
MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

SALINAS RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT PLANNING (BMP) COMMITTEE 

Richard Ortiz, Chair 
Claude Hoover 
Deidre Sullivan 
Abby Taylor-Silva 

TIME: 8:30 a.m. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

DATE: Wednesday, May 11 , 2016 

David Bunn, Public Member 
Don Chapin, Public Member 
Dennis Sites, Public Member 

PLACE: Monterey County Water Resources Agency, Board Room 
893 Blanco Circle 
Salinas, CA 93901 
(83 1) 755-4860 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order 

2. Public Comment 
(Limited to three (3) minutes per speaker on matters within the jurisdiction of the Agency not 
listed on this agenda. The public will have the opportunity to ask questions and make 
statements on agenda items as the Committee considers them.) 

3. Approve the Minutes of the Meeting held on March 9, 2016. 
The Committee will consider approval of the Minutes of the above-mentioned meeting. 

4. Consider receiving an update on the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act related 
activities; and, provide direction to Staff. 
Robert Johnson, Deputy General Manager, will present this item to the Committee. 

S. Set next meeting date and discuss future agenda items. 
The Committee will discuss and determine details for its next meeting. 

6. Adjournment 



MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

SPECIAL SALINAS RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT PLAN (BMP) COMMITTEE 

Richard Ortiz, Chair 
Claude Hoover 
Deidre Sullivan 
Abby Taylor-Silva 

TIME: 
DATE: 
PLACE: 

9:00 a.m. 
Wednesday, March 9, 2016 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
Board Room 
893 Blanco Circle 
Salinas, CA 93901 
(831) 755-4860 

MINUTES 

Dennis Sites, Public Member 
Don Chapin, Public Member 
David Bunn, Public Member 

1. Call to Order @ 9:00 a.m. by Committee Chair Richard Ortiz. 

Members present: 

Members absent: 

Directors Ortiz, Hoover, Sullivan, Taylor-Silva and Public 
Member Sites 

Public Members Bunn and Chapin 

A quorum was established. 

2. Public Comment: None. 

3. Approve the Minutes of the meeting held on February 10, 2016. 

Committee Action: On motion and second of Committee members Hoover and 
Sullivan respectively, by unanimous vote approved the Minutes of the Salinas River 
Basin Management Planning Committee meeting held on February 10 2016. 

4. Hold a workshop on the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act Basin 
Boundary modification process. 
Robert Johnson, Deputy General Manager, along with Amy Woodrow, Hydrologist, 
presented this item to the Committee. 

Public Comment: Brian Lockwood, Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency; John 
Baillie, Jack Baillie Co. and Tom Virsik who introduced a letter from the Law Offices of 
Patrick J. Maloney to Richard Ortiz, Chair of the BMP Committee into the Minutes. 



5. Set next meeting date and discuss future agenda items. 

The next meeting date is set for April 13, 2016 at 8:30 a.m. The item presented today by 
Rob Johnson regarding a pipeline installation at Paris Valley Road and Hwy. 101 will be 
discussed. 

6. Adjournment at 10:05 a.m. 

Attachment: 

I. Letter dated March 8, 2016 to Richard Ortiz, Chair BMP Committee, from Thomas S. Virsik of the Law 
Offices of Patrick J. Maloney regarding the Workshop on Sustainable Groundwater Manager Act (SGMA) 
Basin Boundaries 

Submitted by: Alice Henault 

Approved on: 



PATRlCK J . ;oMJKE" MALONEY 

LAW OFFICES OF 

PATRICK J. MALONEY 

2425 WEBB A VENUE, SUITE 100 
ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA 94501-2922 

(510) 521-4575 
FAX (5 10) 52l-4623 

e-mail: PJMLAW@pacbell.net 

Via email Chambli ssWS@co.momerey.ca.us and U.S. Mail 
8 March 2016 

Richard Ortiz, Chair BMP Committee 
c/o Winifred Chambliss, Clerk of the Board 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
893 Blanco Circle 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Re: March 9 , 2016 BMP Committee, Agenda Item 4 

THOMAS S. V1RSlK 

Workshop on Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SOMA) Basin Boundaries 

Chair Ortiz: 

These comments are made on behalf of the Orradres, Delicato Family Vineyards , and similarly 
situated southern (Upper Valley and Forebay) landowners. These comments are directed to the 
workshop on basin boundary adjustments under SGMA and will be limited to (I) general 
observations on the SGMA process in Monterey County and (2) basin boundary issues with 
respect to the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin ("the Paso Robles"). 

