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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR 

AGENDA: February 12,2002 

Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

ADOPT RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF MEASURE N, THE STOP SEAWATER INTRUSION 
INITIATIVE, AND CONSIDER GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS, INCLUDING 
THE DECLARATION OF A GROUNDWATER EMERGENCY, IN THE EVENT MEASURE N 

IS NOT APPROVED 

Members of the Board: 

On February 6,2002, the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PVWMA) certified the Environmental 
Impact Report for the Revised Basin Management Plan and adopted the Revised Basin Management Plan, 
including a recommended alternative. The recommended alternative, the Modified Basin Management 
Plan Alternative, may represent the most feasible combination of water supply projects and basin 
management strategies to stop seawater intrusion and increase the safe yield of the basin. This action by the 
PVWMA Board of Directors concludes a 24 month public process which included workshops, public 
hearings, committee meetings, and involved substantial input from the Action Pajaro Valley Ag/Water 
Committee. While the actions to certifl the EIR and approve the basin management plan are important 
milestones, implementation of the measures to actually address seawater intrusion and the groundwater 
overdraft is dependant on the passage of Measure N, the Stop Seawater Intrusion ballot measure. 

Residents within the PVWMA jurisdiction area will vote on Measure N in the March 5, 2002, general 
election. The intent of Measure N is to “Stop Seawater Intrusion’’ and provide a safe, reliable and 
diversified water supply. If adopted, it would authorize an increase in the augmentation charge to no more 
than that allowed by state law to implement water supply projects, including local, recycled or imported 
water. The PVWMA Board has concluded, (and County staff agrees), that any viable combination of 
projects presented in the Revised Basin Management Plan will require funds beyond those currently 
authorized by PVWMA Ordinance 98-2. The ballot measure would reverse the limitations set forth in 
Measures D and K in 1998 on augmentation charge assessments and importation of water. 

As your Board is aware, a successful Measure N is essential to a long-term solution for the water problems 
facing the Pajaro Valley. A Resolution of Support for Measure N is offered for your Board’s consideration 
as Attachment 1. The actual measure is included as Attachment 2. The water supply projects and basin 
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management strategies that would be enabled by the adoption of Measure N were brought to your Board on 
December 1 1, 2001, under a strategy identified as the Modified Basin Management Plan 2000 
Alternative, A copy of that staff report is included as Attachment 3. At the request of county water 
resource staff, the recommended alternative now also delineates watershed management activities that include 
a Nitrate Management Program, a Wells Management Program, and a Recharge Area Protection Program. 
Staff encourages your Board’s discussion of the ballot measure and is recommending that you adopt a 
resolution in support of this measure. 

As indicated in our December 11, 2001 staff report, an unsuccessful ballot measure will likely lead to 
adjudication of the basin by the State of California and potentially significant pro-rata reductions in water 
rights of the overlying land owners. This would be a lengthy and undesirable process directed by policy 
makers from outside the local area. There are, however, local options which can be considered by your Board 
and others to address seawater intrusion and groundwater overdraft in the event that Measure N is not 
approved by the voters. Staff have identified three options that are available to your Board to address this 
issue in a local context. They are as follows: 

1) Declaration of a Groundwater Emergency according to Chapter 7.70.130 of the County Code. 

2) Adoption of an Urgency Ordinance imposing limitations on development and uses of water, 
pending consideration of appropriate amendments to the County General Plan, Local Coastal 
Implementation Plan, and/or applicable Zoning ordinances to the impact area. 

3) A Joint Study SessiodWorkshop of the recognized County and City Land Use and Water 
Resource Authorities. 

A summary pro and con statement is offered relative to each local groundwater management option. Staff 
will provide a more complete analysis at a later time pending your Board’s discussion and direction. 

Option 1. Declaration of a Groundwater Emergency 

Pro- The Declaration of a Groundwater Emergency is the strongest action that can be taken and 
delivered to State policy makers and local residents that illustrates the County’s resolve to 
address the issue in a local context. 

Con- The Declaration would require collaboration of three counties (Santa Cruz, Monterey and 
San Benito) in an emergency effort to enact similar long-term basin management strategies 
to alleviate problem conditions in order to rescind the emergency. 

Option 2. Adoption of an Urgency Ordinance 

Pro- The Monterey County Board of Supervisors already adopted and extended an ordinance 
which restricts water use and development in North Monterey County. Santa Cruz County 
could develop a companion urgency ordinance to cover the impacted area in Southern Santa 
Cruz County. ( A copy of Chapter 16.75 of the Monterey County Code is included as 
Attachment 4). 

Con- The proposed urgency ordinance may be contrary to affordable housing goals in Southern 
Santa Cruz County and does not directly address reductions in existing agricultural, urban, 
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Option 3. Joint Study SessionrWorkshop 

Pro- The workshop approach with the County and City Land-use and Water Resource Agencies 
could lead to revised land-use policies, practices and measures directed at reducing the 
present water demand. 

Con- This type of collaborative effort was attempted previously and it did not result in a consensus 
amongst the various land-use and water resource agencies on a plan to comprehensively 
address the basin-wide issue of seawater intrusion and groundwater overdraft. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The Board of Directors of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency have identified in the Revised Basin 
Management Plan a recommended alternative that includes a feasible combination of water supply projects 
and basin management strategies to stop seawater intrusion and increase the safe yield of the basin. Measure 
N is a ballot measure to Stop Seawater Intrusion and provide a safe, reliable and diversified water supply. 
If adopted, it would authorize an increase in the augmentation charge and reverse limitations set forth in 
Measures D and K. If Measure N is not adopted, adjudication by the State is likely. Local groundwater 
management options, including the declaration of a groundwater emergency, can be considered by your 
Board to address the ever worsening problem of seawater intrusion and groundwater overdraft in the Pajaro 
Valley basin. 

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board: 

1) Accept and file this informational report, and 

2) Adopt the attached Resolution in Support of Measure N, and 

3 )  Discuss groundwater management options to consider in the event Measure N is not adopted 
and direct Planning and Environmental Health Services Staff to report back on March 19, 
2002 with fbrther information regarding these options. 

Sincerely, RECOMMENDED 

AL,VIND. J 
Planning Director 

Blc/WRM02-0 I 

S m S A N  A. MAURIELLO 
County Administrative Officer 

Attachments: 
1) Resolution of Support for Measure N 
2 )  Measure N - Stop Seawater Intrusion 



3) December 11, 2001, staff report 
4) Chapter 16.75 of the Monterey County Code 

cc: Health Services Agency Administrator 
Environmental Health Services 
County Counsel 
Santa Cruz County Water Advisory Commission 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
San Benito County Board of Supervisors 
Watsonville City Council 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 0303 

RESOLUTION NO. 

On the motion of Supervisor 
duly seconded by Supervisor 

the following Resolution is adopted: 

RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT FOR MEASURE “N” 

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Cruz relies on the groundwater resources in the Pajaro Valley Basin 
-:o meet the critical demands of agriculture and urban water users; and 

WHEREAS, groundwater from the Pajaro Valley Basin has been the only locally available source of 
water in sufficient quantity and quality to meet historic and present demands; and 

WHEREAS, the groundwater basin in the Pajaro Valley is suffering from serious seawater intrusion, 
which reduces the amount of fresh water available from groundwater resources for the purposes of domestic 
water supply, agricultural irrigation and commercial and industrial uses; and 

WHEREAS, the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (“PVWMA”) has placed Measure “N” on 
the ballot for the March 5, 2002 election; and 

WHEREAS, Measure “N’, if approved by the voters, would provide the authority for PVWMA to 
implement and fund projects to stop seawater intrusion and balance the groundwater basin in the Pajaro 
Valley, thereby protecting the fresh groundwater supply. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors 
supports the efforts of the PVWMA to stop seawater intrusion and provide a safe, reliable, and diversified 
water supply and supports the passage of Measure “N’. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz, State of 
California, this day of 2002, by the following vote: 

AYES: SUPERVISORS 
NOES: SUPERVISORS 
ABSENT: SUPERVISORS 
ABSTAIN: SUPERVISORS 

Chairperson of said Board 

ATTEST: 
Clerk of said Board 

APPROVED AS TO F 0 R M : A  

Distribution: Planning Department 
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VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET 
MEASURES, ANALYSES AND ARGUMENTS 

(whichever is applicable to your ballot) 

- Arguments in support of, or in opposition to, thl 
Stop seawater intrusion. In order to stop 
seawater intrusion and provide a safe, 
reliable and diversified water supply, shall 
Ordinance 2002-01 of the Pajaro Valley 
Water 

Management Agency be adopted, authorizing an 
increase in the augmentation charge to no more than that 
allowed by state law, to implement water supply projects, 

’ including local, recycled or imported water, as adopted 
1 by the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Board 

I 

of Directors? 

ORDINANCE No. 2002-01 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE PAJARO VALLEY WATER 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY AUTHORIZING THE BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS TO INCREASE THE AUGMENTATION 

CHARGE TO NO MORE THAN THAT ALLOWED BY 
STATE LAW TO IMPLEMENT DIVERSIFIED WATER 

SUPPLY PROJECTS, INCLUDING LOCAL, 
RECYCLED OR IMPORTED WATER, AS ADOPTED 

BY THE 
PVWMA BOARD OF DIRECTORS TO STOP 

SEAWATER INTRUSION 

The people of the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency do ordain as follows: 

FINDINGS 

WHEREAS, the aquifers within the Pajaro Valley are 
experiencing serious seawater intrusion, resulting from 
the pumping of groundwater in excess of the amount oi 

I recharge to the basin; and 

I 
i 

WHEREAS, the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency (“Agency”) was formed, among other reasons, to 
provide integrated management of the ground and 
surface water resources within the Pajaro Basin. As the 
sole local agency responsible for the integrated 
management of water resources for the Pajaro Basin, the 
Agency bears responsibility for the management anc 

! augmentation of water supplies for domestic, agricultural, 
municipal and industrial purposes; and 

WHEREAS, in 1993, the Agency developed a long-terr 
Basin Management Plan (“1993 BMP”), which identifiec 
various water supply projects involving local watel 
sources and importation of supplemental water, tc 
balance water demands with water supplies in the Pajarc 
basin; and 

Iroposed laws are the opinions of the authors. 

and constructed viable local water projects, including the 
Harkins Slough Local Water Supply Project and a 
component of the Coastal Distribution System; and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance 98-4, enacted by the voters of 
Agency in June 1998, directed the Agency not to enter 
into any contract with the State or Federal government 
for water from the State Water Project or the Central 
Valley Project (“CVP”) without approval of the voters of 
the Agency; and 

WHEREAS, in response to the directives in Ordinances 
98-2 and 98-4, and based on studies, technical data, 
hydrologic analysis and engineer’s reports, the Agency 
issued a Draft Revised Basin Management Plan (“Draft 
Revised BMP”) in August 2001 which identifies 
additional viable local water projects, water reclamation 
and recycling, and projects for the importation of water in 
order to most efficiently and cost effe.ktively balance the 
groundwater basin; and 

WHEREAS, the Agency has issued a Draft Revised 
BMP Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) which 
evaluates the environmental effects of, and recommends 
applicable mitigation measures for, the various projects 
considered in the Draft Revised BMP; and 

WHEREAS, based on the information presented in the 
Draft Revised BMP and various economic analyses 
performed by and for the Agency, the Agency has 
concluded that any viable combination of projects 
presented in the Draft Revised BMP will require funds 
beyond those currently authorized under Ordinance 98- 
2; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinances 98-2 and 98-4, in 
order to increase the Augmentation Charge above $50 
per acre-foot, or take certain action in connection with 
the importation of water, the Agency must obtain 
approval from the voters; and 

WHEREAS, unless Ordinances 98-2 and 98-4 are 
amended in accordance with this Ordinance, the Agency 
will be unable to develop diversified water supply 
projects to stop seawater intrusion as described in the 
Draft Revised BMP. 

