, Santa Cruz County, (831) 454-2750,  john.ricker@santacruzcounty.us 

 
Meeting Purpose 
• Share & invite questions and feedback on: 

1. The proposed structure for a local Groundwater Sustainability Agency; and 
2. The proposed basin boundary modification. 

 
Time Topic Speaker Materials 
7:00 
pm 

Welcoming Remarks   

 • Meeting context and 
purpose 

• Meeting agenda and 
ground rules 

• John Ricker, Santa Cruz 
County; 

• Facilitator Marci 
DuPraw, Center for 
Collaborative Policy 

Agenda; 
Sign-in sheet; 
Name badges; 
Tent cards for panelists; 
Pretzels & water 

7:05 
pm 

Plans for Local 
Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency 

  

 • What this agency is 
expected to do 

• How it is expected to be 
structured 

• Next steps in making it 
happen: 

o Joint Powers 
Authority  

o Boundary 
modification  

o Public hearings 

• Bruce Jaffee, Chair, 
Soquel-Aptos 
Groundwater 
Management 
Committee (S-AGMC); 

• Jon Kennedy, Chair, 
GSA Formation 
Subcommittee; 

• John Ricker, Santa Cruz 
County 

• 1-2 page handout 
describing 
anticipated GSA (e.g., 
bullets and/or 
graphic showing 
composition / 
structure); 

• Map of proposed 
basin boundary 

• Comprehensive 
timeline for 
achieving 
groundwater 
sustainability 

7:35 • Feedback / Q&A Facilitated  
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Draft of 11/5/15 
 

Time Topic Speaker Materials 

8:15 Open Forum   

 • Panel of Community 
Water Leaders assembles 
at front tables 

• Open opportunity for 
attendees to ask panelists 
any water-related 
question (no formal 
panelist remarks) 

1 person / member 
organization on S-AGMC 
and/or GSA Formation 
Subcommittee + all 3 
private well owner 
representatives 

 

8:45 
pm 

Wrap-up 
• How today’s input will be 

used  
• When to expect next 

meeting 

Ron Duncan, Soquel Creek 
Water District 

 

9:00 Adjourn   
 

2 
 



 



 

 

 

November 12, 2015 

 

 

MEMO TO THE SOQUEL APTOS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

 

Subject: Agenda Item 5.7 Approve 2016 SAGMC Meeting Schedule  

 

Background   

Historically, the Basin Implementation Group (BIG), the predecessor to the Soquel-Aptos 

Groundwater Management Committee (SAGMC) met twice a year.  With the Sustainable 

Groundwater Management Act’s passage in 2014 and more collaborative local efforts, the 

SAGMC has been meeting every other month in 2015. 

 

Discussion 

Currently, SAGMC meetings are held on the third Thursday of the odd months. For 2016, 

there were discussions that the SAGMC begin to meet monthly; however, staff resources 

amongst the partner agencies are limited in terms of the required work efforts to prepare 

agendas, packets, and minutes.  Staff recommends that meetings in 2016 continue to be held 

bi-monthly, and if there is business that needs to be handled in a more timely manner, that a 

special meeting be called on an as-needed basis. 

 

Proposed Schedule 

The proposed SAGMC schedule for 2016 is to continue to hold SAGMC meetings on the third 

Thursday of odd months as follows: January 21 and March 17.  Assuming that a new JPA is 

created in early 2016 (see Item 5.4), an additional meeting might be required (possibly April 

21) to continue the process of electing the JPA to become a GSA to comply with the DWR 

statute process. Subsequent meetings and a schedule would be established by the new JPA.  

 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

1. By MOTION, adopt a 2016 meeting schedule for SAGMC. 

 

2. No action. 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

Matt Orbach, Public Outreach Specialist 

Soquel Creek Water District 

 

 

 

By _______________________________ 

       Ron Duncan, Interim General Manager 

       Soquel Creek Water District 



 

California Groundwater Law Tests State’s Capacity to 
Oversee A Vital Resource  
WEDNESDAY, 16 SEPTEMBER 2015 15:00 

By Brett Walton 
Circle of Blue 

 
A year after passage, California begins building a new regulatory infrastructure 
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Sprinklers irrigate a field of cauliflower outside Watsonville, in California’s Pajaro Valley. This region relies almost exclusively on groundwater 
to produce some of the most valuable fruit and vegetable harvests in the United States. Click image to enlarge. 