First of all , the Monterey County Water Resources Agency ("MCWRA") has taken the laboring 
oar on tracking, informing the public and the electeds, and worldng towards meeting the 
immediate SGMA deadlines and thresholds . The MCWRA has been directed to perform these 
tasks (1) even though it is not the designated SGMA agency (the County is the default under 
SGMA), and (2) while a separate process proceeds towards selecting/forming one or more 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (ies) ("GSA"). The recent DRAFT Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan Regulations ("Draft Regs") inform the public that whatever the outcome of 
that separate process, the GSA 's duties under the GSP Regs include to a great degree tasks in 
which the MCWRA is well-versed and enjoys a good track record, e .g. measurements , reporting, 
modeling. In these SGMA matters the MCWRA is acting as the County 's proxy , and capably so. 

Factual setting of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin: The Paso Robles sub basin extends 
substantially into sout11em Monterey County towards San Ardo. It is designated as basin 3-04.06 
within the overall Salinas Basin 3-04 in DWR Bulletin 118 and is one of the basins in "critical 
overdraft." Much political and legal activity around water issues on the San Luis Obispo 
County ("SLO County") side of the Paso Robles has been and is expected to continue (e .g ., the 
Steinbeck lawsuit and the Paso Robles Groundwater District election). The watershed of the 
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Salinas Basin extends weJl into SLO County and the Nacimiento reservoir is wholly in SLO 
County. 

Boundary change: Monterey County ("County") has suggested it may seek a jurisdictional 
boundary change to cut off the Paso Robles sub basin at the county line, which is an option under 
SGMA and the Basin Boundary Regulations adopted in 2015 ("Boundary Regs"). Boundary 
Regs §§ 342, 342.4. If and when the County formally requests the adjustment, it will need to 
show to the DWR that such change is technically and substantively justified, i.e., it will lead to 
better overall water management. Boundary Regs§§ 344.6(b); 344.16; 345.4(b). In other 
words , while a boundary change may appear appealing due to the current political and legal 
morass in SLO County , there must be justifiable technical and policy reasons behind it and thus 
far the MCWRA/County has not specifically identified a compelling need for the boundary 
change. 

The MCWRA (as a proxy for the County on this issue) is aware that under SGMA, multiple 
basins (which includes sub basins per SGMA definitions) will need to "coordinate" in any event. 
In part, that means that the county line can no longer function as a barrier to management , 
technical understanding, or overall approach. See Draft Regs§§ 357 et seq . Depending on 
circumstances not yet resolved (on either side of the county line), coordination may require a 
winnowing of contacts with DWR to only one of the multiple agencies party to a coordination 
agreement, the "coordinating agency" or a "submitting agency." Draft Regs §§ 351 (i); 357.4(b). 
Agencies party to coordination agreements will be expected to develop a basis on which to 
resolve any technical discrepancies in their approaches and submit to DWR essentially a single 
(albeit potentially multifaceted) Plan. Draft Regs §§ 357 .2(b) and (c); 357 .4(a) and (d). 
Intrabasin coordination must be a result of a legally binding agreement. Draft Regs§ 357 .4(i) . 
Given the physical layout of the Paso Robles sub basin within the Salinas Valley, coordination 
may need to meet both the inter- and intrabasin standards, i.e., within the Paso Robles sub basin 
across the county line and between the Paso Robles and the rest of the Salinas Valley. The 
boundary adjustments "lines" may become less meaningful once coordination takes place. 

Attached are two letters - the first notable for the clarity of SWRCB's response to a query (the 
other letter) from SLO County about SGMA. If events in SLO County continue to be unresolved 
as SGMA rolls forward, Monterey County may be in a position to seek similar direction and 
make a similar inquiry to the SWRCB or DWR whether a Paso Robles (the entire Paso Robles 
sub basin) GSP may be necessary from Monterey County in an absence of a cohesive overall 
SLO County result. The population of Monterey County compares favorably with that of San 
Luis Obispo, and the reality that one of the MCWRA reservoirs is in SLO County suggests it 
may be better to stay close to, not separate from, the entire Paso Robles sub basin. 