ORDINANCE 

SECTION 1: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The people of the Pajaro Valley Water Managemen! 
Agency (“Agency”) hereby enact this ordinance in order 
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JVHEREAS, Ordinance 98-2, enacted by the voters of 
4gency in June 1998, directed the Agency to postpone 
‘or the next ten (IO) years and until the results of local 
solutions have been analyzed any decision for the design 
and construction of any pipeline to import supplemental 
mter  from the Central Valley Project, and the purchase 
3f supplemental water from outside the Agency; and 

WHEREAS, Ordinance 98-2 further directed that the 
Augmentation Charges authorized by Section 124-1001 
of the Agency’s enabling Act (Cal. Water Code App. Ch. 
124) shall not exceed $50 per acre-foot until modified by 
a vote of the people; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with Ordinance 98-2, the 
Agency has implemented viable conservation measures 
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to permit and fund implementation of water supply 
projects identified in the Draft Revised Basin 
Management Plan, (“Draft Revised BMP”), subject to 
certification of the Final Revised BMP EIR and adoption 
of applicable feasible mitigation measures by the Agency 
Board of Directors (“Board”). 

SECTION 2: AUGMENTATION CHARGE 

2.1 The Board may increase the Augmentation Charge 
authorized pursuant to Sections 124-1001 of the 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Act (Cal. 
Water Code App. Ch. 124), to an amount not to 
exceed the maximum charge as described in Section 
124-1003 of the Agency’s Act, which is fifteen percent 
(15%) of the highest charges for water levied by the 
City of Watsonville. 

44-530 

VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET 
MEASURES, ANALYSES AND ARGUMENTS 

(whichever is applicable to your ballot) 
Arguments in support of, or in opposition to, thl 

2.1.1 Any actual increase of the Augmentation Charge 
by the Board of Directors beyond the current 
Augmentation Charge of $50 per acre-foot, as 
established by Ordinance 98-2, shall be based upon 
all of the following: 

a. A selection by the Board of water supply projects to 
be implemented pursuant to the Final Revised BMP 
and in accordance with the Final Revised BMP EIR, 
certified by the Board, including adoption of feasible 
mitigation measures, as applicable; and 

b. The actual cost of water supply projects to be 
implemented, based on an engineer’s estimate of 
the cost to implement the projects, including costs 
associated with capturing, storing, purchasing and 
distributing supplemental water; and 

c. Compliance with the requirements of the Agencyls 
Act. 

SECTION 3: ACQUISITION OF SUPPLEMENTALWATER 

The Board may take all steps necessary to acquire ’ supplemental water from the Central Valley Project 
j 

(CVP) or State Water Project (SWP) or any other 
I sources outside the Agency’s boundaries, and design 
: and construct a pipeline to import supplemental water 

from the CVP or any other source into the Agency’s 
boundaries. 

SECTION 4: COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA 

Nothing in this Ordinance is intended to provide authority 
to the Board to take any action or implement any project 

roposed laws are the opinions of the authors. 
JOINT IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS BY COUNTY 

COUNSELS 
MEASURE N 

State law permits the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
qgency, by ordinance, to “levy groundwater 
augmentation charges on the extraction of groundwater 
?om all extraction facilities within the agency for the 
3urposes of paying the costs of purchasing, capturing, 
storing, and distributing supplemental water for use 
Nithin the boundaries of the agency.” State law further 
xovides that such groundwater augmentation charges 
nay not “exceed 15 percent of the highest charges for 
mter levied by any multiple water supply system with 
more than 5,000 service connections in the agency.” 

In 1998, the voters of the Pajaro Valley Water 
Management Agency enacted initiative ordinances to 
limit the Agency’s groundwater augmentation charge to 
no more than $50 per acre-foot, unless the voters 
approved higher rates, and to impose a 10-year 
moratorium on the importation of water from outside the 
Agency’s boundaries. 

The Agency has proposed Ordinance No. 2002-01, 
which is subject to voter approval. If approved by a 
majority of the voters voting on this measure, Ordinance 
No. 2002-01 would permit the Agency to impose a 
groundwater augmentation charge exceeding $50 per 
acre-foot up to the limit contained in state law, which is 
based on the water rates set by the City of Watsonville. 
The Ordinance would further permit the Agency to 
implement any combination of water supply projects 
analyzed in the Revised Basin Management Plan 
developed by the Agency in 1993 and the accompanying 
environmental impact report, including a project to 
acquire supplemental water from the Central Valley 
Project or State Water Project or any other sources of 
water outside the Agency’s boundaries, and to design 
and construct a pipeline to import supplemental water 
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,without first complying with all applicable laws, including 
he California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). 

SECTION 5: APPLICATION OF ORDINANCE 
The provisions of this Ordinance shall be administered in 
:onjunction with and complement all other Agency 
3rdinances. To the extent the terms of this Ordinance 
:onflict with any other Agency Ordinance, upon its 
Sffective date, this Ordinance shall revise, amend and 
supercede any and all previous Ordinances of the 
Agency. 

Section headings used in this ordinance shall not be 
deemed to govern, limit, modify, or in any manner affect 
the scope, meaning, or intent of the provisions of any 
section. Words used in any gender include any other 
gender. The singular number includes the plural, and the 
plural the singular. Words used in the present tense 
include the future as well as the present. 

SECTION 6: EFFECTIVE DATE 

If approved by the voters, this Ordinance shall take effect 
thirty days after certification of the election results, 
pursuant to California Elections Code Section 9191(b). 

SECTION 7: SEVERABILITY 

If any subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or 
phrase of this Ordinance is, for any reason, held to be 
invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not 
effect the validity or enforcement of the remaining 
portions of this Ordinance. It is the people’s express 
intent that each remaining provisions of this Ordinance 
would have been adopted irrespective of the fact that 
one or more subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, 
clauses, or phrases be declared invalid or 
unenforceable. 
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from the Central Valley Project or any other source into 
the Agency’s boundaries. A copy of Ordinance No. 
2002-01 proposed by the Agency is printed in the Voter 
Information Pamphlet. 

Essentially, the effect of the ballot measure, if passed, 
will be to repeal portions of the two 1998 voter-approved 
initiatives and to restore the Agency’s authority under its 
enabling act to set groundwater augmentation charges 
and to acquire supplemental water from outside Agency 
boundaries. 

A “yes” vote is to approve Ordinance No. 2002-01 
proposed by the Agency. 

A “no” vote is to disapprove Ordinance No. 2002-01 
proposed by the Agency. 

s/ KAREN R. FORCUM, SAN BENITO COUNTY 
COUNSEL 
s/ ADRIENNE M. GROVER, MONTEREY COUNTY COUNSEL 

sl DANA McRAE, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY COUNSEL 
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MEASURES, ANALYSES AND ARGUMENTS 

(whichever is applicable to your ballot) 
Arguments in support of, or in opposition to, tht 

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE N 

Vote YES on Measure N to stop seawater intrusion and 
develop diversified, reliable sources of water. 

The Pajaro Valley is experiencing serious seawater 
intrusion in its groundwater basin. As seawater 
continues to move inland, there is less and less fresh 
water available for household, farming and other uses. 

Water is critical to the Pajaro Valley economy and our 
water supply is in jeopardy. If diversified and reliable 
sources of water are not developed soon, farmers may 
be forced out of business. If this occurs, our community 
will suffer significant revenue losses and a huge loss in 
jobs. We have to act now, while solutions are still under 
local control. 

xoposed laws are the opinions of the authors. 
REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE 

N 

Measure N allows the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency (PVWMA) to increase taxes, build water projects 
and create hundreds of millions of dollars in bonded 
indebtedness without describing a specific plan and 
without requiring further voter approval. The Pajaro 
Valley must protect its water resources, but where is the 
evidence that “huge job losses” are coming “soon” if you 
refuse to write a blank check now? 

A yes vote on Measure N will not assure that you will 
pay your “fair share” because Measure N does not 
include a budget and it does not even suggest a way to 
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Additional water can be developed for the Pajaro Valley 
by water supply projects. The Pajaro Valley Water 
Management Agency has developed a Basin 
Management Plan that considers utilizing additional 
water from diversified sources. Local projects, recycled 
water and imported water can be developed. 

In order to build the projects, everyone who uses water in 
the Pajaro Valley will pay a fair share. The average city 
resident will have a modest rate increase as projects are 
phased, amounting to about five dollars per month in 
total. Even with this increase, Watsonville will still have 
the lowest water rates in Santa Cruz County. Farmers 
and rural residents will also have an increase in 
augmentation charges. 

This is not a tax. You only pay for the water that you 
use. 

An irreplaceable natural resource is being lost. We must 
stop seawater intrusion and solve our water supply 
problem today while it’s still affordable. 

Vote YES on Measure N to save Pajaro Valley farming 
and local jobs. 

Vote YES on Measure N to help stop seawater intrusion 
and develop diversified, reliable water supplies for a 
secure future for our Valley. 

sl Frank W. Capurro, Chair, Board of Directors, Pajaro 
Valley Water Management Agency 

s/ Rosemarie Imazio, Vice Chair, Board of Directors, 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency 

sl Louis Calcagno, Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors, District Three 

sl Tony Campos, Santa Cruz County Board of 
Supervisors, District Four 

sl Ray Belgard, Former Police Chief 
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spread water costs fairly. The P W M A  claims that 
Watsonville residents “will have only a modest rate 
increase” but not one drop of project water will flow to 
the City! At the same time, local, independent farmers 
will have to be competitive while paying up to 5 times the 
rate of neighboring areas. How will this affect local jobs? 

The P W M A  claims it is developing reliable water 
supplies, yet the cornerstone of their plan is water 
imported from State and Federal sources. In places like 
the Klamath Basin people already know that these 
sources are neither reliable or secure. If the P W M A  
has a specific water project, a budget and a fair taxation 
plan, then put that on the ballot and let the voters 
approve it. The voters passed Measure D which said no 
blank check for the PVWMA. Why should you trust them 
with a blank check now? 

sl Thomas R. AmRhein, Farmer 
sl Richard Peixoto, Farmer 
sl Jeanette Crosetti, taxpayer 
sl Vincent John Gizdich Ill, Farmer 
sl James Spain, Farmer 
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VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET 
MEASURES, ANALYSES AND ARGUMENTS 

(whichever is applicable to your ballot) 
Arguments in support of, or in opposition to, tht 
ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE N 

Don’t be fooled! Vote no on Measure N. A yes vote 
on Measure N won’t stop seawater intrusion or even 
approve construction of a specific water project. A yes 
vote allows the P W M A  to triple water taxes to all water 
users without regard to the benefit they will receive from 
any water project. A yes vote also would potentially 
allow the sale of hundreds of millions of dollars in 

? - Droposed laws are th.e opinions of the authors. 
REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE N 

The future of the Pajaro Valley is in your hands NOW. 