SOQUEL, California — On September 16, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown, cheerfully triumphant, 
signed into law the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, which many observers assert is the 
most significant addition to California’s water protection code in a century. 

Brown’s jubilance appeared justified in a dry, fast-growing, 165-year-old state that relies on 
prodigious volumes of freshwater from aquifers for its water supply, doesn’t really know how much 
water lies underground, and where leaders that sought changes to oversee the resource were 
subject to intense opposition.  

Brown, himself, was one of the victims. During a drought in 1977, in his first term as governor, Brown 
appointed a commission to review the state’s water laws. The recommended protections for 
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groundwater were not implemented. Lawmakers and the powerful agricultural sector did not feel the 
urgency to act.  

“When the groundwater act was created, the watch phrase was ‘local control’…Now 
people are scratching their heads. They have to figure out how to form [an agency] 
and fund one.”  

–Andrew Fisher, professor 

University of California, Santa Cruz 

The recent groundwater act is an attempt to change the course. The state’s drought emergency and 
record-low aquifer levels provided Brown with the political cushion necessary to push through the 
first statewide safeguards for aquifers, making California the last western state to adopt a regulatory 
system for groundwater. 

But while Brown and other state leaders view the new law as a breakthrough in policy, it is not at all 
assured that building a new regulatory infrastructure to sustain California’s groundwater reserves will 
be a triumph of practice. The law’s requirements to establish local water oversight boards are 
complex and detailed. Moreover, the ultimate deadline for meeting the law’s major goal of much 
more cautiously consuming groundwater doesn’t need to be met until 2040, when California’s 
population is projected to reach 50 million residents, 11 million more than today. In almost every 
way, putting the groundwater law into effect is a 21st century test of a state’s capacity to respond to 
new and urgent ecological and economic conditions. 

A year after the act’s passage, Californians have put aside lingering skepticism and are busy putting 
the text into action. Water managers, county supervisors, city and state officials, irrigation districts, 
and a bevy of other interested parties are scurrying to meet a cascade of deadlines that were laid 
out in the statute: deadlines for confirming the boundaries of their groundwater basins, for forming 
new agencies that will be tasked with overseeing water withdrawals from local aquifers, and for 
writing the management plans that will guide groundwater use for the next 25 years in the state’s 
major cities and farming centers. 

To watch the process unfold is to witness the foundations of democracy. The same questions that 
Hamilton, Jefferson, and Madison argued about and debated more than two centuries ago are now 
echoing in city council chambers and public forums from Clovis to Salinas. Who gets a seat at the 
table? Who gets to vote? How much is their vote worth? How will fees be collected? Who must pay 
for projects that reduce groundwater use or increase supply? How much will they pay? 
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With the law, California is, in effect, creating micro-states for groundwater, instituting new political 
divisions that are set, loosely, on basin boundaries, much as John Wesley Powell advocated, in 
1890, for watersheds, as a way to govern the entire American West. 

Crafting the fresh institutions that will oversee groundwater is contentious, tedious work, filled with 
late night meetings, mediators, technical details about geology and hydrology, and discussions 
about the nature of governance. The act — a two-step process that was designed to pull California 
groundwater regulation out of the hydrologic Dark Ages — forces agencies that may never have 
collaborated to agree to a long-term vision for water supply and availability.  

First, the 127 groundwater basins that are covered by the law must form a Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency (GSA) that will have the power to measure and monitor groundwater use, levy 
fees on users, set standards for new wells, and enforce compliance with the law. The deadline to 
form an agency is June 30, 2017. 

Second, the GSAs, once formed, must write sustainability plans that will balance water withdrawals 
with inflows by 2040. The plans are due in 2020 or 2022, depending on the severity of groundwater 
depletion in a basin. The state will evaluate the plans to ensure that they meet minimum criteria, but 
the local agencies, as they lobbied for, are in the captain’s seat. 

“When the groundwater act was created, the watch phrase was ‘local control’,” Andrew Fisher, a 
University of California, Santa Cruz, scientist who studies groundwater, told Circle of Blue. “The 
legislation was vague on the details. It said nothing about what a groundwater agency looks like. 
Now people are scratching their heads. They have to figure out how to form one and how to fund 
one. It’s not quite clear how to do that. It’s going to be an interesting 20 years.” 