Conclusion 
The jurisdictional boundary change will not reduce the complexity of future coordination and 
may have the unintended consequence of diminishing the role of Monterey County in the 
sustainability of the Paso Robles sub basin. If there is a compelling legal , political , or 
hydrological reason for the present boundary adjustment, it is not readily apparent and may be 
bener addressed in 2018 once some of the unknown GSA and other issues are more firm (on 
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both sides of the county line). Our clients urge the MCWRA (again, strictly as a proxy for the 
County in these matters) to proceed with caution. 

Very truly yours, 

T}i.,('> Wi 5 \ t' I Jj 
Thomas S. Virsik 

c. Dave Chardavoyne, General Manager via email ChaxdavoyneDE@co.monterev .ca .us 
Jesse Avila, Deputy General Counsel via email AvilaJJ@co.monterey.ca.us 

Encl . 
November 17, 2015 Wade Horton , Director, San Luis Obispo County Department of Public 

Works to Thomas Howard, Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board 
December 15, 2015 Thomas Howard , Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board 

to Wade Horton Director, San Luis Obispo County Department of Public Works 



SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
Wade Horton, Director 

County Government Center, Room 206 • San Luis Obispo CA 93408 • (805) 781-5252 

Fax (805) 781·1229 

November 17, 2015 

Thomas Howard, Executive Director 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 93814 

email address: pwd@co.slo.ca.us 

SUBJECT: Request for Information Regarding Potential State Water Resources 
Control Board Fees and Management Activities within the boundaries of the 
proposed Paso Robles Basin Water District under the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 

Dear Mr. Howard, 

On November 10, 2015, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors took action to 
initiate local SGMA compliance in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (Basin). Such 
action includes formation of the Paso Robles Basin Water District (a California Water 
District with certain unique features, including a hybrid board of directors as set forth in 
AB 2453 (Water Code Section 37900 et seq.) (Water District)1 and the approval of a 
special tax2 under Proposition 218. In addition, the Board of Supervisors directed the 
Public Works Director to write to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWB) in an 
attempt to seek clarity on SWB management in probationary basins under SGMA. 
Hopefully your staff can review the questions presented in this letter and are able to 
provide a response in a timely manner. 

The decision to seek clarification from the SWB is based on feedback from outreach to 
over 1,300 unique stakeholders within the Basin. As these individuals learn about their 
management and funding options under SGMA, the most common question asked is what 
SWB management would entail. In order to provide voters with the most information 
possible prior to the March 8, 2016 elections, the following four categories are areas on 
which the County is seeking clarification and/or detailed information. 

1. State lntervention3 - Groundwater Management 

During meetings of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for the Water 
District formation, SWB staff attended two meetings and gave detailed presentations on 
SGMA and State groundwater management of a probationary basin. Due to the fact that 

1 The formation election is subject to a simple majority of ballots returned by affected landowners. 
2 The special tax election is subject to 2/3 approval of registered voters. 
3 Per Water Code 10735 et seq. 
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State intervention may not start until 2018, details on this subject were still conceptual 
and limited to statements that groundwater management would focus solely on demand 
management. Your staff suggested that the SWB would meter all groundwater extractors 
in the basin, establish the sustainability goal of the basin, and reduce pumping of all 
extractors to meet the long-term sustainability goal. Additionally, no physical solutions 
would be investigated, developed or implemented. We are seeking confirmation of this 
demand management approach and would appreciate any additional input or direction on 
the subject. 

2. State Intervention - Fees 

During the same LAFCO meetings SWB staff also indicated that State intervention would 
result in a substantially higher cost to the regulated community than local management. 
While we understand the SWB is not obligated under SGMA to develop State fees until 
July 1, 2017,4 our local process has included the initiation of a Proposition 218 special tax 
proceeding, which means local SGMA compliance costs have been established . The 
proposed annual budget for local SGMA compliance is not to exceed $950,000 and the 
following table shows the assignment of costs to parcels within the boundaries of the 
Water District. 