Vote YES on Measure N - it’s time to stop seawater 
intrusion and save Pajaro Valley farming and local jobs. 

Measure N allows the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency to do the job we, the voters, created the agency 
to do. 
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:bonded indebtedness without further voter approval. 
PAeasure N also allows the PVWMA to select and build 
wge water projects with no further voter approval of 
:,pecific projects. Protect your right to vote on and 
,cpprove future tax increases, bond measures and water 
;)rejects. Don’t leave the future of the Pajaro Valley in 
he hands of a 7 member board of directors. 

;/Thomas R. AmRhein, Farmer 
;I V.J. Gizdich, Farmer 
J Richard J. Peixoto, Farmer 
;/Jeanette Crosetti, Tax Payer 
;I James Spain, Farmer 
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The agency has worked with hundreds of concerned 
citizens to devise a plan to stop seawater intrusion and 
create diversified, reliable water sources. Measure N 
restores the agency’s ability to fund the projects that will 
get the job done. Measure N allows the agency to 
increase water use fees fairly as allowed by state law to 
fund the projects. 

The principle is simple - you pay for what you use. 

The opponents are confused are deliberately trying to 
confuse you, the voter. User fees are not taxes - user 
fees apply to use, period. 

Do the opponents offer a solution to seawater intrusion 
or reliable water supply? No! All the opponents offer is 
delay and confusion. 

Every day we wait, we lose more water to seawater 
intrusion -water we can’t get back. The time to act is 
NOW. 

Measure N is your opportunity to vote for a water sup& 
solution. 

Vote YES on Measure N for a secure future for the 
Pajaro Valley NOW. 

Vote YES on Measure N stop seawater intrusion NOW. 

Vote YES on Measure N for a diversified and reliable 
Hater supply NOW. 

Vote YES on Measure N to save local farming and local 
jobs NOW. 

s/ Elizabeth “Libby” Gallegos Mine, Farmer 
s/ Clint Miller, Farmer 
s/ Diane Porter Cooley, Agricultural Land Owner 
s/ Ed Kelly, Farmer 
s/ Ken Dobler, Farmer 

44-533 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR 

November 29,200 1 

AGENDA: December 1 1 ,  200 1 

Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

INFORMATIONAL REPORT ON PAJARO VALLEY WATER G~NAGEMENT AGENCY'S 
DRAFT REVISED BASIN MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Members of the Board: 

On October 15, 2001, your Board accepted a Progress Report On Water Resources Management that 
directed Planning staff to report back on today's agenda with an analysis of the Pajaro Valley Water 
Management Agency's Draft Revised Basin Management Plan (the Plan). Our report provides some 
pertinent detail from the Plan and briefly addresses the peripheral issue of a proposed March 2002 ballot 
measure. An executive summary of the Plan is included as Attachment 1. Staff's comments on the Plan 
were submitted directly to the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PVWMA) and are included as 
Attachment 2. A complete copy of the Plan has been included as Attachment 3, and has been placed on file 
with the Clerk of the Board. 

Draft Revised Basin Manayement Plan 

Four separate basin management strategies are presented in the Draft Revised Basin Management Plan. All 
:our of these strategies have a common basis that includes increased levels of water conservation, 
ievelopment of the Harkins Slough local recharge project, recycled water, supplemental wells, and a coastal 
'iistribution system. Each strategy builds upon the common elements and adds additional elements as 
-1ecessary. One strategy relies entirely on development of local water supplies; another relies heavily on 
'oca1 supplies supplemented with a minimum quantity of imported water. The remaining two strategies 
kclude the original preferred importation pipeline altemative presented in the draft Basin Management Plan 



2000 and a modified version of that alternative that reduces the size of the import pipeline. 

Paraphrasing from the Plan, these four strategies are: 0310 

a BMP 2000 Alternative. This strategy is similar to the one identified in the draft BMP 2000 
document published in May 2000. Major project elements include an importation pipeline, 
a coastal dstribution system, local recharge projects, and conservation. Modifications to this 
Altemative between the BANE' 2000 document and this Draft Revised BMP were limited to 
updating individual cost estimates. 

a 

Local-Only Alternative. This strategy demonstrates the costs and implications associated 
with developing only local water supplies and storage projects within the Pajaro Basin. 
Major project elements include a coastal distribution system, expanded local recharge 
projects (includes Murphy's Crossing and Watsonville Slough), and additional conservation 
via land fallowing. The Local-Only Alternative was developed based on recommendations 
from local stakeholders. 

Modified Local Alternative. This strategy builds upon the projects that comprise the 
Local-Only Alternative and maximizes potentially feasible local projects. It supplements the 
local projects with a minimum quantity of imported water needed to balance supply with 
current demand. Major project elements include the addition of recycled water, a College 
Lake project, and a smaller diameter importation pipeline. The concept behind this 
alternative was developed based on recommendations from local stakeholders. 

0 Modified BMP 2000 Alternative. This strategy presents a potential modification of the 
BMP 2000 alternative that reduces the size of the import pipeline. The size reduction is 
brought through in-basin storage with groundwater inj ectiodextraction and elimination of 
the inland distribution system. Other project components were also modified from the 
original BMF 2000 alternative to maximize their cost effectiveness. 

[t is worth noting for your Board that three of the four strategies rely on imported water to balance the basin 
md eliminate seawater intrusion. A more complete listing of the four basin management strategies and their 
-ndividual project elements can be viewed on Table ES-2 in the Executive Summary, which is attached. 

5ve  criteria were used in the Plan to assess each basin management strategy. The five criteria used were: 

a Can Meet Existing and Future Water Needs 
0 Limited Dependence on Out-of-Basin Water Supplies 
a Minimizes Regulatory Hurdles 
0 Meets Water Quality Goals 
a Economic Impact 

The BMP 2000 Alternative, when evaluated, shows the highest capital cost and is the second most costly 
alternative on a cost per acre-foot basis. This alternative includes a local recharge project at Murphy's 
Crossing that has water rights protest against it. The protested water rights negatively influence the 
1 egulatolylenvironmental criteria. 
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The Local-Only Alternative is the most costly alternative on a cost per acre-foot basis and it does not meet 
water quality goals or fiture demands. It may also have significant regulatory hurdles with the state and 
federal resource agencies and the Regional Water Quality Control Board related to anadromous fish and 
injection of recycled water. County water resource staff shares the concern about the potential impacts of 
the Local-Only Alternative on stream conditions and anadromous fisheries in Corralitos Creek. This concern 
will be formally communicated by staff in their comments to the draft EIR for the final Revised Basin 
Management Plan. 

The Modified Local Alternative is the second least expensive on a cost per acre foot basis. It relies heavily 
on local supplies, i.e., Corralitos Creek, College Lake, and recycled water. When evaluated, it does not 
consistently meet water quality objectives. This is largely due to poor water quality at College Lake and is 
associated with the direct use of recycled water for groundwater recharge. 

The Modified BNIP Alternative is the least costly on a cost per acre-foot basis, relies on a smaller sized 
import pipeline, includes cost-effective local projects, meets the water quality goals, and provides flexibility 
to meet future demands. m 

A more complete camparison of the Basin Management Strategies can be viewed on Table ES-3 in the 
Executive Summary. 

The public review of the Draft Revised Basin Management Plan was completed on November 30, 2001. It 
is anticipated that the PVWMA Board of Directors will select a preferred alternative at their December 5 ,  
2001 , meeting. A Final Revised Basin Management Plan is anticipated to be completed on January 15, 2002. 
Although county water resource staff have not yet reviewed the draft EIR on the Plan, the EIR ranked the 
Modified BMP 2000 Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative. 

It seems likely that whatever preferred alternative is selected by the PVWMA Board, it will include an import 
pipeline. If so, the Agency has to overcome the obstacles of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act 
(CVPIA) and Measure D. As you may recall, the passage ofthe CVPIA in 1992 precludes the PVWMA (and 
others) from executing a contract for their allocation of water from the federal Central Valley Project until 
fish and wildlife restoration goals are met. However, the C W I A  may only be an interim obstacle to the 
execution of the PVWMA’s long-standing allocation. Existing Central Valley Project contracts elsewhere 
are presently available on the water market. PVWMA has already purchased one and is pursuing others. Fish 
and wildlife restoration goals were anticipated to take approximately 10 years and are presently being 
addressed in the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. Removing the obstacles of Measure D is the subject of a 
March 2002 Ballot Referendum. 

March 2002 Ballot Referendum 

Measure D, as your Board may recall, placed a $50 ceiling on Augmentation Fees which seriously restricts 
the Agency’s ability to finance capital projects. The Agency is preparing for a March referendum to raise the 
cap on Augmentation Fees which was restricted by the passage of Measure D. The timely implementation 
of the anticipated preferred alternative, (and the elimination of seawater intrusion), is predicated upon the 
successfbl passage of the Mgch referendum. The PVWMA staff and consultants have developed draft ballot 
materials which were discussed at their November 21,2001, Board meeting. To meet election filing deadlines 
of December 7,2001 and December 14, 200 1, the PVWMA Board will need to approve a ballot question, 
approve an ordinance to be implemented by the ballot question, adopt a resolution formalizing these 
approvals, and approve an argument in favor of the measure. These matters are scheduled for consideration 
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by the PVWMA Board at their December 5 ,  2001 meeting, 031 i 

The referendum to raise the cap on Augmentation Fees will determine direction in the near-term to a long- 
term solution for the Pajaro Valley. A n  unsuccesshl referendum will likely lead to adjudication of the basin 
by the State and potentially significant pro-rata reductions in water rights of the overlying land owners, A 
successhl referendum will authorize an increase in the augmentation charge to  implement water supply 
projects, including local, recycled, or imported water projects. 

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board: 

1) Accept and file this Informational Report On Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency’s 
Basin Management Plan. 

SincereIp, 

ALVIhT D . ‘JAMES 
Planning Director 

RECOMNENDED ’.. 

SUSAN A. MAURIELLO 
County Administrative Officer 

BldWRMO 1 - 1 1 

Attachments: 
1) Executive Summary of the Draft Revised Basin Management Plan 
2) Staffs November 28, 2001 comment letter 
3) Complete copy of the DraR Revised Basin Management Plan, on file with Clerk of the Board 

cc: Environmental Health Services 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency 
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Executive Summary 

This task was originally undertaken in the Draft BMP 2000, published in May 2000. However, public 
review of that draft document indicated the need to investigate a wider range of alternatives for basin 
management, and in particular, to focus on strategies with a greater reliance upon development of local 
water supplies. This Revised BMP was prepared in response to these concerns. Four separate basin 
management strategies are presented in this document, including one that relies entirely on development 
of local water supplies, and another that relies heavily on local supplies. The remaining two strategies 
include the original management alternative presented in the Draft BMP 2000 and a modified version of 
that alternative which reduces the scope and cost of this alternative. These four strate,' Dies are: 

BMP GOO Alternative. This strategy is similar to the one identified in the draft BMP 2000 
document published in May 2000. Modifications to this Alternative between the BMP 2000 
document and this Draft Revised BMP were limited to updating individual cost estimates. 

Local-Only Alternative. This strategy demonstrates the costs and implications associated with 
developing onZ~ local water supplies and storage projects within the Pajaro basin. The Local- 
Only Alternative was developed based on recommendations from local stakeholders, and 
information about this alternative is extracted from Local-Only Vater Supply Alternative 
Evaluation (RMC, 2001). 