Agency Formation Depends on Local Relationships 
Forming a GSA is straightforward in some areas. The legislation authorizes 15 existing water 
agencies to become the GSA in their jurisdiction. They are all special districts that were previously 
established by the Legislature to manage groundwater.  

“We’ve been given a pass card,” Mary Bannister, general manager of Pajaro Valley Water 
Management Agency, told Circle of Blue. By that, Bannister means that Pajaro Valley, one of the 
districts named in the act, is ahead of the game. Its boundaries, function, and purpose have already 
been legally defined and they were confirmed during an August board meeting. The agency can 
move to step two: writing a sustainability plan. 
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The rest of the state is still on step one: forming a GSA. In most cases, the agencies that will 
regulate groundwater use are being created from scratch, stitched together from the fabric of 
existing institutions.  

 
Photo © Brett Walton / Circle of Blue 

Members of the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Management Committee applaud the election of new representatives at an August 20, 2015 
meeting. The committee is tasked with meeting the requirements of California’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. Click image to 
enlarge. 

A few paces in front of the pack is the Soquel-Aptos Groundwater Basin, a small basin in Santa Cruz 
County, on the coast. Soquel Creek Water District, one of a number of water providers in the basin, 
declared a groundwater emergency in June 2014. Groundwater is the district’s only water source, 
more water is pumped from the aquifer each year than is recharged by rainfall, and the Pacific 
Ocean is slowly creeping inland, which is a threat to coastal wells. The basin is one of 21 “critical” 
basins in the state, as designated by the Department of Water Resources. 

At an August 20 meeting, a basin coordination committee that was formed in 1995 added new 
members, in order to implement the groundwater act. Santa Cruz County, the city of Santa Cruz, 
and three members representing private well owners joined Soquel Creek and Central Water 
District. The 11-member committee will most likely become the GSA for the basin. 

 

 “The spirit of cooperation among the entities is really good,” Tom LaHue, a Soquel Creek board 
member, said at the three-hour meeting, which ended a few minutes before 10 p.m. 

A number of questions are unresolved. Soquel-Aptos might appeal to the state to revise its basin 
boundaries (see sidebar). The committee must decide whether to pursue water supply projects 
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jointly or as individual agencies. The biggest point of contention at the meeting was the speed of the 
GSA formation. 

“It’s three steps forward, two steps back on GSA issues,” Melanie Mow Schumacher, special 
projects manager for Soquel Creek Water District, told Circle of Blue. “The discussions about 
assessing fees — those are the steps back. Recognizing the fact that we need to be doing 

something about groundwater, that is running forward.” 

Observers in other basins also see money as the most 
significant hurdle for the GSAs.  

“The biggest vulnerability for SGMA is how to get funded,” 
Bannister said.  

Bannister speaks from experience. After Pajaro Valley 
was established by the Legislature in 1985, she said it 
took 15 years for the fledgling agency to begin developing 
projects that addressed the basin’s declining groundwater 
levels. 

“It took the metering of wells, five years of hydrologic 
modeling, and $US 5 million to $US 10 million in 
expenses to get us to the point where we could identify 
solutions. The question for the new agencies is how do 
you pay for it?” 

The state will provide some assistance. Local agencies 
can apply for $US 100 million in planning grants, part of 
the $US 7.5 billion water bond that voters passed last 
November. 

Go Quicker 
The most frequent criticism of the SGMA process is that it 
is too slow. Sustainability plans are due by January 31, 

2020, for the critical basins and January 31, 2022, for the other 106 basins covered by the law. 
Though the state will evaluate progress toward the plan goals every five years, basins do not have to 
be in balance until 2040. 