ANNUAL 
TYPE OF CHARGE CHARGE 

1. All Parcel Charge $15 
2. Per Unit Charge 

Single Family Residential (SFR) $20 
Multi-Family Residential (MFR) $40 
Commercial/Government/Industrial $100 
Vacant $10 

3. Per Acre Charge 
Non-Irrigated $0.25/acre 
lrriqated $18/acre 

With this funding formula, a rural resident would pay the $15/year parcel charge plus the 
Single Family Residential charge of $20/year plus $0.25 per acre for non-irrigated land. 
For example, a 10 acre homeowner with no identified irrigated land would have an annual 
cost of $37.50. Our research indicates that approximately 60% of the Single Family 
Residential parcels (out of a total of 3,858) are on 10 acres or less. Thus, their annual 
charge would be $37 .50 or less, which amounts to only $3.13 or less on a monthly basis. 

Rangeland, open space and any other property not categorized as irrigated acreage 
would pay the $15/year parcel charge plus the $10/year vacant charge plus $0.25 per 
acre. For example, a 100 acre parcel being utilized as rangeland would have an annual 
cost of $50. Irrigated agriculture would pay the $15/year parcel charge plus the $1 O/year 

4 Water Code Section 1529.S 
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vacant charge plus $18 per acre of irrigated land. For example, a 100 acre parcel with 
100% of the parcel being utilized for irrigated agriculture would have an annual cost of 
$1 ,825. The intent of the large cost difference between the non-irrigated and irrigated 
charge is to best represent pumping activity (in the absence of metering) on that parcel. 

Another way to look at the formula is to calculate costs on the same size parcel for various 
types of land use. The following chart shows the impact of the funding formula to SFR, 
MFR, commercial, rangeland and irrigated agriculture for 10, 25 and 100 acre parcel 
sizes. 

10 Acre Annual 25 Acre Annual 100 Acre Annual 
Parcel Charge Parcel Charge Parcel Charge 
SFR s 37.50 SFR $ 41.25 SFR $ 60.00 
MFR s 57.50 MFR $ 61 .25 MFR $ 80.00 

Commercial s 117.50 Commercial $ 121 .25 Commercial s 140.00 

Rangeland s 27.50 Ranqeland $ 31.25 Rangeland $ 50.00 

Irrigated Ag 
(100% of $ 205.00 

Irrigated Ag 
(100% of $ 475.00 

Irrigated Ag 
(100% of s 1,825.00 

Acreage Acreage Acreage 
lrriqated) lrrioated) Irrigated) 

Given the fully developed Paso Robles Basin local SGMA compliance costs, we are 
hoping SWB staff can review these costs and provide input on: 

a) A comparison of SWB fees for the Paso Robles Basin 
b) Method of collection of such fees 
c) Voter approval (are SWB fees subject to Proposition 218?) 
d) What groundwater management efforts will still need to be accomplished at the 

local level simultaneous to SWB management 

3. De Minimis User Exemptions 

A common belief expressed during stakeholder outreach is that de minimis extractors5 

are exempt from SGMA. County staff has interpreted any such "exemptionn for de minim is 
extractors as limited to local metering programs6 and regulatory fees.7 We are seeking 
clarification that the SWB does not interpret the above-cited provisions as exempting de 
minimis users from a SWB metering program or SWB fees. Any other pertinent 
information regarding de minimis users as it relates to SWB management of the Paso 
Robles Basin would be appreciated. 

4. Adjudication and SWB Groundwater Management 

Another common belief expressed during stakeholder outreach is that "adjudication" of 
the Paso Robles Basin (a basin that is not identified in Water Code Section 10720.8) will 
eliminate the requirement for both local management and/or SWB intervention under 

s Wate r Code Sections 1072l (e), 10725.8 and 10730 
6 Water Code Section 10725.8 
7 Wat er Code Section 10730 
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SGMA. Please elaborate on how local or SWB intervention would proceed should the 
Paso Robles Basin be adjudicated, both in the event that a "comprehensive adjudication" 
as described in the recently enacted AB 1390 and SB 226 (Civil Code Section 830(c) is 
initiated or in the event that the action does not ripen into such a "comprehensive 
adjudication. " 

Thank you for taking the time to review this request and provide a response. If possible, 
I would kindly ask we receive a response by December 11 , 2015. Should you have any 
questions, please contact John Diodati at (805) 788-2832 or 1diodati@co.slo.ca.us. 