Modified Local Alternative. This strategy builds upon the projects that comprise the Local 
Only Alternative and maximizes potentially feasible local projects. It supplements the local 
projects with the minimum quantity of imported water needed to balance supply with current 
demand. The concept behind this alternative was developed based on recommendations from 
local stakeholders. 

0 Modified BMP 2000 Alternative. This strategy presents a potential modification of the BMP 
2000 alternative that reduces the size of the import pipeline. The size reduction is brought through 
in-basin storage with groundwater injection/extraction and elimination of the inland distribution 
system, Other project components were also modified Erom the original BMP 2000 alternative to 
maximize their cost effectiveness. 

All four of these strategies have a common basis that includes increased levels of water conservation and 
development of Harkins Slough, recycled water, supplemental wells, and the Coastal Distribution System 
(CDS). Each of the four identified strategies builds upon these common elements and includes project 
elements necessary to balance the groundwater basin and eliminate seawater intrusion. 

The public is encouraged to comment on the proposed projects and strategies so that the PVWMA can 
finalize a recommended strategy that is responsive to the concerns and needs of its water users, The four 
strategies presented in this document may change, or be modified, as a result of public input into the 
planning and environmental review processes. A parallel EnvironmentaI Impact Report is also being 
prepared and will be available for public review and comment. 

5 
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Following public review and input into this planning process, a final Revised BMP will be prepared. The 
final Revised BMP will be presented to the P V W A  Board of Directors for approval and adoption o f a  
recommended project strategy. 

Excessive growdwcrter pumping in the Pajuro V d k y  is crdversely impacting the 
fieslz grotrnclwerter s~lpp[y. 

Numerous studies conducted oyer the past fifty years have documented that the Pajaro Valley 
groundwater basin is in an overdraft condition, i.e., the amount of water withdrawn exceeds the amount of 
water replenishing the basin. Today, groundwater pumping provides approximately 69,000 AFY toward 
the total PVWrvIA area water demand of 71,000 AFY. Existing well data maintained by the United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) and the PVWMA indicate that areas of depressed groundwater levels are 
expanding in the Pajaro Valley groundwater aquifers and that the groundwater elevations regularly fall 
below sealevel. This trend-has caused seawater intrusion in the PVWMAservice area because the ocean 
pushes seawater inland to raise the water table until equilibrium is reached 5: sea level. Well data 
collected since 1998 indicate that seawater intrusion (evidenced by chloride levels exceeding 100 m&) 

. is more extensive than previously reported, and chloride levels ranging from 200 mg/L to 8,500 mg/L 
have been observed in a number of deeper wells. The extent of seawater intrusion is illustrated on the 
following page in Figure ES-1. 

Overdraft of the groundwater basin and seawater intrusion are problematic at the current level ofwater 
demand. Projected increases in urban and agricultural water use will cause further problems ifthis 
situation is not rectified. Urban water use has increased by 86% in since 1964, and the current urban 
water use of 12,200 AFY may increase an additional 32% (3,900 AFY) to approximately 16,100 AFY by 
the year 2040. If the current trend in cropping patterns continues towards more water-intensive crops 
such as strawberries and raspberries, agricultural water use could increase from 59,300 AFY to 64,400 
MY by the year 2040. 

To eliminate the overdraft conditions and seawater intrusion, water demand must be brought into balance 
with sustainable water supplies. This balancing of demand with sustainable supply will require a 
combination of water conservation, modified pumping practices and development of new water sources. 

By modeling current ‘baseline’ conditions, the sustainable yield of the basin (the maximum amount of 
groundwater that can be extracted from the aquifer system without causing adverse effects) can be 
estimated. With this estimate in hand, alternative strategies to balance the basin can be developed. 

Raines, Melton and Carella, Inc. 5, 
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The sustainable yield of the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin was estimated using the Pajaro Valley 
Integrated Ground and Surface water Model (PVIGSM). This is a complex model that simulates 
groundwater conditions in the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin using geologic and hydrologic conditions, 
current pumping conditions, and other basin characteristics. The modeling approach involved 
incremental reductions of groundwater pumping estimates until stable groundwater levels were observed 

t (i.e., recharge = demand) and seawater intrusion was eliminated. 

Model results indicate that, under current pumping practices, a 65% reduction in basin-wide groundwater 
pumping (45,000 AFT) is necessary to eliminate seawater intrusion. Under this scenario, the sustainable 
yield of the groundwater basin is approximately 24,000 AFY (69,000 AFY - 45,000 AFY); or 
approximately one third of the current average annual demand on groundwater supplies. 

However, the basin sustainable yield could be doubled if pumping in the coastal areas was eliminated. 
Therefore, every proposed solution considered in this document includes stopping groundwater pumping 

this modification to current pumping-practices would create a hydrostatic barrier that would prevent .a 

seawater intrusion. This scenario necessitates a dependable supplemental water supply and construction 
of a coastal distFibution system to provide coastal agricultural users with water. The basin sustainable 
yield estimated for this scenario is 48,000 AFY. This estimate assumes essentially a 100 percent reliable 

’ supply with very little variation in year-to-year availability of water. As the degree of variability of the 
supplemental water supply increases, the basin yield decreases. Local surface water supplies are highly 
variable, and imported Central Valley Project (CVP) supplies have a somewhat lesser degree of 
variability. In addition, the Local Only alternative develops a lesser amount of supplemental supply, and 
with the reduced levels of irrigation that would occur, there would be a reduction in the amount of 
percolation into the groundwater aquifers. As a result, the actual basin yield varies between 
approximately 42,000 AFY for the Local Only alternative up to approximately 47,000 AFY for the other 
three identified alternatives. 

i at the coast and replacing it with water that would originate from other areas. The PVIGSM showed that 

The following management measures have been identified to reduce water demand, increase the yield of 
the groundwater basin, and maintain optimal water quality: 

0 Demand management options to reduce water demand; 
Pumping management options to increase the sustainable yield of the groundwater basin; 
Watershed management options to ensure groundwater recharge; and 
Well management options to maintain water quality. 

Demand Management. Demand management measures include options such as water conservation, water 
pricing, and land retirement. The PVWMA developed Water Conservation 2000 (WC 2000) to serve as a 
guidance document for achieving cost effective increases in water conservation. This plan identified cost- 
effective opportunities that would result in the conservation of approximately 4,500 AFY in agriculture 
water use and 500 AFY in urban water use. Water pricing is one of the options considered in WC 2000 
for promoting water conservation. The PVWMA could either increase its current flat rate fee of $50/AF, 
or implement a tiered water pricing system in which the price of water increases as the amount of  water 
consumed exceeds certain threshold values. A third option available is land fallowing. This option 

Raines, Melton and Carella, Tnc. 
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involves the acquisition, or leasing of agricultural land and elimination of irrigated agriculture on that 
land. It should be noted that the latter two options have extensive socioeconomic impacts and would have 
to be investigated in greater detail before they could be implemented. 

Pumuing Manapement. As stated previously, the PVIGSM simulation of groundwater levels and 
seawater intrusion in the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin indicates that coastal groundwater pumping 
reductions would be more effective at preventing seawater intrusion than basin-wide pumping reductions. 
Provided that a supplemental water supply is available to coastal users, elimination of coastal pumping 
would nearly double the basin sustainable yield. 

~~tel .shedMnna9ement.  Groundwater stability could be enhanced by implementing watershed 
management measures that would protect key areas of recharge. These areas include the native 
vegetation and agricultural lands, particularly those located in the eastern portions of the Pajaro Valley. 
This is especially important for the Pajaro Valley because clay layers present in the groundwater basin 
inhibit deep percolation through much of the central and western portions of the Pajaro Valley. As a 
result, dEeper aquifers rely upon these undeveloped areas for recharge vi8 surface water infiltration and 
rainfall. Therefore, if these areas were subject to impervious development, infiltration of precipitation 
would be reduced, and the basin yield from these deeper aquifers would decrease. 

* Well Management. Well management is critical to ensure maximum groundwater quality in the Pajar0 
Valley because wells can serve as conduits for transport of contaminated water from one aquifer to 
another. For example, some of the older wells constructed in the Pajaro Valley have multiple screen 
intervals to extract water from more than one aquifer. This type of construction can allow for water to 
flow from one aquifer to another, which can be especially deleterious if one of the aquifers is intruded 
with seawater or otherwise contaminated. Therefore, it is important that the P\%4 undertake a 
comprehensive well management program with regard to well decommissioning and well replacement. 

As shown in Table ES-1, water conservation and pumping management alone will not satisfy the water 
demand within the Pajaro Valley, and development of additional water supplies is essential to balancing 
the groundwater basin. 

Although Table ES-1 provides a breakdown of the quantioi of additional water supplies required to 
balance the basin, it does not address the water qua& requirements for these supplies. The water 
supplied to balance the basin must be suitable for its intended uses. Specific water quality parameters of 
concern for agricultural irrigation include: 

Salinity, 
Sodium hazard, 
Chloride and sodium toxicity, and 

0 Pathogens (such as Phytophthora). 

6 
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Table ES-1: Required Supplemental Water Supplies 

Ground Water Balance 

Agricultural Water Use 
Agricultural Demand 
Agricultural Conservation 
Other Surface Water Diversions 
Net AgriculturaI Demand on Ground Water 

Urban Water Use 

Urban Demand 
Urban Conservation 
Corralitos Creek Filter Plant 
Net Urban Demand on Ground Water 

Total Demand (with Conservation and Surface 
Water Diversions) 

Basin Sustainable Yield 

Remaining Overdraft 

Increased Yield due to Pumping Management’ 

Required Supplemental Water Supplies 

Notes: 

Current Conditions 
(MY) 

12,200 
* (500) 

(1,100) 
10,600 

64,400 
(64,000 rounded) 

(24,000) 

40,000 

(24,000) 

16,000 

2040 Conditions 
(MY) 

64,400 

~ (1,000) 
58,900 

(4,500) 

73,400 
(73,000 rounded) 

(24,000) 

49,000 

(24,000) 

25,000 

1. Estimated increase in sustainable yield. If supplemental supplies are 100% reliable, the ‘Increased Yield due to 
Pumping Management’ is 24,000 AFY. The level of increased yield decreases as the variability of the supplemental 
supplies increases. 

The tolerance of crops to various water quality constituents can vary by crop and soil type, and different 
varieties of the same crop can exhibit markedly different growth responses to waters of similar quality. 
Crop tolerance to (1) constituents in the irrigation water, (2) soil conditions, and (3) prevailing climate are 
important factors in assessing the suitability of a particular water for irrigation. In order to minimize on- 
health impacts and optimize crop’yield, the stated water quality objectives are 500 mg/L TDS, 140 mgL 
chloride, and an adjusted SAR of 3.0. 
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This Dpcrft Revised BMP idenfifes n wide rmge  of crdditiomd water supply 
sources. 

These projects, although described separately below, may be combined in various ways to develop 
alternative basin management strategies to address basin overdraft and water quality concerns. Each such 
strategy is typically composed of several common elements: water source of suitable quality, 
conveyance, storage, and distribution. It should be noted that although two given strategies may share a 
common project component, the cost and yield of this component could vary depending upon the overall 
project composition. Locations of these project components are shown in Figure ES-2, and brief 
descriptions of each project are provided below: 

Coastal Distribution System (CDS). This project is necessary to eliminate coastal pumping and 
optimize the basin without affecting current agricultural practices in coastal areas. The CDS will 
deliver water to those areas where coastal pumping will be eliminated, and will consist of nearly 26 
miles of pipeline delivering water to over 200 agricultural parcels. (See Figure 4-1). 

