REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA
May 27, 2020; 8:30 a.m.

AGENDA
The public shall have the opportunity to directly address the Board on any item of interest before or during the Board’s
consideration of that item. Public comment on items within the jurisdiction of the Board is welcomed, subject to reasonable
time limitations for each speaker. Public documents relating to any open session item listed on this agenda that are
distributed to all or a majority of the members of the Board of Directors less than 72 hours before the meeting are available
for public inspection in the customer service area of the Authority’s Administrative Office at the address listed above. In
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you have a disability and need a disability-related modification or
accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the Executive Director of the Authority at (916) 847-7589.
Requests must be made as early as possible, and at least one full business day before the start of the meeting. The
Executive Committee may consider any agenda item at any time during the meeting.

Note: Pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20, and given the
state of emergency regarding the threat of COVID-19, the meeting will be
held via teleconference.
We encourage Committee members and participants to join the meeting 10
minutes early. Note that we will use GoToMeeting to share slides and other
information during the meeting. Use the link below to join GoToMeeting. If
you have a microphone that you can use with your computer, it should be
possible to both listen to, and participate in, the meeting through
GoToMeeting. If you do not have a microphone, or a headset with a
microphone, that plugs into your computer via USB port, you will need to
call into the conference line to listen and comment, although you still
should be able to view the meeting materials on GoToMeeting. Please do
not simultaneously use a microphone through GoToMeeting and the
telephone conference line. That combination results in audio problems for
all participants.
Meeting Information:
Please join my meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/438266245
You can also dial in using your phone.
United States: +1 (571) 317-3122
Access Code: 438-266-245

1.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Members of the public who wish to address the
committee may do so at this time. Please keep your comments to less than
three minutes.

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR
a. Minutes of the April 22, 2020 Executive Committee meetings
Action: Approve the April 22, 2020 Executive Committee meeting
minutes.

4.

STRATEGIC PLAN
Discussion: Jim Peifer, Executive Director

5.

METER COLLABORATIVE
Presentation and Discussion: Jim Peifer, Executive Director and David
Gordon, Citrus Heights Water District

6.

SACRAMENTO CENTRAL GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY
Discussion: Jim Peifer, Executive Director

7.

LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY UPDATE
Information Presentation: Ryan Ojakian, Legislative and Regulatory Affairs
Manager
Action: Adopt positions on legislation

8.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT

9.

DIRECTORS’ COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT
Upcoming meetings:
Executive Committee Meetings: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 at 8:30 a.m. and July
22, 2020 at 8:30 a.m. at the RWA Office, the location is subject to change
depending on the COVID-19 emergency
Regular Board Meeting: Thursday, July 9, 2020, 9:00 a.m., at the RWA Office, the
location is subject to change depending on the COVID-19 emergency
Special Board Meetings - Strategic Planning Workshops: Friday, June 19, 2020 and
Friday, June 26, 2020. Location and times are yet to be determined
The RWA Board Meeting electronic packet is available on the RWA website at
https://rwah2o.org/meetings/board-meetings/ to access and print the packet.

May 27, 2020

AGENDA ITEM 3: CONSENT CALENDAR

Approval of the minutes from the April 22, 2020 Executive Committee meeting
Action: Approve the April 22, 2020 Executive Committee meeting minutes
Attachments:
Draft April 22, 2020 Executive Committee meeting minutes

Regional Water Authority
Executive Committee Meeting
Draft Minutes
April 22, 2020
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Schmitz called the meeting of the Executive Committee to order at
8:30 a.m. as a teleconference meeting. Individuals in attendance are
listed below:
Executive Committee Members
Ron Greenwood, Carmichael Water District
Marcus Yasutake, City of Folsom
Sean Bigley, City of Roseville
Michelle Carrey, City of Sacramento
Paul Schubert, Golden State Water Company
Brent Smith, Placer County Water Agency
Kerry Schmitz, Sacramento County Water Agency
Dan York, Sacramento Suburban Water District
Marty Hanneman, San Juan Water District
Staff Members
Jim Peifer, Rob Swartz, Ryan Ojakian, Josette Reina-Luken, Amy Talbot,
Cecilia Partridge, Monica Garcia and Ryan Bezerra, legal counsel
Others in Attendance
John Woodling, GEI Consultants, Brian Sanders, City of Sacramento,
Tony Firenzi, Placer County Water Agency, Pam Tobin, Paul Helliker and
Greg Zlotnick, San Juan Water District, Craig Locke, Sacramento
Suburban Water District

2.

PUBLIC COMMENT
None.

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR
Minutes of the March 25, 2020 Executive Committee meeting
Motion/Second Carried (M/S/C) Mr. Greenwood moved, with a second
by Mr. York, to approve the March 25, 2020 Executive Committee
meeting minutes. Ron Greenwood, Carmichael Water District, Marcus
Yasutake, City of Folsom, Sean Bigley, City of Roseville, Michelle
Carrey, City of Sacramento, Paul Schubert, Golden State Water
Company, Brent Smith, Placer County Water Agency, Kerry Schmitz,

Sacramento County, Dan York, Sacramento Suburban Water District
and Marty Hanneman, San Juan Water District voted yes. The motion
carried by the unanimous voice vote of all directors present.
4.