Sincerely, , 

<:$;:-jj'gt~~ 
---=ox 

WADE HORTON 
Director of Public Works 

c: Assemblyman Katcho Achadjian 
Senator Bill Menning 
Erik Ekdahl, SWB 

L:\MANAGMNT\2015\November\SWB Intervention Letter_ 11_ 13_ 1 S_final d raft.docx.jd law 
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~ ~ 
\>\•c.ter Board~. 

State Water Resource :. Control Board 

December 15 201 5 

Mr W ade Horton 
Director of Publtc Wo~~ s 
San l u1s Obispo County 
County Gove1nrnent Center Room 206 
San L u1s Obispo CA 93408 

Dear Mr Horton 

, 
I 

Tha'11t yo.i 'or yo..Jr Nove•nbt:• • - 2015 lt"::e· V\e ao:n:c.a;~ the opp>o1ur :; to 1ear, morE­
abotr. the Paso Rot..es Bas n v:a:e:· D:stnc; to•mat on efforts .ana me steps tha: are ~1ng ta~e" 
toward locally-<:Jn'IE:n groun:iwa:er SJSta1nat>1l.1y for the tias n You· le::tt:r re-ques:s ctaof1cat o, 
on thi: poten11al rote of the S:a:t: Water Resources Con:ro Boaro (Sta:e Wa:er Board) in 

unplementing the Sut>ta1nable G1oundwater Management Act (SGMA) and 1ndudes a number o: 
questions 111 the: following four geqeral areas 9roundwate1 management lees oe rn1n11111s ust:r 
t:xe:mp:10"1s and the efft:c. of an adiud1cat1on on stnle and local 1ole:s 111 ·nanag1ng m e- basin 

1-.i:, a ger;~ral 'l"lanageni::n: p· nc•pie tnE- Sta:t: \'\1ati:1 Boaro ooes "\O! inte·na 10 1~le' ·ene 1" a") 
:_>rou'lQ.·.ate~ bas n u'llt:ss local r-a,..agerncn: e'forts are J"lS:J::ce!>s'u' Staie nierveriuon ca'l 
on I or ... etr 'f loca a..rtt,0·1:1es fa 1 to ade.ouat;:l-y managl! the oasin unoe• !hct fol owing 
circu"ns!ances 1 la local age"'C) o· group of local 09enc.ies fa11s to oe\dop a grou,d,·•ate· 
sus1ana::>1hty agency 1GSA1 21 a GSA fails to ae·.e1op a grouno.-..ater susta•'lab111:) pin.., or 
3) the De;::ianment o! Water Resources (0WRJ 1n consulta11on with the State Water Board fines 
tnat a sustainab1l1ty plan 1s inadequate or is not being implemented adequately 

TI1e Siate Wale:-r Board is commli1ec to prov1d1ng technical ano managerial ass1stan~ to 
!-up;>on local groundwater management ef'ons and would much prefer to see local effort~ 
s.Jcr...f:ed 1n achieving su!>tainable groJndwater managemen~ befo·e s:ai~·Oeveloped 

ma"l3~eren: a~proache~ are n':CCssary ,• .,.e,ve"l•Oc'1 aces occur ti"lt: Staie Wa~e ooa•c !> 
goat,., I· oe to tE".:11.Jrn ihe oas1ri io local ma'1aQ~men; as soon as loca1 aultlor.:•es ca·) 
demo%tta!e 1he11 capab1!rtv a110 \',1lhngne!>s to m;mage the cas n sus1ain3!J!y 

i~espo"lses to your sptc1t1c question are provided below 

State Intervention · Metering and Groundwiltcr Management 

YoJr le:te· seelo;s con'11mat•o" o! staleri1en•s madP by Staie \!Vaie· Boa•d staff r0>garo1rig s1a:e 
1•1le!"vention a'"l:l melt"' nq reuw'eme-'1:s ano \\l1e!h(:r stat-:: •"l:er.-en:1on \'.O;,.j focu:: soll? 'y on 
ae'Tlar.d •nanagcmeni o· rt 1mp!e.,...en:a:1on of a physical c,o uuo- ... o..i •o be c.o"'lc;derc:o The 
n~ed fo· rne1e-•1ng 1!> Otet'noen: 0•1 l:>ca conamo:'s. anc the level o1 "l~ero.t-ntio, rf:'.qlMeo ,., ·..,e 
bas•n The Stale Walt'' Board ma) intervene r: orit> o• mort? GSAs are no: formto to cove tne 