Harkins Slough Project w/ Supplemental Wells and Connection. This project involves the 
diversion of water from Harkins Slough between December and May to the Harkins Slough recharge 
basin for storage through percolation into the underlying aquifer until the irrigation season, when it 
will be extracted and delivered to the CDS for distribution. This project also includes the * 
construction of additional water supply wells to supplement the deliveries of extracted Harkins 
Slough water. The construction of the Harkins Slough diversion structure and recharge basin is 
scheduled for completion in Fall 200 1. The expected yield from Harkins Slough is approximately 
1,100 AFY, with additional water being provided by the supplemental wells. (See Figure 4-2). 

Murphy Crossing with Recharge Basins. The Murphy Crossing Project involves the diversion of 
water from the Pajaro River between December and May for direct irrigation use and for storage in 
the underlying aquifer at four recharge basins. During the summer irrigation season, the stored water 
would be extracted and used for irrigation purposes. The expected yield for the Murphy Crossing 
Project is approximately 1,600 AFY, including both direct use and underground storage. However, 
this project cannot be implemented until environmental concerns brought forth by the Department of 
Fish and Game (DFG) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are addressed. (See Figure 
4-3). 

Watsonville Slough with North Dunes Recharge Basin. The Watsonville Slough Project would 
expand on the Harkins Slough Project by diverting water from Watsonville Slough between 
December and May for storage in the groundwater aquifer. Diverted water would be filtered and 
stored in the shallow groundwater aquifer at the proposed North Dunes Recharge Basin. The 
expected yield for the Watsonville Slough Project is approximately 1,200 AFY. Implementation of 
this project will require the PVWMA to obtain a water rights pennit, and a likely mitigation measure 
for this permit could be restoration of Watsonville Slough. (See Figure 4-4). 

College Lake, Pinto Lake Diversion. The College Lake Project would increase the total storage 
capacity of the lake from approximately 1,400 AF to approximately 2,000 AF via construction of a 
new headgate/weir structure. Diversion of water to the lake from the Pinto Lake drainage channel 
would increase total flow into the lake. Water would remain in College Lake until needed to meet 
irrigation demands. (See Figure 4-5). 

The expected yield for the College Lake Pro-ject is approximately 1,800 AFY. Although the PVWMA 
submitted a water rights application for the College Lake Project to the SWRCB in 1995 and 
completed CEQA evaluation in May 1999, protests by DFG and NMFS have slowed the permitting 

I 
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process. This project cannot be implemented until the steelhead concerns raised by these agencies are 
addressed and a water rights permit for the Pinto Lake diversion is secured. 

Expanded College Lake Project wl Pinto Lake, Corralitos Creek, Harkins Slough, and 
Watsonville Slough Diversions, and Aquifer Storage and Recovery. This project would build 
upon the College Lake project discussed above, and would increase the total storage capacity of 
College Lake to 3,600 AFY via construction of an earthen dam and saddle dam and additional 
diversions from Corralitos Creek, Harkins Slough and Watsonville Slough. This project would also 
involve the use of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR), injecting surface water through wells into 
the groundwater aquifers for later extraction and delivery for irrigation purposes. (See Figure 4-6). 

The expected yield for the Expanded College Lake Project is approximately 6,700 AFY. In order to 
implement this project, the P W M A  would have to (1) coordinate with DFG and NMFS to address 
environmental concerns, (2) coordinate with the Division of Safety of Dams to secure the necessary 
permits for dam construction, (3) secure a water rights permit for Corralitos Creek, and (4) coordinate 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to establish water quality requirements for 
use of ASR. 

Recycled Water (4,000 AFY) with Blending Facility. This project involves the construction of 
additional treatment processes and a blending facility at the Watsonville Wastewater Treatment 
Facility (WWTF) for production of recycled water suitable for irrigation purposes. Water quality data 
indicate that the recycled water salinity concentrations and TDS values exceed irrigation water quality 
objectives; therefore, a blending facility or additional treatment will be required to reduce these 
concentrations. The expected yield of the Recycled Water Project is approximately 4,000 AFY. 
Implementation of this project will require continued coordination efforts between the PVWMA and 
the City of Watsonville, as well as additional permits for the WWTF operations. (See Figure 4-8). 

Recycled Water Project, Southeast Dunes Recharge Basin (6,000 M Y ) .  This project includes the 
construction of the recycled water treatment facilities and blending facility described above, along 
with the Southeast Dunes Recharge Basin for underground storage of recycled water in the shallow 
groundwater aquifer during low irrigation demand periods. Stored water would then be extracted 
during the irrigation season. Water quality concerns are as described in the previous project; 
however, the Regional Water Quality Control Board may impose additional levels of treatment due to 
concerns over recharge of recycled water. The expected yield of this project is 6,000 AFY. 
Implementation of this project will require various funding mechanisms and coordination with 
jurisdictional agencies. (See Figure 4-9). 

Recycled Water Project, Harkins Slough Recharge Basin, North Dunes Recharge Basin 
(7,700 AFY). This project combines the Recycled Water Project and blending facility with the 
Harkins Slough and North Dunes Recharge Basins to provide underground storage of recycled water 
in the shallow groundwater aquifer. Water would then be extracted during the irrigation season via 
extraction wells constructed at both recharge basins. Water quality concerns are the same as 
described for the other recycled water projects. The expected yield of this project is approximately 
7,700 MY. Funding and permitting will also be the main implementation issues for construction of 
this project. (See Figure 4-10). 

Inland Distribution System. This project involves construction of the Inland Distribution System 
(IDS) to provide a supplemental supply of water to agricultural users located east of Highway 1. The 
'purpose of the larger distribution system is to provide a greater reduction in overall groundwater 
pumping during periods of high availability of supplemental water supplies, providing a greater 
reduction in total basin pumping, and thus allowing a greater amount of groundwater to remain in 
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storage. The increased amount of groundwater left in storage is then pumped during periods of time . 

when the surface supplies are less than adequate to meet the irrigation needs of the IDS, with the 
pumped groundwater serving to supplement the available surface supplies. The IDS will deliver 
water to those areas where coastal pumping will be eliminated, and will consist of nearly 20 miles of 
pipeline. (See Figure 4-12). 

Import Water Project. This project involves the construction of a 23-mile import pipeline for 
transport of CVP water to the proposed Coastal Distribution System (CDS). The PVWMA currently 
has a CVP entitlement of 19,900 AFY and an existing contract for 6,260 AFY (acquired from Mercy 
Springs Water District) from the United States Bureau of Redamation (USBR). Additional CVP 
water could be purchased as needed from other water contractors (See Figure 4-1 1). 

However, implementation of an import pipeline project may require resolution of issues relating to 
Title 34 - Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) and Measures D and K. The CVPIA 
restricted the USBR from entering into new long-tem water supply contracts until it fulfills various 
environmental requirements. Since the USBR is not expected to fulfill these requirements for several 
years, negotiations for a new CVP contract for PVWMA’s 19,900 AFY entitlement have been 
delayed. Alternative1y:’PVWMA could purchase additional supplies similar to its purchase of the 
Mercy Springs Water District CVP contract. Measures D and K were local referenda passed in 1998 . * with provisions’relating to water importation into the Pajaro Valley. 

The Draft BMP 2000 evaluated three alternatives for construction of the import pipeline: 48”, 54” 
and 60”- diameter pipelines. These projects and an Out of Basin Water Banking program are 
discussed below: 

60-inch Intnort Water Project w/ Inland Distribution Svstem (IDS) and Strpplementnl Wells. This 
project would involve the construction of a 60” import pipeline to support an initial maximum 
flow rate of 75 cfs, along with an IDS and supplemental wells to provide in-lieu recharge and dry 
weather supply, respectively. The larger diameter pipeline provides greater flexibility to adapt to 
potential increases in hture water needs. The expected yield for this project is approximately 
10,300 AFY. 

54-inch Inzuort Water Piueline with Aquifer Stora.pe and Recoven?. This project would involve 
the construction of a 54” import pipeline to support a maximum flow rate of 75 cfs, and would 
use ASR (injectiodextraction wells) to store and recover CVP water from underground aquifers 
in the basin. Prior to injection, the CVP water would be filtered for compliance with water 
quality requirements. The expected yield for this project is approximately 11,900 AFY. 

42-inch Import Water Pipeline with Aquifer Storage and Recoverv. This project is similar to the 
54” pipeline project described above except that the smaller pipeline diameter would only support 
a maximum flow rate of 40 cfs. The expected yield for this project is approximately 6,900 AFY. 

Out ofBasin Bnnkinp Oution. An Out of Basin Water Banking program would establish a basis 
for the P I W M A  to partner with another CVP contractor to allow PVWMA CVP water supplies 
to be delivered to another CVP contractor during wet and normal years, and during dry years, the 
C W  contractor would provide a portion of their CVP water to the PVWMA. This option 
increases the reliability of the CVP supply, and minimizes the need for additional local storage 
facilities and the size of delivery pipelines. Out of Basin Banking is contingent on developing 
and negotiating an agreement with one or several CVP contractors/agencies. The expected yield 

t 
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for an Out of Basin banking option could be equivalent to either the in-basin in-lieu recharge or 
the in-basin ASR options. 

Bolsa de San Cayetano, Pajaro River Diversion. This project would provide surface storage of 
5,000 AF for Pajaro River diversions and would capture limited runoff from a 723-acre drainage area. 
The expected yield of this project is 5,000 AFY; however, there are significant seismic hazards 
associated with this project and implementation would require considerable effort with regards to 
permitting and environmental coordination. (See Figure 4-7). 

Seawater Desalination. This .project wquld involve the construction of a desalination (reverse ' 

osmosis) plant for treatment of Monterey Bay seawater to provide agricultural irrigation water. The 
quality of water and yield of this plant would be dependent on the design of the treatment system. 
Although this project would produce a highly reliable water supply, implementation of this project is 
inhibited by its high cost of operation, particularly the cost of energy, and the difficulty in securing a 
discharge permit for the brine discharge. 

=* 

This Drcrfr Revised BiMPpresertts dvferenf hasin ntcmagemerat strcr fegies thnt use 
virying mrourzts of local and inzported water sources. . .  

As discussed earlier: four management strategies were developed to effectively address the basin 
overdraft and water quality concerns. Each strategy was developed as a concept initiated by the public 
and/or the PVWMA. As previously stated, the strategies are: 

BMP 2000 Alternative; 

Local-Only Alternative; 

Modified Local Alternative; and 

Modified BMP 2000 Alternative. 

Table ES-2 identifies which water supply projects were selected for the given strategies and reiterates the 
issues associated with each project. 

Can Meet Existiw and Future Water Needs. This criterion evaluates the ability of the selected 
alternative to provide the infrastructure and water supply needed to meet existing and future 
demands. This is a key element for a given strategy because population growth and agricultural 
crop changes in the Pajaro Valley may result in significant increases in water demand. 