FISCAL YEAR 2020 – 2021 BUDGET
Mr. Peifer said that a key element of the new budget is the increased services that
are being proposed in the budget and going to be utilized through the year. He said
that we can do a better job on communication within the region with member support
in the coming year. The services received from Bartkiewicz, Kronick & Shanahan
are invaluable to the Executive Director and RWA staff as continued support is
provided for legislative activities, guiding staff through the flood that occurred at the
beginning of the year and now COVID-19.
The budget supports important work that RWA does including planning, grant
acquisition and administration, water use efficiency efforts and advocacy. A modest
budget is being presented for discussion with a lower than the initial dues increase
suggested for member agencies, associate member dues increase by 3% and no
increase for affiliate members. We rely on the participation of our affiliate members
to help us be successful with the RWA mission and we want to encourage those
agencies to continue participating by not raising their dues.
Once everything gets back to normal and recovery begins in the coming year, we
hope to get back on track with the completion of the strategic plan.
Josette Reina-Luken, Financial and Administrative Services Manager, gave a budget
presentation with what has been changing regarding revenues, expenses,
designation and cash flow. The budget includes two different budgets combined
together for reporting purposes. The operating budget is called the core program
and the subscription program budget is the program budget. When the budget is
approved by the board it is approving the operating or core program. The
subscription program is based on an agreement that is approved by the program
participants. For reporting purposes everything falls under the RWA umbrella. She
described the line items for each budget. The subscription programs can straddle
multiple years creating a cash flow issue because reimbursements are received
quarterly but the billing occurs monthly and budget is reported annually ending on
June 30th. We collect the money from the members ahead of time to start the work
and when the work is finished that is submitted as a reimbursement. When
reimbursement from the grant is received the money that was paid in is then
refunded back to all the participants. Subscription programs are important because
they contribute revenue into the core program and offset staffing expense. RWA will
see these revenues going down in the out years because we have not added new
programs as of yet, but we know that is not the case with Proposition 1, water bank,
and other grant opportunities which will improve forecasted revenues.
Ms. Reina-Luken gave a budget presentation looking at a dues increase of 7%. We
stopped at 7% because there is a structural budget deficit, but at 7% the non-

designated cash will run out at the end of fiscal year 2023. If we go lower than the
dues increase, projected cash will stop at the end of fiscal year 2022. Cash is
important for RWA because it can buffer and close that gap on the structural budget
deficit as expenses are out pacing revenue. The gap has to be closed in order to
have a balanced budget. One of the reasons that we went from a projected 18%
increase to a 7% increase is due to the fiscal year 2019 audit results, when RWA
turned out to be in a much better cash position than originally anticipated resulting
from an executive director vacancy that was budgeted for a full year, office and
administrative expenses that came in below estimates and an increase in income
from subscription programs.
At the time the budget was compiled the new Executive Director’s salary and the
new Financial Administrative Service Manager’s salaries were not known, so they
were budgeted at the prior year level with a 6% increase. Staffing costs will be
going down below the original estimate. A baseline budget for future years was set
as a course of stabilizing future rate increases to see how long cash on hand lasts
and then make adjustments to the rate increases accordingly.
The RWA shares 50% costs with SGA including administration costs as well as
paying a portion of staff. Staffing costs have increased with a halftime SGA
annuitant hired at a maximum of $60,000 annually that will run through RWA as the
employer of record with reimbursement from SGA. SGA is planning to transition
from an annuitant to a full-time staff dedicated to SGA in FY22. The SGA board also
approved adding 10% of the Legislative and Regulatory Manager position as part of
their reimbursement to keep informed on groundwater issues at the state level.
Ryan Ojakian will give updates on anything applicable to their program objectives
that is in the regulatory area at the SGA board meetings. The budget is based on no
expected changes in membership. Since no determination or agreements have
been made with regard to SCGA, that is not reflected in the budget numbers. The
Water Efficiency program will remain at 40% for the core budget.
There is an adjustment in the budget to keep with the policy that RWA adopted to
pay off the unfunded liability with the four-year timeframe. This has increased RWA
payments from the budgeted $15,000 to a budgeted $36,000. There is volatility
when we look at funding this in the short-term versus the longer term and it could be
higher in fiscal year 2022. We budget what is known at the time and then make
adjustments as we receive additional information. When new programs are added,
revenues improve. RWA and SGA share consulting, expenses, audit costs,
computer expenses and IT service expenses. Some expenses are not shared like
legal fees that are distinct to their agency.
General liability insurance is one of the areas that SGA cost shares because we are
all in the same office with the same employees. We did have to increase the
telephone and internet web hosting because we don't know how much longer we will
be having teleconference meetings and we might have increased expenses in that
category. We did have some special occasions like retirement parties that will not be

repeated expenses. Printing supplies expenses includes all of the packets and our
mail outs. Dues and subscriptions can be for reading materials, affiliations,
certifications, things of that nature. Computer hardware, software and maintenance
are for computers and associated computer maintenance which increased. The
reason that category is increasing is because of the computer server replacement,
staff will be migrating to Office 365, and there is a license payment per user. We are
also increasing use of the cloud backup storage and making some improvements in
that area. These projections are worst-case scenarios, in meaning that they are
likely projected higher than actual costs, because of the fact that we don't have all
the information yet. When we prepare a budget, we make sure that we cover the
cost of what we know and then we add some contingency funds. For example, this
year when we needed to start migrating servers over to a temporary office, that
unplanned expense would have ended up coming out of this line item. We will get
full reimbursement on all moving expenses through our insurance, we just don't
know the timing of when we will receive that reimbursement.
Under the circumstances of COVID-19 a lot of us are working from home and there
may need to be an additional allocation for computer maintenance and other areas
that support remote activities. Looking at the professional fees category, this
includes legal, audit, payroll and the general category called RWA consultant. The
RWA legal line item is being increased and was discussed last month at the
Executive Committee meeting. We are adjusting that based upon what we used and
are projected to use at the end of fiscal year 2020. The increase in expenses for
legal fees is going up by 5%, rather than the 3% because it is an specialized service
due to the credentials required. We are putting legal fees at $65,000 this year. If we
don't use it that is great but if we do use it we have it there.
The audit is being projected at $28,100 for fiscal year 2021. Looking at the
projected fiscal year 20, this service is estimated at $34,225. The overrun is
because we did go out and procure another consultant to help us complete the audit.
The audit was delayed this year which incurred some additional charges from Gilbert
and Associates. We do believe that is a one-time issue and not an ongoing issue.
ADP Payroll Services is the cost of paychecks and tax information to employees. It
goes up in the out years as we increase staff by headcount. An area that may have
questions is the RWA consultant line item and what is comprising the $307,000 total.
Some of the $307,000 total are shared costs. We segregate those costs into their
own category because certain ones like legal are all RWA costs. In addition to the
audit we have a budget audit support fee that we used for our own accounting
consultant, Nicolle Krotoski, for fiscal year 20. The projection on that service for
fiscal year 2021 is $62,000. We also budget for actuarial services in that category
for McLeod Watts who assists with the GASB 68 schedule every year. We have
human resources support at a small dollar amount, and this is a standing category
for doing any type of background checks, hiring and any HR issues that might arise.
In fiscal year 2023, this category increases because we do a salary survey every five