H 
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E·nt1r: oas1'1 leac1ng to unmrina;ieo ar~a !. G1ound.,1a1er extrac:ors 1r u"1ri V"lage:d area5 m..sst 
1epon e~ra::t or aata dtrc:clt)• to the S:att' \!latc1 Boarc wh1ctl can th<:n begin tne pro~ess o' 
des1gnailng the basin as probationary and devi::1ooang an interim 9rour1dwater management plan 
(lntenrn Pla 'l) Mr::-ters wlll ltkely be required to 11cmfy extract ion volume!. and will become 
1ncreas1ng1y important as add' l1onal 1riterven11on actions are needed 

If the Stat~ Wates Boaro must develop an l11te1m1 Pian to dtreCll)• manage tr"le basn s 
grou'lowate· t~owc~ me State Water Soaro v11fl neec to devebp il water b.Jdget anc woul:: 
liP:el>' neeo 10 mt-tcr e:1 !-.:1~ eX:ract1ons 1r. orde' :o assess how lo:;al ex-tract1c:1~ co:rc.:n: 10 ;na· 
oc1cge: a'l~ :o ma.,a;r dernarid Me:er1ng o~ e• ·ra~•ons .... oe: ne~ssa') to ver1!~ comp' a"::.e 
wr.h ou'"llpmg restncttons .... . 11 b~ a: tne pum0tr $ e>..penst: a'1c "''''' in.Jude a~soc.att-d 1c=port1"';:J 
a"O e><1ract1on it:~ 

We expect that most lnte·1n1 Plans will not mrt1ally focus on physical 5olutrons for the basin 
Physical solutions are typically proiects Iha! hetµ increase water supply and can include 
s1o~mwa1e· capture dt:~1hnilt1on reservou c..on~truc:I1on and o~ner approachc-s l/lln1le tne 
Waler Code alloNs for ptiy~1cat solu!lons 10 bt: incJuded •ri an lnlc'1m Pl::in (Cal \'\1a1 Cooe § 
. c-35 c swoj (C I l'HfSt' S01S of pro;:cts \'. "l.J d mo~!. ~e > :::>e p.·opvsea anj pa !{j to· D~ •he 

·c.a co11MJ"v:, Ge'1t-ra ' , io:a a;e.,c i:s a"'IO the' co:n,..,un1:1 mernt,e·s... be, ... a be:it-· 
posrt•0'1 tnari th:: S:ate Waier Board to oec;df- wne:her to p:vcec-o \\1tr1 ar"y particu a; P'OJE::::t 
;in~ ;o s:ru:t..i't' a h'1a"ong par Accoro nq y trie Sta'."? Wa;;e• Soaro e:xoects 10 focus on 
demand ma"'lagt'ri1cnt 1 L p .. w10.ng 1eouc.:ior1c:l tc> reduce water use 10 rn(':et a susta1na::>th:~ 
goal 

State Intervention - Fees 

Your :r:t:-r r;-:isec tt'E: !0110.·.· "~ 01,,.:stior.s " ':ri respEc-::1 to stale "'ltt:-.-..·c-..... :1on and ass:,~·a:ej f~:: 
.·.hat fe:e-s .vould l'JE- '"e: 'i unde' Sta:€' 1 ..... ter.•t'n' ,in anc he": ::o..itd cost• to• 1•1:hwJJa 
a"co.-,-;e;:. corip?.rc ' Cl cos:s o· loCEl -nanagerneri: bv a Grc.J"ld: .. a:e' S • .s:a •1ao .t, Age":;> 
GSA,? H.:>." wou.a fees oe col ecteo anj ... oukl Sia:~ F~ be subj~ct 10 a Propos.~ro"l 21E 