Raines, Melton and Carella, Inc. 
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Table ES-2: Projects Selected for Each Basin Management Strategy 

1 

Project BMP 
BMP Local Only 2000 

Modified Modified Local- 

5,000 AF Water 
Conservation + + + + 
Harkins Slough Project 4 + + + 
Coastai Distribution 
System + 
Recycled Water Project 
(4,000 AFY) / * I  
Recycled Water Project 
(6,000 AFY) 4 

I I I I 

Murphy Crossing Project . + 
Watsonville Slough 
Project + + 
College Lake Project + 

I 
Expanded College Lake 
Project 

60” Import Water Project + 

54” Import Water Project + 
42” Import Water Project + 
Additional 5,000 AFY 
Water Conservation via 
Land Fallowing 

+ 
Bolsa de San Cayetano 
Project 

Seawater Desalination 

Issues 

Requires 5,000 AFY of water 
conservation 

Construction of diversion and recharge 
basin is complete. 

Necessary to  eliminate coastal 
pumping to maximize groundwater 
yield. 

Blending facility required to meet 
water quality requirements; additional 
permits required. 

Blending-facility required to meet 
water quality requirements; additional 
permits required; additional treatment 
for recharge of recycled water. 

Blending facility required to meet 
water quality requirements; additional 
permits required; additional treatment 
for recharge of recycled water. 

Protests from DFG; additional studies 
requested by NMFS. 
Water rights permit; restoration of the 
slough probably required. 

Protests by DFG and NMFS; water 
rights permit required. 

Same issues as above two projects; 
plus water rights permit required for 
Corralitos Ck. Injection may require 
reverse osmosis treatment. 

Implementation requires resolution of 
CVPIA and Measures D and K. 
Implementation requires resolution of 
CVPIA and Measures D and K; - 

reauires filtration for iniection. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Implementation requires resolution of 
CVPIA and Measures D and K; 
requires filtration for injection. 

Requires the equivalent of 2,200 acres 
of basin-wide land fallowing, or 
approximately 800 to 1,000 acres of 
fallowing near the coast 

Significant seismic, environmental and 

i 
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Limited Dependence on Out-of-Basin Water Supulies. This criterion evaluates the dependence 
of the selected alternative on out-of-basin supplies. Strategies that mainly rely on the 
development of water supplies that will be directly controlled by the PVWMA are considered to 
be ‘locally sustainable,’ although the effects of a drought may be greater than for an import 
alternative. 
Minimizes Regulatorv Hurdles. This criterion evaluates the likelihood of being able to 
implement the selected alternative without having. to overcome significant regulatory or 
permitting hurdles. An example of such a hurdle would be obtaining a permit for percolation of 
recycled water since it is unclear whether the RWQCB and other regulatory agencies would allow 
recycled water percolation’without advanced treatment (e.g. reverse osmosis) beyond Title 22 
levels. 

Meets Water Oualitv Goals. This criterion evaluates the ability of the selected alternative to 
provide a water supply of suitable quality for its intended users. For example, alternative 
strategies that rely heavily on recycled water are expected to have the lowest water quality while 
alternative strategies that rely more on CVP water are expected to have the highest water quality. 

Economic Irnuact. This criterion evaluates the impact to t k  local economy that would result 
from the selected alternative. For example, strategies that have higher costs or require fallowing 

-of significant amounts of farmland would have the greatest economic impacts. 

Cost was another criterion used to compare the four basin management strategies. In terms of cost per 
acre-ft to meet current water demands, the Modified BMP 2000 alternative was found to be the most cost- 
effective with estimated cast of $198/AF. The Local Only alternative has the highest unit cost at $259/AF. 
Furthermore, the Local Only alternative has significantly higher cost risks than the Modified BMP 
alternative. These costs risks are related to the cost of meeting regulatory requirements for groundwater 
recharge with recycled effluent and for the surface water diversions that comprise the Local Only 
alternative. For example, if the Department of Health Services requires higher levels of treatment for 
groundwater recharge with recycled effluent, the unit cost of the Local Only Alternative could rise by as 
much as $30/AF, which would result in a cost of $289/AF. 

The unit costs presented in the previous paragraph relate to the cost of meeting today’s water demand in 
the PTrWMA service area. The costs of meeting future demands would inherently be greater since 
additional supplies would have to be developed. The costs for meeting future demands need further 
development, but would include additional projects to provide increased supply, as well as a pro rata 
share of the project costs to balance the groundwater basin at today’s conditions. As do existing water 
users, future water users benefit from the projects that balance the basin at today’s conditions. 

A summary comparison of each basin management strategy with respect to the criteria identified above is 
provided in Table ES-3. 

& 
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T a b l e  ES-3: S u m m a r y  Comparison of t h e  Bas in  M a n a g e m e n t  Strategies 

Comparison Criteria Local - Only BMP 2000 Modified 
BMP Local 

Modified 

Total Yield (AFY) 64,000 64,000 56,000 64,000 
- 

I I I 

Capital Costs ($ Million) 

Cost Recovery Fee+ PVWMA Delivery Charge 

$198 $215 $259 $226 Cost Recovery Fee (WAF) 

$12.6 $13.7 $14.6 $14.5 Adjusted Total Annualized Costs ($ R’lillion)a 

$138 $148 $128 $162 

to Those Receiving Delivered Water ($/AF) $318 $35 1 $307 $290 

Can  Meet Future Water  Demands? .I 4- 
.I .I Limited dependence on out-of-basin supplies? 

4 

Minimizes significant 
regulatory/implernentation hurdles? .I 4 
Meets Water  Quality Goals? .I 4‘ .I 
Requires Land Fallowing or Other  Measures 
with Significant Economic Impact? 

pp 

4 
a. Annualized costs included annualized capital cost, operations & maintenance costs 
b. Fee is applied to all water users based on first quarter, 2001 construction costs 
c. Includes delivery charge of $92/AF for those customers receiving delivered water 
d. Includes pro rata share of costs to balance basin at today’s conditions and costs of additional water supplies 
e. The Local-Only Alternative does not have the ability to meet future increases in water demand 
f. Water quality goals are met only during certain times of the year 

Conclusions that can be drawn from the comparison of Basin Management Strategies presented in Table 
ES-3 include: 

The L.oca1 Only alternative has the lowest capital cost, but high operations costs, does not 
meet water quality goals, does not provide the ability to meet future water needs, and is 
the most costIy alternative on a cost per acre foot basis 

0 The BMP 2000 alternative has the highest capital cost and is the second most costly 
alternative on a cost per acre foot basis 

0 The Modified Local alternative is the second least expensive on a cost per acre foot basis, 
relies heavily on local supplies, but cannot consistently meet water quality objectives 

0 The Modified BMP alternative is the least costly on a cost per acre-foot basis, meets the 
water quality goals, and provides flexibility to meet hture demands. 

Raines, Melton and Carella, lnc. 
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County of Santa Cruz 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET, 41H FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123 

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR 

I\-ovember 28, 2001 

hIr. Charles McNiesh, General Manager 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency 
36 Brennan Street 
YJatsonville, CA 95076 

. .  

Dear Mr. McNieshr 
.. 

County water resources staff have reviewed the draft Revised Basin Management Plan. We would like to offer 
general and specific comments for your Agency’s consideration as it moves to finalize the Plan. Our general 
comments focus on the understanding that the draft Revised Basin Management Plan (the Plan) is to evaluate 
strategies to: 

a Balance water demand within the PVWMA sewice area with sustainable water supplies; 
0 Prevent seawater intrusion in the area served by the PVWMA; and 
0 Initiate long-range programs to protect water supply and quality within the basin. 

“here is no doubt amongst our staff that the draft Revised Basin Management Plan presents alternative 
strategies that address the objectives as stated. The Agency should be commended for its efforts to refine and 
cxpand stratezies developed in the Basin Management Plan 2000. County staff continues its support for the 
t\gency’s planning that addresses the water supply imbalance in the long-term. We are in agreement that basin 
c onditions warrant a project, that the project by necessity will need to be substantial and that the premiere issue 
i s  to solve the problem. It is also our opinion, however, that the draft Revised Basin Management Plan should 
mgage in a broader management scheme for the basin’s water resources in the near-term and interim period 
until the long-term preferred alternative is implemented. Our critique of the Plan would suggest that although 
I he water supply imbalance is thoroughly addressed, additional prescriptions for water resource management in 
the near-term and interim period could be identified in the Plan. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

‘The request to consider additional prescriptions for water resources management was first expressed in 
comments to the 1993 Basin Management Plan and was reiterated in regards to the draft Basin Management 
Plan 2000. Our request for additional management prescriptions has now been deemed by the County as 
‘-outstanding issues” to be addressed by the PVWMA. These outstanding issues involve characterization and 
action to address nitrates, the identification and protection of recharge areas, the impacts of groundwater 
pumping to stream baseflow or dry reaches in Corralitos Creek, and the deepening of wells into deeper aquifers 
and the CEQA ramifications of whether an environmental determination is necessary or not. The request to 
;Iddress these outstanding issues was most recently transmitted to your Board Chair in a letter dated June 22, 
2001, signed by Tony Campos, Chairman of the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors. A copy of the letter 
is included as an attachment to this letter. 
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Ollr staff recognizes that the draft Revised Basin Management Plan addresses well replacement and states, “that 
th 2 Revised Basin Management Plan Em will serve as the CEQA document upon which individuals seeking to 
deepen wells may rely.” We appreciate the inclusion of this issue in your draft Plan. We would additionally 
suggest that the Plan is the appropriate document to identify and direct implementation of actions to address the 
re naining outstanding issues. It is our staffs firm belief that the remaining outstanding issues relate to the 
Plsn’s third stated objective, “initiate long-range programs to protect water supply and quality within the 
b: sin”. 

Upon reviewing the Plan, two new issues are worthy of a general comment. The first is that land fallowing is 
n o t  considered on equal footing with other elements, alternatives or strategies. The description provided on 
page 3-3 does not accomplish this. Voluntary easements that limit groundwater pumping could possibly be had 
fc r less than the ful l  purchase price used to estimate the cost of fallowing on page 3-3. Land trust (e.g. 
American Farmland Trust or Nature Conservancy), Coastal Conservancy, or federal/state money (e.g. federal 
F v m  Bill or Williamson Act) may be available to subsidize voluntary easements/leases/purchases. The concept 
o ’fallowing through voluntary easements or temporary set-asides could be more hliy developed in the Plan. 
The concept js generally dismissed in the plan. The .adverse consequences of this approach as a long-tern 
solution need to be demonstrated or supported by analysis. Fallowing through voluntary easements or 
tc,mporary set&des may warrant consideration by the PVWMA in the near-term or interim period until a long- 
ttkrm solution is implemented. 

7 he second new additional issue of concern involves management oversight for the potential proliferation of 
private wells, protecting water quality consumed in these wells, and developing adequate mitigation for new 
development within the unincorporated area inside the City of Watsonville’s water service area. Our staff 
nlaintains a concern that the amended water service policy of the City of Watsonville could lead to random 
development of private wells in an area once served by municipal water. Staff has additional concern that the 
~resence of nitrates at elevated levels may impair water quality in private wells. County staff would request the 
Agency include this issue in its Plan to help direct and implement an orderly development of private wells, 
i.ldividua1 and small water systems in this area where municipal supply has been historically provided, 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

r B  Comment 

E:S-6 
“able ES-1 No growth in conservation is factored into the demand for 2040 Conditions. 