What Is a Groundwater Basin? 
The boundaries of California’s 515 
groundwater basins were established in 
Bulletin 118, a Department of Water 
Resources technical document that was 
published in 1980 and updated in 2003. The 
127 basins that are the most densely 
populated or rely on groundwater for most 
of their water supply are regulated under 
the Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Act. 
There are problems with the boundaries. 
They are primarily based on rivers or 
political lines, such as counties, rather than 
the dimensions of the aquifers. 
The state is allowing basins to apply to have 
their boundaries redrawn. The justification 
can be scientific, such as to better match 
the actual hydrology, or jurisdictional, to 
align fragmented political divisions, such as 
a piece of one county or district located in 
another basin. 
“We’re not sure how many revisions there 
will be,” Bill Brewster of the California 
Department of Water Resources told Circle 
of Blue. “There is a lot of interest but we’re 
trying to gauge how many appeals will 
actually be submitted.” 
Under the state’s proposed framework for 
revisions, certain changes will be easier to 
make. Moving a parcel of land between two 
existing, contiguous basins will be less 
difficult than redrawing the external 
boundaries of a basin, to add or remove 
land from regulation. 
The Department of Water Resources will 
finalize the process for modifying basin 
boundaries by January 1, 2016. Local 
agencies will have 90 days to submit 
changes, which will be approved by August 
2016. 
“If I were a betting man, I’d wager that we’ll 
see fewer basins in the end,” Brewster said. 
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“I worry that by the time we get our act together and implement the plans we’re going to be facing a 
more immediate crisis of groundwater supply,” Kevin Haroff, an attorney at the San Francisco office 
of Marten Law, told Circle of Blue. 

Even Governor Brown says that legislation is going too slow, claiming in an August 23 interview on 
NBC’s Meet the Press that “we’re not aggressive enough” but that the state “will be stepping it up 
year by year.” 

 
Image courtesy of California Department of Water Resources 
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Of California’s 515 groundwater basins, 127 are designated as high (orange) or medium (yellow) priority. These basins are required to form 
groundwater management agencies by 2017 and submit sustainability plans to the state by 2020 or 2022, depending on the severity of the 
basin’s groundwater decline. 

The critics worry because the state leaned so strongly on groundwater to survive the four years of 
drought that the crutch might snap if dry times continue much longer. Residential wells in the Central 
Valley are going dry at an unprecedented rate. The land, with the water removed, is sinking in 
certain areas at record pace. Saltwater, held in abeyance along the coast thanks to a multitude of 
recycling projects, is likely to creep inland as more groundwater is pumped. 

But those implementing the act’s provisions — the irrigation districts, county officials, water 
managers, and well owners — have a different view. They say the timeline feels fast, or “incredibly 
aggressive,” as Bannister said. 

When asked about the speed of implementation, Rob Johnson, deputy general manager of the 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency, paused before answering.  

“It’s a very interesting question,” he told Circle of Blue. “For the people to put an agency in place and 
write plans and change their practices, it will take that amount of time.” 

Monterey County is part of the Salinas River Basin, which is another of the critical basins that must 
submit a plan by 2020. Unlike Soquel-Aptos, however, there is little agreement about the form a 
GSA should take.  

Initially, the Monterey County Water Resources Agency said that it alone would be the GSA. 
Farmers and the city of Salinas objected to that concentration of authority.  

“We said, ‘No, that’s not going to work for us,’” Gary Peterson, director of public works for Salinas, 
told Circle of Blue. “That would be abdicating land use to the county. We needed more equitable 
management.” 

Farm interests, on the other hand, feel that they should have the controlling stake in the GSA, since 
agriculture uses between 85 and 90 percent of the basin’s groundwater.  

“We feel that voice is commiserate with our use of groundwater,” Norm Groot, executive director of 
the Monterey County Farm Bureau, told Circle of Blue. 

To help guide the basin to a resolution, a coalition of competing interests — the Monterey County 
Water Resources Authority, Monterey County, the city of Salinas, the Monterey County Farm 
Bureau, the Grower-Shipper Association, and the Salinas Valley Water Coalition — elected to bring 
in a facilitator. 
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Plans Will Wait 
The GSAs are only a beginning, an intermediate step toward sustainable groundwater use. The 
harder questions come after the GSA is established, when the rules of the game will be written. Will 
basins focus on reducing demand or increasing supply? Who will pay for those projects? How will 
landowners in parts of a basin that are not experiencing detrimental declines in groundwater feel 
about paying for projects that benefit people living in areas that do have problems? 

Groot, for instance, said that the farm interests in Monterey County do not want a reduction in 
groundwater pumping, that they prefer measures that increase supply, such as pulling out vegetation 
in the Salinas River channel. 

Even those basins with widespread agreement about the shape and composition of a GSA face a 
steep path when they write their sustainability plans. 