VOjf:-7 

Stale overs1gt11 fees will bE: based on recove11ng costs incurred 1n admin1stenng s:a1e 
1nlervent1on acti111t1es Intervention ac:1V11tes can include but are no! l1m1ted 10 anves1tga11ons 
'acilr.a:ion mornto·rng entorcemenl and ad'111nistrat1ve costs - 1n essenci: a ll of the same 
a::-trv1t1es as a locally dcvel~oec SGMA pla"l How~ve1 sta:e 1'1terve"\t1on wtl also include a 
r., .. ioe• o: adc1:1of'la' act,ors :m1c'1 coulo h:ad 10 lirqnf'• cos:s No:a1>'» a GSA s nreoaratio" 
af"\() acc;>to,, of a gro.,,ncM·a:~' sJs:a nao It:~ r •v"I 1s e:~ernp! fro..., :hfr Calrfo~·a En· ro.,me'1:a 
Oual If t..ct 1CEOl• Water Cod~ sect10'1 10728 61 .\'h11e !3oard-oe.•eloped intcnrn p'ans a•: not 
Statt:: c.csts assocmled wi:n C.EOA cornp!1ance ••. be recov:reo tn•o1..;gri fet:s Co~:s ior 6oa•c 
hearings rela:t?a to des gnat on c! proba:1ona'}' oas1ns ano ajc::ition of 1n1i:r1m fl tlns woulo ;:;·so 
need 10 be recovc·ed 

Possible bdLng ml.'!:hocls for these and o:ht:1 stat~ mterventron costs a1e still bc-1ng determined 
One ooss1bl: approacl' rs :o bill c-ac"'I pared owner a1rectly th~ougl' Ult- Sla!t' Boa1c o' 
cc; .. al1za11cn ,\ 1lh t~ f:- ' t-t" 1 1:- .Jjt"O as an •tr•n o·· t.-a~h 1a"ld0\':T'€r s la> [ ti Till' S ta:e- \'.'ate 
R~aro s ccs! rt.:~OH·') prom a··1 \', 11 co:1s b' c' s:n1t. mrused regulato·} fet ~ \', h ch a·e no: 
!>.11:'.f:C I:' c ,,..,:-0$: _.~ . • & 
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3 De Minim1s Extractors and SGMA 

De "ll1r11m1s e>1rac1ori. art: exemp:eo fro-n local mctenng programs under Wa:t:t Cooe 
section 10725 8 subd1v1~ion le} ano are e>-t:mpt from local regulatory foes under Waler Code 
section 10730 subo1v1s1on Ca) unless the GSA regulates min1m1s users as part of the local 
susta1nab1I l y p 1an 

De 'Tl1nrm1s t:;-emp11oni. to mett:rt'1£; prograrns ano fees do not app1l urvwr cer.a n 
ci·cums:an~s of !>talc •1:er e-1tto~ 1N a:e• Coor: section 5202 e-.:emots de .. .,wwn s users '·o.,, 
r.;:a,.11reme'1ts to report grou'1o .. vate:r e:tl!act 0% to the Stale Wa·er Board - uriiess tl')e bss·'l •s 
oes1gna1eo as a proba:1ona·y oas1r a11a m~ S:ate Water Boaro nas determined that o-: nwwrus 
users neec 10 be incorporatec as oart of a state-developed rnanagemcm approach Once tr.e: 
basin 1s designated a~ probationary 11 1s up iO tht: State \!\later Scare to determine whetne:r 
rt=gulat1on of de: m1n1m1~ e>. t1acto1 s 1s an unponant compone:nt of b11s1n management rf n e.-e-ded 
the Stale Waler Board can 1equtre repon1ng and associated fees f rom de m1nim1s extraC1ors 

ll'l ac~1t1on to IE-es for f,ltng extraction repo·1!. oe mm1m1s extractor::. wo 'Id h~e'y bf 1eouireo 10 
rar a sr.are o~ iht: co~I!- rnc..irreci 1n C:>'lnec:1on with investrgat1o"'IS !ar:i111att0n rr1011!lon'"l;i 
t1ear "lQS er'orcemc"l: arr:l aO'Tl•n s:r a:1ve cos:s fo• !.~te 1"1:e::vc-'"l:.on 

~ Groundwater Adjudications and SGMA 

A0Jud1cated areas that are not spe-c1flca'ly exempted in V\1<1ter Code section I 0720 8 and a ll 
future groundwater adiud1c a\lons are SutlJt::ci 10 SGMA Waler Cooe section 10720 8 
~ubd1.,,1s1on 1e1 prov1dc::s thnt wnere an ad1udrc:at1on action has de:em11neli the rights to e>'lrac1 
Qroundwater fo• only a pomon of a bas•n onl~· the area wnere e~1rac11011 ogh:s have bren 
dt:ie~'Mneo wo~ d t><: c\ Cl .. JCe:l '10'1' r~e rt::Quo•emt:n\s o' SGl!.'i, 