years. Public Relations is the IN Communications contract that increased in fiscal
year 2021.
A consulting expense general dollar amount is budgeted at $23,000 as a
miscellaneous category if we need to hire consultants for areas that we have not
anticipated. This category contains the lobbyists costs and state lobbying efforts
contract. Out of the RWA consultant expenses, SGA will pick up $94,000. This is
included in the SGA service fee. Other expenses include what we call one-time
expenses or fixed asset expenses. Anytime we add furniture or hardware it's going
to increase in that category expense. The other expense is basically the one-time
expenses that we budgeted for office furniture replacement and the new server. The
server replacement is a one-time budget item.
The core project expense has two-line items, the IRWM and the Powerhouse
Science Center. We put $10,000 in the IRWM line item although we don't expect
any expenses for fiscal year 20 in this category, it is just a placeholder in case we
need it.
We will be making $25,000 in contributions towards the Powerhouse Science Center
through fiscal year 2030. We collected all of the money in advance and we pay that
over time at $25,000 installments each year. With the $25,000 payment it actually
adds to the deficit of $176,000 for the core program because we collected revenues
for Powerhouse Science Center in previous years to offset it, so it appears that there
is a deficit, however, when you look at the designations you see that we are drawing
down on earmarked funds. RWA’s budget deficit is balanced by using previously
collected for the Powerhouse Science Center as well as non-designated cash
reserves. When we look at a projection for fiscal year 20, we show an increase in
non-designated cash after we allocated funds to the appropriate designation
categories. It goes down in out years until fiscal year 24 when there is no longer any
designated cash.
The operating fund designation is a calculation of 4 to 6 months, after the SGA
service agreement is taken out and basically spread out over a 12-month period
trying to stay with 4 to 6 months operating costs, which is RWA reserves. The
subscription program designation stabilizes membership dues in the event of
participant occurrences and is derived from how much money is coming in from
subscriptions.
In terms of months there is a decline in the operating fund coverage. If any one of
the numbers drop below four months, we would need to increase dues higher than
what is projected. At the beginning of the presentation, Ms. Reina-Luken said that
we did this at 7% and stopped there because we did not want the non-designated
cash to become zero for fiscal year 23. There is a correlation in the budget for every
1% in dues equals a certain amount of money. If the Executive Committee directs
staff to take the 7% and drop it to 5%, there will be a $20,000 decline in the nondesignated cash in the current year and in the out years. Fiscal year 22 will have a

lesser amount of non-designated cash and the operating fund will probably drop. It
is a policy decision on where we want to be in cash availability. We can have a 5%
dues increase this year and keep this at 7%, unless otherwise directed, for future
years or we can go ahead and project it all out at 5%. It depends on how far you
want this budget to go out in the sense of future cash fluidity. What is reduced now
may have consequences in out years and could be deferred in the sense of
reduction of available cash. On a year to year basis, we analyze the year end and
where we think we are going to land when we receive the audit. We can lower it and
obviously it does have an effect, both positive and negative, because in out years it
could go up. If the Executive Committee would like to make this a 5% increase for
this year that will manifest itself in the out years and would be about $20,000 less
revenue. We will have to be thinking about that in the budget outlook and want to
propose this for the Executive Committee's consideration as we develop this budget.
Last year there was an 18% rate increase proposed. We are bringing forth a 7%
and for the committee's consideration, potentially 5%. One of the things that
happens is we often receive revenue from subscription programs or other items, like
grant revenue, and that changes the forecast. It is extremely difficult to forecast five
years out into the future. We also want to make this a credible budget with the
understanding that 7% is a rough estimate particularly since the farther you go out in
the future those revenues are not guaranteed.
Mr. Peifer said that one of the things that happened this year is the City of Folsom is
becoming a larger agency with five services over the threshold for a large agency.
This was a surprise to everyone. He suggested that we stipulate that the City of
Folsom remain a medium sized agency for the current budget allowing them time to
budget to become a larger size agency next year. Mr. Yastuake thanked Mr. Peifer
for the notice about City of Folsom and appreciates the stipulation giving the city
time to adjust their budget for next year.
Mr. Bezerra said that the stipulation for the City of Folsom is already built into the
budget and did not need to be voted on separately by the full board.
Mr. Schubert said that his recommendation is to limit the current budget increase to
5%. We have yet to see the true economic impact of the pandemic that is going to
be significant to everyone. If the option is to keep the dues increase at 5% this year,
that would be the preference while being clear on what we can do with the rates in
the outgoing years.
It was agreed that a 5% increase was preferable realizing that the pandemic is going
to have an impact on the out years hopefully with some recovery next year.
Ms. Reina-Luken said that if that is what the Executive Committee directs, her
recommendation is 5% this year and 7% in succeeding years.