Schumacher, of Soquel Creek, said that the idea for the Soquel-Aptos basin is to stage the 
discussion in two parts. First, move forward with the GSA, which everyone agrees is a necessary 
step. Filing for the GSA sooner will allow for a head start on the details of the sustainability plan, 
which is due in five years. 

As for consensus on what goes into the plan, “we’re just not there yet,” Schumacher said. 
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Here Comes the Sea: The Struggle to Keep the Ocean out of 
California’s Coastal Aquifers  
WEDNESDAY, 23 SEPTEMBER 2015 13:36 

By Brett Walton 
Circle of Blue 
 

Farm districts preserve fresh groundwater with recycled wastewater 
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The Watsonville, California, recycled water facility, completed in 2009, purifies wastewater from the city of Watsonville for use by farmers in 
the Pajaro Valley. Using recycled water instead of groundwater prevents the Pacific Ocean from spoiling coastal aquifers with salt. Click 
image to enlarge. 

WATSONVILLE, California — Driving on the world-famous Route 1, just south of town, a traveler 
looking west across fields of strawberries can see the great silvery expanse of the Pacific Ocean.  

The land is heavy with a harvest that will soon be trucked to grocery stores and fruit stands 
throughout the United States. The Pacific, in the late afternoon sun, dazzles like camera flashes. But 
the ocean also is stealthy. It creeps inland in less obvious, more destructive ways. Beneath the berry 
patch, a rising tide of salty water threatens one of the most lucrative and productive farm regions in 
the country. Coastal wells are slowly being poisoned with rising concentrations of chloride. 
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“Saltwater intrusion is the biggest untold water story in the world today. It’s a silent 
problem. It’s easy to ignore politically but it can spoil the water source for future 
generations.”  

–Ron Duncan, interim general manager 

Soquel Creek Water District 

Saltwater intrusion, the technical name for the problem, occurs when too much groundwater is 
pumped from coastal aquifers, thereby upsetting the subterranean balance between inland 
freshwater and the relentless ocean. Water moves through the ground as it does in rivers: from high 
elevation to low. At the margin of a coastal aquifer, fresh water and salt water mix. When the rate of 
groundwater pumping increases, the equilibrium shifts. As aquifer levels drop, the saltier water 
trickles in, filling the gaps in the sandy soil where fresh water used to be.  

Saltwater intrusion challenges nearly every town and farm district in California that borders the 
Pacific. Many have been fighting back the ocean for generations. Bulletin 52, the first state report to 
document the salt problem in the Salinas Valley, a farming center just south of Watsonville, was 
published in 1946. Orange County, a wealthy county near Los Angeles, built a facility in 1976 that 
injects treated wastewater into the aquifer, to form a freshwater barrier against the ocean. 

Kept in abeyance along the Central Coast by prudent investments to establish freshwater barriers 
made in the last two decades, the salt surge is again pushing forward because of the state’s four-
year drought emergency. In response, coastal communities are redoubling efforts to protect their 
water supply from the ocean, by recycling wastewater, expanding existing recycling systems, and 
looking for alternatives to the groundwater supplies that gave rise to a farm industry worth billions. 

“Saltwater intrusion is the biggest untold water story in the world today,” Ron Duncan, interim 
general manager of Soquel Creek Water District, told Circle of Blue. “It’s a silent problem. It’s easy to 
ignore politically but it can spoil the water source for future generations.” 

California’s coastal communities have not ignored the problem. Soquel Creek, a small district east of 
Santa Cruz, declared a groundwater emergency in June 2014, in large part because of saltwater 
intrusion. The district is the latest in the region to confront a hazard that developed over decades. 
The steps that its neighbors on the Central Coast — Pajaro Valley and Salinas Valley — have taken 
to fend off the ocean are a model for many coastal regions around the world that are threatened by 
salt. 

 

 

ITEM 6.1

http://www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us/documents/Bulletin_52-B__1946.pdf
http://www.circleofblue.org/waternews/2014/world/california-drought/%23california-drought-coverage
http://www.circleofblue.org/waternews/2014/world/california-drought/%23california-drought-coverage


A Threat Common to Coastal Communities 
Saltwater intrusion is not confined to California. It is a national and international threat, a symptom of 
growing populations, rising groundwater use, and increased demand for water for food production, 
industrial development, and urban expansion. In the United States, towns from Cape Cod to Long 
Island and the Florida Gulf Coast to the Mississippi River Delta are fighting the salt surge. A water 

district on Hilton Head Island, a South Carolina resort 
community, shut down six wells in the last decade 
because of salt. 