In recen: .e-g •s.al•or rt:ca:u "9 gro.r O\·:a:~, ao1 .;c.cc;11o~s the !.eg1s1a:-.i:-: hJs maoe: c!e-a· :na1 
ari1 fu11.re a::iJu01cat.Qr' el:o'i cannot c rc.urnven! SGIAA ano snould oe rna'"lageo to avo.a 
1nterterencc; v •• 1h SGM/, t:lfo:-ts Tne re1a~onsh p tl!:iween ad:uo1cated ba::.1ns a'ld SGMA ca., ct: 
summarrzea as tollo··~ SGMA a::ip11es 1f a bas n 1s ad1ud1calec 1n !he iulure SG!~A app'1es 
during an ad1ud1ca11on action and a pendrng ad1ud1ca:1on does not pi event the stale from 
111\ervening rf SGMA de:adhnes and 1 equirements ;lre r.01 met In hmrted cucumstances. after 
t~e conclus1or o! a comprE-hens1ve a0Jud1ca1ton SGMA may be enforct-d by a coui1 ra:he· than 
111c Siate Water Board t1ow~ver 1he basin would sill• need 10 compl~· Wiii\ <ill of SGIM s 
r t.>0u1remems 

Rr:garo~.ss of a wale· 1-ser s oas·~ c: ngr11 u~1rig Qround.va:er 1n a rna'l'lN tha· e);areroaie$ 
overcrafl o' th~ ba~1n is both ursus:a1'1able a•ld u"lrea.sonao~ Groundwal!?' 11sers .n 
overo-a·ted oas1:"ls m.;s1 wor~ :ogether io manage tl"'e basm s..istainabl~ or slate mtervt:nt on 
w:ll bring tne basin to a !-ustainablf, conc:l1t1on unhl SlJct1 time as basin water usE:rs can 
thl:rnsetves sustainably manage :he b;:is1n fo• this ano future genera:1ons 

Smceret, 

.. -/, 
I ~A .,..... ... ,,u~ 

I no·nas Howaro 
f •e:ut ve Ou Ector 

cc See neX"t oagt: 



Mr Wade Horton 

cc The Honorable Katct10 Achadj1an 
Cahforn1a Stale Assembly 

The Honorable Wilham W Menning 
Cahforr.ia State Senale 

Mr David Gutierrez 
Deoanmem of Wale1 Resources 
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MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS - BMP COMMITTEE 

MEETING DATE: May 11 , 20 16 AGENDA ITEM: 

AGENDA TITLE: 
Consider receiving an update on the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
related activities; and, provide direction to Staff 

Consent ( ) Action ( X ) Information ( ) 

SUBMITTED BY: Robert Johnson PREPARED BY: Robert Johnson 
PHONE: (831) 755-4860 PHONE: (83 1) 755-4860 

DEADLINE FOR BOARD ACTION: May 23, 20 16 

RECOMMENDED BOARD ACTION: 

Receive an update on the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act related activities; and, 
provide direction to Staff. 

SUMMARY: 

This report will provide an update on the work being done and upcoming meetings related to the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SOMA). 

DISCUSSION: 

The last update on the SOMA process was provided to the BMP Committee (Committee) and 
Board of Directors (BOD) in February 2016. In March the Committee held a Basin Boundary 
Modification Workshop where the basin boundary modification process was explained, as well 
as information presented regarding ancillary issues with boundary modifications. 

This update will provide: 1) an update on the Basin Boundary modification request submitted by 
the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (Agency); 2) information on the facilitated 
process to develop a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin; and 3) information from the State regarding what could happen if a GSA is 
not formed in time, and the County (who is the default GSA, unless they opt out) chooses not to 
be the GSA, and the State becomes the GSA. 

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: 

None 

FINANCING: 

The Agency has been involved in thi s process as per a request by the BOD and the County, 
though there has not been a specific funding source identified for this effort. 



FINANCIAL IMPACT: YES ( ) NO(X) 

FUNDING SOURCE: 

COMMITTEE REVIEW AND 
RECOMMENDATION: 

ATTACHMENTS: None 

APPROVED: 

General Manager Date 