M/S/C Mr. Bigley moved, with a second by Mr. Schubert, to recommend
RWA Board adoption of the RWA Fiscal Year 2020 – 2021 Budget. Ron
Greenwood, Carmichael Water District, Marcus Yasutake, City of
Folsom, Sean Bigley, City of Roseville, Michelle Carrey, City of
Sacramento, Paul Schubert, Golden State Water Company, Brent Smith,
Placer County Water Agency, Kerry Schmitz, Sacramento County, Dan
York, Sacramento Suburban Water District and Marty Hanneman, San
Juan Water District voted yes. The motion carried by the unanimous
voice vote of all directors present.
5.

2020 GROUNDWATER SUBSTITUTION TRANSFER
Rob Swartz, Manager of Technical Services, said that there are a group of six
agencies contemplating a 2020 groundwater substitution transfer with ongoing
negotiations that appear favorable. One of the things that the group has requested
is technical support, similar to what was done in 2018 from RWA staff on
development of a regional monitoring and mitigation plan and assistance with actual
monitoring during the course of the transfer. Staff has put together a budget
estimate to support the effort with a couple of different options for two different types
of transfers; one being a July through September 30 transfer and a possibility of
additional transfers through October and November. This is a fairly short-term
assistance from RWA staff with essential terms included due to the rapid time frame
with which these transfers happen and the need to act quickly. We are proposing to
execute a single agency agreement with the understanding that there are multiple
agencies contracting with segments of various member agency water districts on the
transfer as well. What is proposed is a short agreement that has been reviewed by
Ryan Bezerra for RWA and by Josh Horowitz for Sacramento Suburban Water
District. Staff is seeking approval to authorize us to enter into this project
agreement.
Mr. Bezerra said that from his legal perspective this is a different kind of agreement
relative to the usual RWA program agreement. Traditionally, RWA program
agreements are several agencies working together and funding the program. Those
are not simple to put together because you have to figure out how to fund a whole
program with multiple participants. The proposed agreement is a lot different
because RWA is contracting with a member to provide direct services and therefore
can be a lot simpler. There have been instances of RWA doing this in the past. Mr.
Swartz requested the agreement be put together in the form of a simple services
agreement that could be used as a model in the future where members are taking
advantage of RWA expertise in order to get services, as opposed to putting together
a whole program agreement. The two types of agreements are different and it's
important for RWA to be able to do both. This is a model for how of members could
contract services directly from RWA in the future.
Mr. York said that a lot of effort goes into this type of work to get the transfer moving
forward and this is a good process going forward to make it a little bit simpler. He

thanked RWA and Ryan Bezerra for their efforts in putting this together. This is one
of those opportunities when subscription programs come up creating opportunities to
generate revenue. To the extent that this transfer goes through to its full fruition, this
unplanned revenue helps RWA’s bottom line in the current fiscal year, because we
are currently working on the project. Opportunities like this help us going forward
and offset increases in dues when we can offset some of the staffing costs.
M/S/C Mr. Greenwood moved, with a second by Mr. Schubert, to
approve 2020 Regional Groundwater Substitution Transfer Program
Staffing Support Agreement. Ron Greenwood, Carmichael Water
District, Marcus Yasutake, City of Folsom, Sean Bigley, City of Roseville,
Michelle Carrey, City of Sacramento, Paul Schubert, Golden State Water
Company, Brent Smith, Placer County Water Agency, Kerry Schmitz,
Sacramento County, Dan York, Sacramento Suburban Water District
and Marty Hanneman, San Juan Water District and voted yes. The
motion carried by the unanimous voice vote of all directors present.
6.

SACRAMENTO CENTRAL GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY
Mr. Peifer said that he would like to leave this item on future agendas as an item for
discussion at Executive Committee meetings, RWA and SGA board meetings for
any updates, comments or anything that we need to do with respect to the
progression of the Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority (SCGA) and their
staffing arrangements. He has been providing information to SCGA Chair Todd
Eising to prepare a roadmap to present to the RWA and SGA boards and providing
thoughts into what a potential staffing relationship would look like. A proposal is
being developed, but it has not been received from the SCGA.
Mr. Schubert has been on the SCGA board for several years and provided an
update from the SCGA perspective. SCGA staff has been talking about different
staffing arrangements. Historically, Sacramento County has provided staffing for the
Executive Director and staff. Last year through the strategic planning process the
SCGA was directed to look at alternative staffing. Tom Gohring with the Water
Forum and Jim Peifer with RWA/SGA gave presentations to the SCGA looking at
different options. The RWA/SCGA option is similar to the contract RWA has with
SGA and was the preferred and unanimous option by the board. At the last board
meeting, the SCGA Board directed Mr. Eising and Mr. Schubert to bring back a
contract to enter into an arrangement. John Woodling will be the SCGA Interim
Executive Director while going through a transition. SCGA continues developing a
proposal and doing their homework on what it looks like to get into similar staffing
that exists between RWA and SGA. SCGA believes there is tremendous regional
benefits that would strengthen all three organizations significantly.
John Woodling is just stepping into his role and is in a fact-finding mode while
making this a collaborative process and an ultimate partnership. Sacramento
County is ready to step back from providing these services but will provide support