Globally, more than 1 billion people rely on coastal 
aquifers for drinking water and irrigation. In delta 
megacities and in agrarian capitals the ocean is pushing 
inland, a result of demands on groundwater that far 
exceed a sustainable rate of consumption. In Jakarta, 
Indonesia, a city of 10 million people, wells at least 11 
kilometers (7 miles) inland have been contaminated with 
salt. In Chennai, India, salt water is detected nearly 15 
kilometers (9 miles) from the coast. 

But few places in the world have met the saltwater 
problem with the vigor and tenacity of the water districts in 
California. 

A Groundwater Tragedy on the 
Central Coast 
The northern section of the Central Coast — the counties 
of Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz — is an island in 
California’s interconnected water network. The region is 
not linked to the State Water Project, the system of canals 
and reservoirs that moves water hundreds of kilometers 
from the Sierra Nevada foothills to Los Angeles and San 
Diego. There is no imported water to bail out 

unsustainable local practices. The region is hydrologically isolated. 

“We are dealing with our own problem,” Matt Orbach, of Soquel Creek Water District, told Circle of 
Blue. “We live and die by our own decisions.” 

Mapping Central Coast Saltwater 
Intrusion 

Researchers at Stanford University are 
completing the most detailed map to date of 
saltwater intrusion on California’s Central 
Coast. The map will help local officials 
respond to the region’s greatest water 
challenge. 
Water managers ask two central questions 
about saltwater intrusion, said Rosemary 
Knight, the Stanford geophysicist who is 
leading the research. They want to know 
where the salt is and how long until it hits a 
water supply well. 
The answer for the Central Coast is not as 
simple as textbook hydrology suggests, 
Knight explained. 
“The intrusion is highly variable,” she told 
Circle of Blue. “It’s a geologically complex 
coast. There’s faulting and different 
sediment layers.” 
To understand the variability, Knight and her 
colleagues went on an expedition. 
Traditionally, saltwater intrusion is 
measured by piecing together data from a 
string of individual wells. Gaps in the data 
exist where there are no wells. 
Instead, the researchers used new mapping 
techniques that yield a high-definition 
image. They surveyed, meter by meter, 40 
kilometers (24 miles) of coastline between 
Santa Cruz and Monterey, placing pairs of 
electrodes on the beach and measuring the 
electric charge between them, which detects 
the intensity of salt concentrations. 
The maps, which are now being submitted 
to scientific journals for peer review, are a 
snapshot in time, a picture of saltwater 
intrusion when the measurements were 
taken. Continuous monitoring would be 
ideal, but Knight knows that the clearer 
image from the electrode survey will help 
managers improve their computer models, 
to show where the salt might travel next 
and how quickly it will move. 
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Those decisions center on groundwater, which supplies more than 80 percent of the region’s water. 
No part of the state gets a larger fraction of its water supply from aquifers than the Central Coast. 

Groundwater, combined with a climate that allows for year-round cultivation, turned the region into a 
horn of plenty. The Pajaro Valley produced nearly $US 1 billion worth of artichokes, strawberries, 
lettuce, cauliflower, and other crops in 2013, on just 28,000 irrigated acres. Monterey County, which 
extends into the Pajaro Valley, totaled $US 4.5 billion in farm sales in 2014. 

Groundwater built the region into an agricultural powerhouse. But, in a tragic twist, the farmers drank 
too deeply. They used more groundwater than the basin could sustain. 

Earlier this year, the California Department of Water Resources designated groundwater basins in 
Soquel, the Pajaro Valley, and the Salinas Valley as “critical” because of saltwater intrusion. In 
Monterey County, the salt water boundary, at its farthest reach, is more than 10 kilometers (6 miles) 
inland. Each of the basins must eventually put tighter controls on groundwater consumption, thanks 
to a landmark state law that was signed last year. 

Many managers in the region believe that the drought will worsen the saltwater intrusion problem, 
which had largely been halted before 2013, because there is little rainfall to replenish the aquifers 
and in many areas groundwater pumping has increased. Groundwater levels are 1 meter (3 feet) 
lower in the uppermost aquifer of the Salinas Valley, compared to 2014, according to the Monterey 
County Water Resources Agency. Most of the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin is now below sea-
level, according to Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency calculations. That is an open door for 
salt water. 