::-9, 2.3.4 The Plan should give an accounting of metered groundwater production and other estimated 
pumpage. The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District does this annually. 

Fig.2-8 Why does the figure not show the chloride content at the dedicated coastal monitoring wells. 
Wouldn’t this additional data be extremely important given the reversed groundwater flow 
gradient. The point could be emphasized by superimposing groundwater contours onto the 
figure. 

2-2 1 
1-ig.2-IO Urban Water Use figures are four years old. This production is metered and should be available 

for review in the Plan. A n  estimate is provided for year 2000 in Table 2-4. It  should be hrther 
noted that the slope of use for years 92-96 has increased sharply on Figure 2-10. 

s5 
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Nitrates are a genuine concern for drinking water quality in wells throughout the Pajaro Valley 
groundwater basin. This degradation of water quality should influence basin management 
planning to a much greater level than as is addressed in this and previous basin management 
plans, The lack of focus on this issue is an outstanding issue that the County has with 
PVWMA’s basin manasement planning. Increased levels of nitrates in groundwater have been 
documented in numerous Monterey County data reports, in your State of the Basin report and 
elsewhere. This degradation is especially noted in water table conditions but it should not be 
considered as a problem only in shallow wells. A figure with groundwater contours, municipal 
wells, small and individual water system wells and nitrate hot spots would be revealing of who’s 
at risk and should be considered for inclusion. 

The presence of nitrates at elevated levels should be included in the description of problem to be 
solved. This section as drafted only pertains to irrigation water quality objectives. It should 
additionally consider management planning to meet drinking water quality objectives. 

Water conservatian planning should consider a residential ultra low flush toilel rebate (or explain 
that one is in place). The urban water conservation planning target of 500 AFY is approximately 
4% of the 12,000 AFY demand. Is it not possible to plan to achieve a higher ta;’get of 
conservation savings? The urban water use factor of 13 1 gpd per capita (Table 2-4), when 
compared to elsewhere in the county, would suggest that greater urban conservation savings are 
achievable. 

The Agency should consider water pricing on increments of use per acre and not on crop type. 
Growers should be free to choose the crops they grow understanding a rate structure based on 
increased costs for increased increments of use. 

Staff thoroughly supports the Agency for its actions considering well replacement. County 
staffs concern for managing the deeper aquifer is based on considerations for its overall water 
balance as well as seawater intrusion. The language in this section could better address this 
concern for the water balance equation (reduction in the inflow component) as it relates to  
overdraft and change in groundwater storage in the deeper aquifer. 

The last sentences in the first and second paragraphs may be unfounded with regards to limited 
term conservation easements until a basin-wide or coastal solution is implemented. Limited term 
conservation easements could be considered in the interim period and should be evaluated 
against the fu l l  cost of purchasing additional CVP contracts and delivery infrastructure. 

This section should not assume that growers would be averse to voluntary easements that allow 
any use except groundwater pumping, or that places a limit on groundwater pumping (for which 
they are reimbursed). The water quality paragraph could be rewritten, stating that it is a concern, 
but it may be addressed with marginal extra treatment or blending. 

(First paragraph) PVWMA should not assume no future increases unless they are prepared to 
enforce that. This is true of page 5-26 also. Increases in demand from the 1993 BMP (assumed 
no increases in demand) re-iterates this point. Given the basin’s current condition, PVWMA 
should consider some manner to enforce or regulate a per acre allocation with no hture 
increases. 

No evaluation or analysis of the pumping of supplemental wells is offered in the Plan. Will a new 
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pumping depression be created in a confined setting or under water table conditions? How will 
this depression affect groundwater levels, energy costs associated with pumping lifts and water 
quality in nearby wells. It would seem that the well construction characteristics of the proposed 
supplemental wells and the associated aquifer characteristics could be more h l l y  developed in 
the Plan. 

It should be noted that the concept of purchasing CVP water on the open market is the same 
concept as voluntary easements since the CVP water would be available from land fallowed 
elsewhere. 

The policy and regulatory issues associated with land fallowing need greater development in the 
Plan in order to analyze or discount this alternative as inadequate over the long-term. 
The statement that “These adverse impacts give it a low economic score” needs to be 
demonstrated or supported with analysis. 

(first bullet point beneath table 5-14) The statement that “The associated reduction in 
agricultu’ral production would be costly to implement and would cause significant economic 
impacts tpthe local economy ...” needs to be demonstrated or supported with analysis. 

(Land Assessments) Using land assessments as a method to pay for water service is difficult to 
justi@, It reduces economic incentives for conservation (i.e., the price of water is dependent on a 
land assessment rather than the amount of water used). The more directly and completely water 
price is linked to level of use, the better. 

* 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Irl closing, although our comments our lengthy, we are pleased to have had the opportunity to  review your draft 
Revised Basin Management Plan. We would like to acknowledge your agency’s effort to prepare this draft 
p-an. The Plan identifies several sustainable, long-term strategies for balancing the groundwater basin and 
e iminating seawater intrusion. Staff is especially gratified that the draft Plan also addresses the outstanding 
i: sue of well replacement and that the Agency’s consultants have recently begun to meet with County staff to 
aldress the nitrate issue. We hope that our comments are constructive as they relate to basin management 
planning issues. Our staff would be happy to meet with yours to help clarify or expand upon any of the 
cJmments we have offered. 

I s  always, we appreciate the interaction of your staff with ours and we offer our support to you and the 
Agency as you continue to meet and address water resource issues throughout the Pajaro Valley. 

F.especthlly, 

bwd42sg-” 
Bruce Laclergue 
TVater Resources Manager 

t lc/pvletterO 1-02 

cc: Environmental Health Services 
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June 22, 2001 

Frank Capurro , Chair 
Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency 

Watsonville, CA 95076 

I. 

. 36 Brennan Street 

RE: REQUEST FOR THE PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY (PVWMA) TO ADDRESS OUTSTANDING ISSUES 
DENTIFIED BY COUNTY WATER RESOURCE STAFF 

Dear M 

the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 
accepted a progress report entitled "Ongoing Activities to 
Mitigate Overdraft In,The Pajaro Valley." A copy of the report 
is attached to this letter. In the report, our Water Resources 
staff states that progress is being made on many fronts. Our 
Board and staff would like to congratulate your Agency f o r  its 
notable achievements in basin management planning and water 
conservation. 

At the same time, our staff has informed us of four "outstanding" 
issues which have not yet been addressed by the PVWMA. These 
issues are termed "outstanding" because they were first 
transmitted to the PtrwMA in the County's comments to the 1993 BMP 
and, -again, in comments to the draft BMP2000. The outstanding 
issues involve characterization and action to address nitrates, 
the identification and protection of recharge areas, the impacts 
of groundwat-er pumping to stream baseflow or dry reaches in 
Corralitos Creek, and the deepening of wells into deeper 
aquifers, and the CEQA ramifications of whether an environmental 
determination is necessary or not. A copy of the County's 
previous comments to the 1993 BMP and draft EIR, and to the BMP 
2000, are also included as attachments to this letter. 
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The County, at the request of its Water Resource staff, would 
like to know how and when the PVWMA intends to address these 
issues. Our Board recognizes that our respective managers will be 
meeting soon to discuss the development of an impact fee for 
water supply development and expanded water conservation 
programs. Perhaps the two managers can also set a mutually- 
agreeable timetable to address the.outstanding issues as well. 

In conclusion, the County would like to again thank the PVWMA for 
its notable achievements and request that your staff address the 
outstanding issues as identified previously and reiterated,in 
this letter. 

Please feel free to’contact Bruce Laclergue at 454-3112 if you 
have any additional questions about issues raised in this letter. 

TC:lg 
Attachments 

cc : druce Laclergue , Planning 
Clerk of the Board 

2481B4 

6 5  



ORDINANCE NO. m m  , o $ b  
AN INTERIM OFWNANCE OF THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY, STATE OF . .  
CALIFORNIA, ADDING CHAPTER 16.75 TO THE MONTEREY COUNTY 
CODE, IMPOSING CERTAIN LIMITATIONS OF LIMITED DURATION ON 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE NORTH MONTEREY COUNTY HYDROGEOLOGIC 

. STUDY AREA THAT PROPOSES TO ' USE .WATER, PENDING 0 3 3 4  

' GENERAL PLAN, AREA PLANS, COASTAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, 
AND/OR APPLICABLE ZONING ORDINANCES FOR THE IMPACT AREA AS 
DEFINED. 

CONSIDERATION OF APPROPRIATE AMENDMENTS TO THE COUNTY 

County Counsel Summary 

This interim ordinance adds Chapter 16.75 to the Monterey County Code to limit 
development andprohibir the approval of any discretionaty or ministerial application for 
an)' development project located in the .North Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study 
Areu that proposes to use wafer, wirh the exception of an application for  an addition, 
remodel, or reconstruction of an existing residence, or construction of thefirst residence 
or commercial or industrial use on a vacant existing legal lot ofrecord, provided that the 
commercial or industrial use requires no more than 0.4 acre-feet of water per year. This 
ordinance will not apply to any discretionary or ministerial application or application 
.request forany development project located in the Study Area that proposes to use water 
which was made on or before August 9, 2000. This ordinance also prohibits rhe ! 

conversion of non-irrigated land to irrigated land for agricultural purposes. An applicant 
with a discretioAary permit made on or before August 9,2000 and subsequently approved 
'may appiy for  a building permit for the approved use, This ordinance expires 18 months 
from its date of adoption unless extended by the Board ufSupenhors. 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey ordains as follows: 

Chapter.16.75 

NORTH MONTEREY COUNTY HYDROGEOLOGIC AREA DEVELOPMENT 
LIMITATIONS 

t 

SECTION 1. Chapter 16.75 is added to  the Monterey County Code to read as 
follows: 

Sections: 
16.75.01 0 Findings and Declarations. 
16.75.020 Purpose. 
16.75.030 .Applicability. 
16.75.040 Definitions. 
16.75.050 Regulations. 
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... . , ~ 

" 16.75.060 Exemptions. 
16.75.070 Enforcement. 

. . .  

16.75.080 Severability. 
16.75.090 Actions Held in Abeyance. 
16.75.1 00 No Taking of Property Intended. 
1 6.75.1 10 Effective Date. 0336  * . 

16.75.01 0 FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 

A. North Monterey County is expaiencing severe overdraft conditions 
resulting in falling water levels and seawater intmsion. The current water use is estimated 
to exceed the average recharge by more than 100 percent. The North Monterey County 
Hydrogeologic Study, Volume 1 (Water Resources), prepared in October 1995 by Fugro- 
West Inc., states .that the area is in a state of overdraft, with a deficit of 11,700 acre-feet. 
Nitrate Contamination levels are also increasing and. have had a significant impact on 
domestic water supply in North County. These water constraints apply specifically to the 
North Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study Area. 

B. The North County Area Plan and Land Use Plan recognize the existence of 
these problems and direct that studies be made to determine the safe-yield of the. North 
Monterey County aquifers and that procedures thereafter be adopted to manage 

.~ development in the area so as to minimize adverse effects on the aquifers and preserve them 
as viable sources of water for human consumption. The approval of any new development - . * 

proposaIs that would use water, along with ,current agricultural practices, future urban 
development accommodated through subdivisions in the North County area, and potential 
conversion of land to agricultural use, would exacerbate the existing significant adverse 
cumulative impact to water quantity and quality in this area. 

. .. . .  