during the transition period as what works and what provides benefit to all
organizations is evaluated. Mr. Woodling will be tasked with developing and
implementing a plan for what staffing looks like as SCGA moves forward with the
goal of being under the RWA umbrella much like SGA currently is. After May, the
role will take on three primary forms, one is ongoing operations of SCGA, the other
is oversight of the GSP Development and the two consulting contracts that are
tasked with this project and the third is to help with the longer-term transition to a
more permanent staffing situation. SCGA should be identifying what the needs are,
the functions that need to be served and the level of staff that would serve different
functions. The type of staff, administrative and technical would ultimately come from
RWA, and how it can meet its current needs and obligations to SGA and future
obligations that it may have to SCGA. The SGA agreement may have to change
since those resources are dedicated. An ideal situation is if the RWA Executive
Committee and Board decide to support this and get fully engaged, the SGA decides
to support the effort working with Mr. Woodling, and the three agencies determine in
a collaborative way for what is the best organization that can be put together to
serve the three needs.
Mr. Peifer said that he thinks it needs to be an interactive dialogue. He asked for
input from the Executive Committee members who are not directly involved. At this
time SCGA is staffed by the county to fill most of the staff functions and the County
Council serves as general counsel. There has been some concern about that and it
appears there is now unanimity of the board to move away from the county staffing.
There was unanimous support for trying to work towards this transition to be
administered by RWA. There was a large majority opposition to actually merging into
SGA and becoming one. The desire for SCGA is to maintain its independence as a
separate legal entity but to get to a point where RWA can provide the services much
like they do for SGA. SCGA has more agriculture focus and independent
commercial industrial pumpers on their board. The financing will likely be very
different for SGCA than SGA. There are meetings scheduled for RWA, SGA and
SCGA to define what moving forward looks like.
7.

FEDERAL AFFAIRS AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT
Sean Bigley presented a Federal Affairs Ad Hoc Committee update. The committee
has been asked to prepare for the potential, on the state and federal side, of some
type of legislation establishing an opportunity for local infrastructure projects to be
funded with the idea of the infrastructure projects helping to stimulate the economy
and create jobs in the context of a recovery from the COVID 19 pandemic. There
has been early discussion on the state and federal levels but there have been no
specific legislative proposals made at this time. With information received from
agencies that have federal and state lobbyist, there has been discussion at the
federal level on presenting a recovery package sometime around June or July which
could potentially include funding for local infrastructure projects. We have been
encouraged to make sure that RWA puts in an early effort to be prepared for that
conversation. There have been specific instances with some of the environment and

public works committees and staff who have made early requests in terms of what
types of local projects agencies are considering. There was discussion in the
Governor’s office regarding what local agencies are considering for infrastructure
projects that can help the COVID-19 recovery situation. There is not a lot of
information in terms of specifics as this is early in the discussion phase but we want
to take advantage of the time we have to prepare RWA in order to actively engage in
this discussion to shape where these funding areas can go but also to make sure we
are prepared to clearly articulate what types of local infrastructure projects we can
accomplish in a short period of time that provide some immediate economic stimulus
and job creation in the region. One of the key deliverables that we were asked to
put together is to have a call among our RWA member agencies for infrastructure
projects that in their opinion and assessment as member agencies would be good
candidates for a potential recovery package.
In 2008 – 2009 we had a funding opportunity that was a recovery mechanism used
during the financial crisis and fallout. From the information we are receiving from our
lobbying resources, the recovery scale now will be much more significant. Based on
what we are seeing in terms of some of the early economic projections, the damage
to the economy is expected to be more severe than the 2008-2009 experience. We
put a call out to the RWA member agencies and received a good response from
member agencies with over 150 distinct projects that covers approximately two
billion dollars’ worth of proposed regional or local infrastructure projects. A
spreadsheet tool was created with several categories that can be used to help
prioritize and create different scenarios that allows us to be flexible in upcoming
conversations with respect to how we present what the agencies projects are with
respect to infrastructure. There are several other regional efforts underway including
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments that is currently working to put
together a regional project list across multiple sectors.
The other area that is being worked on is an effort within Placer County which is
cutting across various sectors. Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce's may not
be able to lead this type of effort so RWA and other groups may be taking
leadership. This could be an opportunity to steer this into a regional effort where we
are speaking with one set of talking points, rather than having competing messages,
from a federal perspective. This effort was created with two subcommittees, led by
Anne Sanger, and is basically focused on taking the time now to begin to develop a
proposed advocacy strategy.
Once the project list is developed, other collateral pieces and components that go
with it to advocate for the list will be completed. There is early discussion about
utilizing existing federal programs to fund some recovery efforts. This is early in the
discussion no decisions have been made and no legislation has been voted upon.
There is also discussion about whether there should be specific related recovery
programs established that are more specific to this scenario. We have an
opportunity as a region to get engaged in the discussion to hopefully be able to
shape where that conversation goes. The Advocacy Subcommittee is focused on