A Region Responds 
Water managers are not sure how far the salt front has advanced. Monitoring reports for 2015 will be 
published next winter and spring. Managers have heard stories of wells going sour and farmers 
drilling deeper for water, so they suspect that the salt boundary will shift. Seawater, however, moves 
slowly and the full effect of the current drought will not be known for several years, according to 
Brian Lockwood, hydrologist for Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency. 

Managers expect that the drought will not be as great a problem as it could have been because of 
actions and collaborations that the water districts took years ago.  
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A 32-kilometer (20-mile) purple pipe system delivers recycled water from Watsonville, California, to farmers in the Pajaro Valley, some of the 
most lucrative farmland in the state. Click image to enlarge. 

Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, for instance, worked with the city of Watsonville to 
provide farmers with an alternative to groundwater. In 2009, the two entities opened a facility that 
purifies city water for use in the fields. A 32-kilometer (20-mile) network of purple pipes carries the 
recycled water to growers along the coast.  

“When growers get salt in their wells, they come begging us to be on the system,” Mary Bannister, 
general manager of Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency, told Circle of Blue.  

Pajaro Valley’s water recycling scheme is similar in concept to the Castroville Seawater Intrusion 
Project, the first facility in the state to use recycled water on vegetables. Opened in 1998, the 
Castroville facility provides irrigation water to 4,850 hectares (12,000 acres) in the Salinas Valley. 

“People pay into the system because they recognize that stopping seawater intrusion is the most 
important thing for us, or we lose the valley,” Gary Peterson, director of public works for the city of 
Salinas, told Circle of Blue. Lose the valley? “That means we can’t grow anything here,” Peterson 
said. 

Seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley had stopped in 2013 because of investments such as the 
Castroville facility. 

Pajaro’s recycled water system is so successful that it is expanding. The agency received $US 2.1 
million in funding from a state drought fund to help extend the purple pipe system to areas that are 
not currently connected. 
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In Monterey County, a new water recycling system is completing a design review. Pure Water 
Monterey is a partnership between the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency and the 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. By 2017, the facility will produce 3,500 acre-feet of 
recycled water from industrial wastewater, farm drainage, and stormwater, for injection into the 
aquifer and for farm irrigation. The WateReuse Association, a trade group, named Pure Water 
Monterey its agricultural project of the year for 2015.  

Soquel Creek, for its part, is moving its water production wells away from the coast, at a cost of $US 
1 million to $US 3 million per well. The district recently finished relocating its second well. The district 
also began a year-long study in July to assess the feasibility of injecting recycled water into the 
aquifer, to reinforce the freshwater barrier against the Pacific. 

As the seas continue to rise, demands for water increase, and rainfall becomes more erratic, more 
such investments and changes in practices will be necessary if the Central Coast is to remain 
America’s land of plenty. 
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2015 ACWA REGULATORY SUMMIT AGENDA
OCTOBER 14, 2015 | DOUBLETREE HOTEL, ONTARIO

ALL PROGRAMS ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE.  PLEASE VISIT WWW.ACWA.COM FOR MORE INFORMATION.

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 2015

5:30 – 6:30 PM Reception

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 14, 2015

8:00 – 9:00 AM Registration & Continental Breakfast

9:00 – 9:15 AM Welcome & Opening Remarks
Speaker:

Kathleen Tiegs, ACWA Vice President

9:15 – 10:15 AM GSA Formation – Mandated Coordination  
 or Unintended Confusion?

The creation of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) out of 
existing local governments is proving to be a challenge.  The potential 
regulation of groundwater pumping in certain basins in the state 
requires effectuation of new authorities from governing boards 
not accustomed to taking regulatory actions or assuming policing 
powers.

This panel will present some examples of how local agencies are 
trying to team up to comply with SGMA as well as discuss some 
of the many issues that continue to arise as local governments 
attempt to knit together a basin-wide GSA governance arrangement.  
During this informative session, topics including basin/jurisdictional 
boundary quandaries, sharing of SGMA authorities, stakeholder 
identification and roles, and other pertinent GSA questions will be 
addressed by the panel.