. C. There is a cunent and immediate threat to the public health, safety, and 
welfare, and approval of new applications for land use permits and entitIements, 'located 
within the.North Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study Area, that propose to use water 
while County staff, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors study and 
consider possible general and area plan, coastal implementation plan, or zoning ordinance 
amendments, would exacerbate the current threat to the public health, safety, and welfare. I' 

D. ' ~ The County is in the process of completing the Comprehensive Water 
Resources Management R a n  for North County. This document is. intended to identify 
long-term measures and 'short-term strategies that address water shortages in the North 
Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study Area. Upon completion of the Study, County 
staff will present various strategies to the Board of Supervisors, one of which will include 
possible amendments to the County's various land use regulations to address the poor 
quality and Iack of water in this area. In  order to avoid the grant of discretionary and 
ministerial permits that may be inconsistent with any contemplated amendments to the 
County's land use regulations, it is necessary for the County to adopt this interim 
ordinance. 

2 
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16.75.020 PURPOSE. ’ -= 4 0 2 0 8  

It is the purpose and intent of this chapter to temporarily prohibit new water 
consumption in the North Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study Area to protect the 
health, safety, and welfare of existing water users. This temporary prohibition will~allow 
the identification and adoption of alternatives and methods to achieve a ,long-term 
sustainable water supply for the Study Area. . 

16.75.030 APPLICABILITY. Q337 

A. Applicable to Study Area. The regulations set foith in this chapter shall 
apply to development that proposes to use water located in the North Monterey County 
Hydrogeologic Study Area, as shown on the map entitled “North Monterey County 
Hydrogeologic Study Area” attached hereto and made a part of this chapter. 

1. ’ any application for an addition, remodel, or reconstruction of an 
a existing residence, or a development permit for the first dwelling unit for a vacant 

existing lot of record; . _ _  . . ... 
. .  

~ .. ~ .. . .. - ... . . -. ’ ’ . .~ 

I 
. . 2. any discretionary or ministerial application or application request 

for any development project located in the North Monterey County Hydrogeologic study 
Area that proposes t o p e  water which was made on or before August 9, 2000; 

3. an applicant with a discretionary permit application made on or 
before August 9, 2000, and subsequently approved, may apply for a building permit for 
the approved use; 

4. rebuilding of any structure destroyed by fire, explosion, act of God, 
or act of public enemy. Except for reconstruction of a dweIling unit, a structure may be (. 
rebuilt to a total floor area and volume not exceeding that of the structure destroyed; and 

T 5. any application for new commercial or industria! development on a 
vacant existing legal lot of record that wiIl not use in excess of  0.4 acre-feet of water per 
year. 

6. Anv application for a new or replacement well construction permit, 

7. Any construction activity related to a use allowed by this chapter. 
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. .  . . .  16.75.040 .’ _ ’ ’  DEFMITIONS.“’ 
. .  . 

m m -  4 
A. “Agriculture” means the art or science of cultivating the ground, harvesting 0f0209 

crops, rearing and management of livestock, tillage, husbandry, farming, horticulture, and 
fbrestry, the science and art of the production of plants and animals useful to man or 
woman, and wildlife management that uses water. 

. .  

. B. “Application Request”, means that initial form provided by the P l a n n i ~ ‘  and o3  38  
Building Inspection Department to a prospective appIicant for the purpose of assisting the 
planner in a future appointment to discuss the apphcant’s project. An application request 
submitted to the Planning and Building Inspection Department on or before August 9, 
2000 is exempt. 

C. “Development” means physical changes, on land, in or under water, to 
include: . .  

1. Change in the density or intensity of use of land,.including but not 
limited to: 

a. Subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act 
(commencing with Section 6641 0 of the Government Code); 

i. b. Any other division of land, including lot splits; and,  
. .  . 

. .. . - . . _ _  . .. . 
c. Conditional certificates of compliance pursuant’ to the 

Subdivision Map Act. 

2. Change in the intensity of use of water; 

3. Expansion or construction of water wells, surface water diversions, 
except for replacernen! thereof; 

5. Any use of water for new agriculture, as defined. 

I D. “Discretionary Appiication” means an application for any permit that 
requires review and approval by a decision making body including but not limited to the 
Monterey County Zoning Administrator, Monterey County Planning Commission or the 
Board of Supervisors. 

E. “Intensification of use of water” for the purposes of this chapter means an 
increased level of use of water for existing agricultural, commercial, industrial, or 
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residential property over and above that in existence as of the effective date of this 
ordinance. 

. F. “Ministerial Application” means an application for any permit the 
issuance of which involves the application of fixed standards or objective measures, and 
does not involve the exercise of discretion or personal judgment, including but not 
limited to issuance of buildings permits, business licenses ‘andor approval of final 
subdivision maps, utility service connections and/or disconnections. 

0 3 3 9  ’ 

G. “Water Use” means any activity involving development of real property 
that requires the use of water. 

16.75.050 REGULATIONS. 

A. No application shall be approved for any discretionary or ministerial 
permit located in the North Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study Area that proposes to 
use water, except as specified in Sections 16.75.030 and 16.75.060 of this Chapter. 

B. No person may convert unirrigated land to irrigated land for agricultural 
purposes. 

16.75.060 EXEMPTIONS. This chapter shall not apply to the following: 
” ”  

. . .  . -  

A. Any application for an addition to, remodel of, .or reconstruction of an 
existing residence, or a development permit for the first dwelling unit for a vacant 
existing lot of record. 

I 

B. Any discretionary or ministerial application or application request for any 
development project located in the North Monterey County Hydrogeologic Study Area 
that proposes to use water which was made on or before August 9,2000. 

C. A discretionary permit application for a structure or use made on or before 
August 9,2000, and subsequently approved. 

D. Rebuilding of any structure destroyed by fire, explosion, act of God, or act 
of public enemy. Except for reconstruction of a dwelling unit, a structure ‘may be rebuilt 
to a total floor area and volume not exceeding that of the structure destroyed. 

E, A n y  application for new commercial or industrial development o n  a vacant 
existing legal lot of record that will not use in excess of 0.4 acre-feet of water per year. 

F. Any application for a new or replacement well construction permit. 

G. Any construction activity related to a use allowed by this chapter. i 
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. .  
16.75.070 . ENFORCEMENT.' - 

A. It shall be the duty of the Director ofplanning and Building Inspection of 
the County of Monterey and all officers and employees of said County herein.charged by 
law with the enforcement of this chapter, to enforce all provisions of this chapter. 

' B. A n y  building or structure set up, erected, constructed, altered, enlarged, , 

converted, moved, or maintained, contrary to the provisions of this chapter, and/or any 
use of any land, building, or premises, established, conducted, operated, or maintained, 
contrary to the provisions of this chapter, shall be, and the same is hereby declared to be, 
a violation of this chapter and a public nuisance. 

C. The County may summarily abate the public nuisance and the County 
Counsel or the District Attorney may bring civil suit, or other action, to enjoin or abate 
the nuisance. The remedies provided in this chapter shall be cumulative and not 
exclusive. 

16.75.080 SEVERABILITY. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this chapter is for any 

* portions of this chapter. The Board of Supervisors hereby deciares that it would have 
reason held to be invalid, such decision shall not affect the vaIidity of the remaining 

passed this chapter and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, and phrase thereof, . 

irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, or 
phrases be declared invalid. 

I I 

2 16.75.090 ACTIONS HELD IN ABEYANCE. 

4' 
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\ 
Should any person, firm, or corporation violate the terms of this chapter, and any 

action is authorized either by the Board of Supervisors, County Counsel, or District 
Attorney, or is in fact filed by said agencies for said violation, no other action shall be 
taken on any application filed by or on behalf of said person, firrn, or corporation, until 
the litigation has been resolved. 

16.75.100 NO TAKING OF PROPERTY NTENDED. 

Noth'ing in this chapter shall be interpreted to effect an unconstitutional taking of 
property of any person. If the Board of Supervisors determines, based on specific , 

evidence in the administrative record, that the appIication of one or more of the 
provisions of this chapter to a proposed project would effect an unconstitutional taking of 
private property, the Board shall disregard such provision or provisions to the extent 
necessary to avoid such unconstitutional taking. 
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16.75.1 10 EFFECTIVE DATE. 
0 2 1 2  * 

This ordinance shall become effective retroactively to August 9, 2000, and shall ~ 

i expire 18 months from its date of adoption unless extended by the Board of Supervisors. 
No environmental review shall be required prior to the expiration or extension of this 
ordinance. 

PASSED AND this I g t h  day OfSeptember, 2000, by the following 0 3 4 1  

AYES: 
NOES: : 
ABSENT: 

Chair, Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

ATTEST: 
SALLY R. REED 
Clerk of the Board 

. .... 

- 
Approved as to Form 
ADRIENNE M. GROVER 

' County Counsel 

I 
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PAJARO VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENTAGENCY 
36 BRENNAN STREET. 0 WATSONVILLE, CA 95076 

TEL: (83 1) 722-9292 0 FAX: (83 1) 722-3139 
ernail: info@pvwma.dst.ca.us http://www.pvwma.dst.ca.us 

February 11,2002 

Chairperson Jan Beautz and Members of the Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Re: Board Agenda for meeting of February 12,2002: Item 57.1: “Adopt 
Resolution in Support of Measure N, the Stop Seawater Intrusion Initiative, 
and Consider Groundwater Management Options, Including the Declaration 
of a Groundwater Emergency, in the Event Measure N Is Not Approved” 

Dear Chairperson Beautz and Members of the Board: 

On behalf of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PVWMA), I would 
like to express appreciation to you and the entire Board of Supervisors for considering 
adoption of a resolution in support of Measure N. Voter approval of Measure N is crucial 
if the PVWMA is to move forward to implement the water projects and management 
programs identified in the recently adopted Basin Management Plan. 

Others who have already endorsed Measure N include Assemblyman Simon 
Salinas, Monterey County Supervisor Lou Calcagno, former Santa Cruz County Supervisor 
Ray Belgard, the Monterey County Water Resources Agency Board of Directors, the 
Pajaro Valley Chamber of Commerce, and the group Pajaro Valley Citizens for a Long- 
Term Water Supply Solution, which is actively campaigning on behalf of Measure N. The 
Watsonville City Council will be considering a resolution of support for Measure N 
tomorrow afternoon. 

Should Measure N fail, the PVWMA will immediately initiate and pursue 
discussions regarding a strict demand management solution with the City of Watsonville 
and Santa Cruz, Monterey, and San Benito Counties. Without additional supplies, any 
such strict demand management approach would require a severe cutback in current water 
use rates, plus restriction of new water uses, with serious economic and social 
ramifications. Given these seemingly inevitable impacts, the PVWMA would want to 
work hand-in-hand with the affected land use agencies to craft policies and implementing 
mechanisms that are consistent, complementary, and effective in terms of utilizing our 
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Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 
February 11,2002 
Page 2 

respective legal authorities. Accordingly, we urge your Board to look to collaborative 
options first as you begin to discuss groundwater management options in the event of a 
Measure N defeat. 

0 3 4 4  

Again, thank you for interest in and potential support of Measure N. Please let me know if 
I can provide additional information. 

Yours truly, 

Charles McNiesh 
General Manager 

cc: Watsonville City Council 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
San Benito County Board of Supervisors 
Santa Cruz County Water Advisory Commission 
PVWMA Board of Directors 
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