two key pathways that have been developed through a couple of meetings. They
continue to prepare for upcoming discussion and advocacy moving forward. A
communications subcommittee was established and is considering how to effectively
communicate the region's message with what we are trying to achieve and how we
are going to be able to develop a coalition of supporters and stakeholders that can
help us move that objective forward with respect to bringing funds back to the
region.
As part of the ability to communicate with federal and state policymakers, we are
going to be working together to put white paper documents together that sum up the
situation. We are recommending that we put some effort into developing documents
that are highly visual in nature that allow us to help describe what we are trying to
achieve by identifying our specific projects and how they provide benefit to the
Federal and State governments in the context of potential funding opportunities.
Mr. Bigley said that with regards to committee meeting attendance, we want to make
this process open for RWA member agencies to participate in but at the same time
understanding the complexity of RWA and the various committees that are in place.
There are legal considerations that we need to make sure we are covering with
respect to the Brown Act, addressing the need for openness and transparency, with
respect to having too many meeting participants that are on either the Executive
Committee or the full board.
Mr. Bezerra gave a summary of the guidance document context with respect to how
we hold committee meetings to be considered by the RWA board and Executive
Committee. He said that a lot of members have been involved in related discussions
over the last few months and the issue has come up a couple of times lately. There
are some complex Brown Act issues when RWA membership meets to coordinate
activities for federal legislation, general regional coordination, or other issues. There
are two sources that derive from the Brown Act. The first is that you have two
different governing boards for Brown Act purposes, a legislative body where you
have the board of directors and the Executive Committee, both of which are
legislative bodies under the Brown Act. They should not have more than a quorum
of either board participating in a meeting that is not noticed under the Brown Act.
You should not have a meeting that involves more than four members of the
Executive Committee unless it is noticed under the Brown Act. The Board of
Directors is a little more complex because you have 21 agencies who all have
potentially at least two seats on the board of directors. Either one of the
representatives on the board can vote which makes it tricky as to exactly how many
members of a board of directors can participate in a meeting. The way the law looks
at it is you should not have more than 10 representatives of agencies in any given
coordination meeting. If you have more than 10 representatives you have
overlapping quorums between the Executive Committee and the Board of Directors,
and then you also have the issue of each agency having two directors on the board
so it makes things complicated. If you wanted to have a coordination committee
meeting and not worry about these issues, what you would do is call a special

meeting of the Board of Directors. Then whichever director showed up, it would be
fine because you would have noticed it under the Brown Act. There are basic Brown
Act rules to keep in mind in organizing these coordination meetings. One thing that
may be important in organizing these coordination meetings is the requirement that
you notice a meeting and if you have the necessary number of directors involved.
Some practical ways of dealing with the Brown Act issues include where a member
of the Executive Committee or a member of the Board of Directors participates in a
coordination committee meeting. You could have different people from agencies
participate, for example PCWA for many years has had different people participating
in different parts of RWA. Mr. Smith has participated on the Board of Directors for a
long time as have other PCWA employees who participate in the coordination
meetings. That does not present any Brown Act issues because if you have a staff
member who is not on the Board of Directors participating in the coordination
committee then you don't have that person counting in whether or not you have a
quorum of the board participating in the ad hoc or coordination meetings. This one
possibility. Members could just have different people participate in different
meetings. You can simply ensure that your staff member who sits on the RWA
board of directors is not the staff member who is participating in an ad hoc
committee meeting or a coordination meeting.
Mr. Bezerra suggested that RWA staff send a memo via email to the people who
would be participating in the ad hoc or coordinating meeting to document that the
meeting is about a subject that does not concern any decision RWA will be making.
RWA could start scheduling special meetings of RWA Board of Directors to deal with
particular subjects that would be open to the public.
Mr. Bigley suggested that we send out guidance for future meetings that Mr. Bezerra
has provided requesting the RWA member agencies confirm who they plan to send
to RWA Federal Affairs Ad Hoc Committee meetings to make sure that we are not
getting into a quorum situation for either the Executive Committee or for the board.
His recommendation is that RWA member agencies be asked to ensure they are
cognizant of who represents their agency on the board of directors and who can
actively participate in a meeting discussion.
8.

LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY UPDATE
Ryan Ojakian gave a legislative and regulatory update. There remains great
uncertainty as to what is going to happen in the legislative process. That uncertainty
comes from two areas, the budget situation for the state is up in the air because of
uncertainty on the expenditure side due to how much the state response to COVID
19 is going to cost on the revenue side and what the tax receipts are going to look
like. The tax deadline was delayed three months until July 15 th of this year. The
budget uncertainty impacts legislative issues because most bills have a cost
associated with them. The state is expecting to be significantly in the red as a result
of the COVID 19 crisis. Bills that would have had an associated fiscal cost would
have had to have been heard by the end of this week and all policy bills would have

had to have been heard by the end of next week in their first policy committees.
Because the legislature has been on recess and will be until May 4 th, it is not clear
how the legislature is going to proceed from a process standpoint on bills.
It appears that only bills that relate to either direct impacts from the wildfire crisis,
primarily PG&E related issues, and economic stimulus will have a significant chance
of moving forward. Of the areas where we typically spend a lot of focus such as
water efficiency or water quality, there likely will not be many bills moving forward.
Bill Senate Bill (SB) 1280 was related to creating a definition of what an at-risk water
system is. That Bill has then dropped but there has not been an official
announcement. According to staff for Senator Hertzberg, the 20 bills that he had in
the legislative year has been reduced to three bills. The budget picture may be
clearer in August because the legislative session doesn't end until the end of August,
so there is a possibility that policies will move forward at the end of August. It seems
like there will be an omnibus bill, a vehicle to address an issue area and those bills
may become large and cumbersome. More information will be presented at the July
RWA meeting. Assembly Bill (AB) 2887 by Assembly Member Bonta states that
water suppliers in times of emergency declared by the Governor or the President of
the United States shall not terminate service to residential or small commercial
operations for non-payment for the first three billing cycles following the declaration
of that state of emergency. It would also require water systems to reach out in those
billing cycles to those who may be affected to let them know that they can enter into
agreements to pay the full cost of their bill over 12 months. This bill seems likely to
move forward with all of the background that I gave on where the legislature is
because it does seem to fall into directly responding to the COVID 19 crisis. The
governor put out an executive order the beginning of this month prohibiting shut offs
for all water customers. There are some technical issues with AB 2887 that relate to
the use of billing cycles and the notification process. The way the bill is constructed,
it addresses the issue of shut off separately for PC regulated versus a state
waterboard regulated system. ACWA is recommending a watch and amend on this
bill. Mr. Ojakian recommended a support if amended. RWA member agencies are
already taking actions that are in this bill.
Mr. Bezerra said that SB 950 is a bill that the Planning and Conservation League is
sponsoring. The bill will amend a variety of procedural requirements to take
advantage of technology. Some of the amendments are supposed to make things
somewhat easier for affordable housing processes and potentially termination issues
and to require translations into multiple languages on various California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) related documents. There is concern about what
is in the bill. He has been trying to potentially get some additional language into the
bill that would simplify how notices of determination and exemption get filed for water
projects. The way the bill is currently written, the law says you have to file your
notice of termination or exemption in the Office of the County Clerk where the project
is located. If you are dealing with a project that moves water, you may have to file
your notice of determination in several counties. If the language could be simplified
so that it does not become a potential pitfall for water projects where CEQA notices