Moderator:
Paul Hendrix, General Manager, Tulare Irrigation District

Panelists:
Don Dorman, City Manager, City of Tulare

Valerie Kincaid, Partner, O’Laughlin & Paris LLP

Augustine Ramirez, Senior Engineer, Department of Public 
Works & Planning, Fresno County

Melanie Schumacher, Special Projects Manager, Soquel Creek  
Water District

10:15 – 11:30 AM  Devil in the Details - The SGMA Emergency Regulations

How will SGMA regulations balance the overriding preference for 
local management with the need for a viable state backstop? The 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) writes the rules, local agencies 
put them into practice, and the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) enforces compliance.  Following a brief survey of the 
rulemaking process, the panel will provide perspective on the issues 
and challenges.

Moderator:

John Woodling, Executive Director, Regional Water Authority

Panelists:
Eric Averett, General Manager, Rosedale-Rio Bravo 
Water Services District

Erik Ekdahl, Groundwater Management Program Manager,  
State Water Resources Control Board

Paul H. Gosselin, Director, Butte County Department of  
Water and Resource Conservation

Trevor Joseph, Supervising Engineering Geologist,  
California Department of Water Resources

Kate Williams, Program Manager, California Water Foundation

11:30 AM – Noon Networking with Exhibitors

Noon – 1:00 PM Luncheon Program 

Groundwater Management: Where We Have Been and Where  
We Are Going

Keynote Speaker: 
David Orth, Commissioner, California Water Commission

1:15 – 2:15 PM Creating and Sharing Data for  
 Groundwater Management

Managing groundwater as a shared resource will require collecting 
and sharing adequate data.  Often, these are data that were 
previously considered proprietary or associated with a property 
right.  This panel will outline types of data needed for groundwater 
management, discuss areas where data collection and sharing 
has been successfully implemented, and point out some of the 
concerns GSA’s will need to address to develop data sharing 
agreements.

Moderator:
Thad Bettner, General Manager, Glenn-Colusa ID

Panelists:

Rich Juricich, Principal Water Resources Engineer,  
California Department of Water Resources

Brian Lockwood, Senior Water Resources Hydrologist, 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency

Eric Osterling, Manager of Water Resources,  
Kings River Conservation District

Derrik Williams, President, HydroMetrics WRI

SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT (SGMA): ONE YEAR LATER

AGENDA CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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ALL PROGRAMS ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE.  PLEASE VISIT WWW.ACWA.COM FOR MORE INFORMATION.

SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT (SGMA): ONE YEAR LATER

This program is presented in cooperation with:

2:15 – 3:15 PM Coordinating Land Use Planning and Well 
 Permitting Programs with SGMA Implementation

SGMA calls for coordination of groundwater and land use 
management activities while preserving the jurisdictional 
authorities of cities, counties and water agencies.  As an example, 
counties will continue to administer well permitting programs 
unless they delegate that authority to GSAs or other recognized 
water management agencies.  SGMA also calls for loose 
“coordination” with city and County General Plans.  SGMA however 
does not provide details on how this coordination will occur.  
This panel will provide the perspectives of experts representing 
counties from different geographic regions of the state who are on 
the “front lines” in dealing with these issues.  Panelists will describe 
their approaches to administering well permitting programs and 
other land use related challenges of implementing SGMA.

Speakers:

Kirby Brill, General Manager, Mojave Water Agency

Pete Parkinson, former Director of Permit Resource Management 
Department, Sonoma County and President-elect of California 
Chapter of the American Planning Association

3:15 – 3:30 PM Break

3:30 – 4:00 PM Legislative Roundup

In what ways will SGMA implementation be affected by new 
“clean up”, “expedited adjudication” and other groundwater-related 
legislation?  What are the remaining legislative uncertainties?

Speaker: 
Eric Garner, Managing Partner, Best Best & Krieger LLP

4:00 – 4:30 PM Funding

The local costs to implement SGMA will be significant.  What state 
funding sources will be available and for what purposes?  What will 
be a process and timeline?

Speaker: 
Trevor Joseph, Supervising Engineering Geologist, 
California Department of Water Resources

4:30 – 5:00 PM Identifying Key Challenges & Closing Remarks

Speaker:
Kathleen Tiegs, ACWA Vice President

Premier Event Sponsor
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