do not get filed, it may throw off how a case gets litigated. He is trying to work on
getting language in the bill that would deal with the notice issue.
The recommendation on both AB 2887 and SB 950 is support, if amended.
M/S/C Mr. Schubert moved, with a second by Mr. Bigley, to adopt
positions on legislation. Ron Greenwood, Carmichael Water District,
Sean Bigley, City of Roseville, Paul Schubert, Golden State Water
Company, Brent Smith, Placer County Water Agency and Kerry Schmitz,
Sacramento County voted yes. The motion carried by the unanimous
voice vote of all directors present.
9.

POLICY PRINCIPLES – COVID-19 RELIEF AND RECOVERY: GUIDING
PRINCIPLES TO SECURE OUR WATER FUTURE – US WATER
ALLIANCE
Mr. Ojakian presented information on the COVID-19 relief and recovery guiding
principles to secure our water future. This item is presented to get guidance from
the Executive Committee to determine if the Executive Director should sign on to a
national letter focused on policies for water suppliers from a national level. The
letter is well put together and has four principles. The first principle is reliable and
affordable water for all. This relates to federal conversation that there should be
federal subsidization for those who are unable to afford their water bill. This also
relates to the water shut off issue and how to ensure that the water system is made
whole or as close as possible and if there should be a program to ensure that
happens. The second principle is to strengthen water utilities of all sizes. That
relates to the potential issue of loss of revenue for water systems and who or what
will fill that loss of revenue, the policy principle suggests that it needs to be a
combination of state, local and federal.
While on the whole the principles align with RWA policies, he brought attention to
the sentence on the rate structure that is designed to ensure affordability. We do not
have the ability to edit this letter, it is just for sign on purposes.
M/S/C Mr. Schubert moved, with a second by Mr. Greenwood, to provide
direction to the Executive Director to sign onto the US Water Alliance
Guiding Principles. Ron Greenwood, Carmichael Water District, Sean
Bigley, City of Roseville, Paul Schubert, Golden State Water Company,
Brent Smith, Placer County Water Agency, Kerry Schmitz, Sacramento
County and Dan York, Sacramento Suburban Water District voted yes.
The motion carried by the unanimous voice vote of all directors present.

10.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
There has been an initial meeting on the water forum negotiations with what is called
the negotiating steering committee and five members from the Water Caucus,
members of the Public Caucus and four members of the Environmental Caucus. We

are still determining the scope and geographic extent of the topics that we are going
to work through. One option is to utilize the current structure of the water forum
agreement based on its current seven elements. The Public Caucus and Water
Caucus are developing a statement of interest that we will be providing to the
Environmental Caucus.
An issue has been raised by Greg Zlotnick regarding COVID-19 and stagnant water
in buildings, particularly commercial buildings that could potentially be a public
health hazard. We are putting some work into this especially for the City of Roseville
and the City of Sacramento in a webinar to help operators with that issue. We're still
thinking through what the level of outreach should be on this issue.
There is good news in that the water bank was identified as a potential project in the
Water Resources Development Act legislation. We still need to think about what
that means for us and if we need to engage a little bit more to shape this in a way
that is helpful to us.
11.

DIRECTORS’ COMMENTS
Ms. Carrey said that the City of Sacramento has implemented health screening for
visitors to all water supply facilities. The agreements with RWA for the Regional
Aquifer Storage and Recovery Information Project and the Regional Water Bank
have both been executed. The City of Sacramento will be sending a letter of support
for AB 2182 regarding public safety. The City is preparing for possible water transfer
activities later this season.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Schmitz adjourned the meeting at 11:31 a.m.
By:
Chairperson
Attest:
Josette Reina-Luken, Board Secretary / Treasurer
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AGENDA ITEM 4: STRATEGIC PLAN
BACKGROUND:

On February 21, the RWA Board had a workshop to provide input into the Mission,
Vision, Values and Goals for the next version of the RWA Strategic Plan. On June
19 and June 26, the RWA will have another workshop to discuss objectives. The
attached draft agendas lay out the activities for the workshop.

Discussion: Jim Peifer, Executive Director
Attachments:
June 19 RWA Board Workshop Agenda
June 26 RWA Board Workshop Agenda
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REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN 2025+ WORKSHOP 2 AGENDA
June 19, 2020 (9:00 am – Noon)
GotoMeeting

WORKSHOP PREPARATION
• Review Draft Strategic Plan Framework distributed in Board Package
WORKSHOP OUTCOMES
• Review Strategic Plan (SP25+) process, progress to date, and next steps
• Understand findings and recommendations from the Communication Workshops
conducted by Tania Carlone, CBI
• Review, confirm and vote on Mission, Vision, Values and Goals as developed from
Survey, Workshop 1 and March 19? Board Meeting
• Review and Provide Input for Objectives for Planning and Implementation Goals that
will Demonstrate Successful SP25+ Implementation over the next 5 years
• Next Steps
AGENDA
TIME
TOPIC
9:00am Introductions/Board
Business

•

PRESENTER
Executive Director

•

Tania Carlone, CBI

•

•

All

•

•

All

•

•
•

•
•
•
9:15 am

9:45 am

Call to Order/Roll Call
Public Comment
Strategic Plan Workshop
2 Process to Date
Findings and
Recommendations from
Communications Workshop
Mission, Vision, Values and
Goals

10:15 am Break
10:30 am Strategic Objectives Input
• Planning
• Implementation

OBJECTIVES
Conduct Board Business
Understand SP25+
Process to Date

Understand findings and
recommendations from
the Communication
Workshop
Review, confirm and vote
on Mission, Vision, Values
and Goals
Provide input to draft
Objectives (30 minutes
per objective)
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11:45 am Final Discussion / Next Steps

•

All

•

•
•
12:00 pm Adjourn

Workshop 3:
Communication/Advocacy
Objectives and RWA
Tagline for June 26th
Final Draft content to be
reviewed by Board in July
Final Board Vote on
SP25+ in August
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REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY
DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN 2025+ WORKSHOP 3 AGENDA
June 26, 2020 (9:00 am – 11:30 am)
GotoMeeting

WORKSHOP PREPARATION
• Review Draft Strategic Plan Framework distributed in Board Package
WORKSHOP OUTCOMES
• Review Strategic Plan (SP25+) process, progress to date, and next steps
• Review and Provide Input for Objectives for Communication and Advocacy Goals
that will Demonstrate Successful SP25+ Implementation over the next 5 years
• Review options for New RWA Tagline to complement SP25+
• Next Steps
AGENDA
TIME
9:00am

TOPIC
Introductions/Board
Business

•

PRESENTER
Executive Director

•
•

•
•
•
9:15 am
9:30 am

Call to Order/Roll Call
Public Comment
Strategic Plan Workshop 2
Process to Date
Break
Strategic Objectives Input
•
• Communications
• Advocacy

OBJECTIVES
Conduct Board Business
Understand SP25+
Process to Date

All

•

Provide input to draft
Objectives (30 minutes
per objective)

10:45 am

RWA Tagline Discussion

•

All

•

Provide input to updated
RWA Tagline to reflect
intent of SP25+

11:15 am

Final Discussion / Next Steps

•

All

•

Final Draft content to be
reviewed by Board in
July
Final Board Vote on
SP25+ in August

•
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11:30 am

Adjourn
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AGENDA ITEM 5: METER COLLABORATIVE
BACKGROUND:
The Meter Replacement Program (MRP) is an effort by a number of RWA member
agencies to evaluate and potentially implement a program to replace water meters
and ancillary services on a region wide scale which will provide an economy of scale
and reduce costs to the member agencies.
Most of the water meters within the region have been installed since the mid 1990s.
As the meters are nearing the end of their recommended life span of 20 years, the
MRP is an effort to plan for the second generation of meters (including the
accompanying technology platform), and to develop a strategy for the installation of
future generations of meters.
A presentation will be made to update the Executive Committee. While the final
scope and mission of the MRP is still in development, the Strategic Plan should allow
for the MRP to be an RWA subscription program.
Presentation and Discussion: Jim Peifer, Executive Director and David Gordon,
Citrus Heights Water District
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AGENDA ITEM 6: SACRAMENTO CENTRAL GROUNDWATER AUTHORITY

BACKGROUND:
The 2x3 SCGA SGA RWA Committee met on May 20, 2020 to continue the
discussions regarding the potential for the RWA to staff the SCGA. The meeting
mostly discussed the potential for a memorandum of agreement to be developed and
adopted between the three organizations.
The purpose of this item is for Chair Schmitz, Vice Chair Bigley and the Executive
Director to provide a report of the meeting and to allow for discussion.
Discussion: Kerry Schmitz, Chair, Sean Bigley, Vice Chair and Jim Peifer, Executive
Director
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AGENDA ITEM 7: LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY UPDATE
BACKGROUND: The Legislature has been operating on a restricted basis due to
compliance with public health requirements associated with COVID-19. There has
been a greatly reduced number of bills moving forward. There are a handful of bills
that staff is asking the executive committee to weigh in on should they continue to
move through the legislative process.
SB 950 (Jackson) - Makes several changes to administrative requirements under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). RWA currently has a support if
amended position on this bill.
AB 3279 (Friedman) - Makes several changes to administrative requirements under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
AB 196 (Gonzalez) - Defines injury to essential workers (essential workers as defined
by the Governors executive order, N-33-20 or who is subsequently deemed
essential), to include COVID 19 that develops during employment and applies on or
after March 1, 2020. The bill creates a conclusive presumption (one an employer
cannot rebut) that the injury arose out of the course of employment and extends that
presumption up to 90 days following termination of service. Compensation awarded
includes full hospital, surgical, medical treatment, disability indemnity, death benefits.
SB 1159 (Hill) - Determines that workers compensation shall cover illness or death
that results from exposure to COVID-19 under specific circumstances. Creates a
disputable presumption that an injury that develops or manifests itself while a critical
worker is employed arose out of and in the course of the employment. Defines critical
worker as, “a public sector or private sector employee who is employed to combat the
spread of COVID-19.”
AB 2693 (Bloom) – Would establish a body within the State Water Resources Control
Board to fund headwaters maintenance above Shasta, Trinity, and Orville reservoirs.
AB 2621 (Mullin) - Would establish regional climate planning requirements proposed
to be funded through bond funding.
Of particular note the Department of finance has estimated a $54.3 billion dollar state
budget deficit. The Administration proposed a revised budget on May 14 th (May
revise). The May revise relies heavily on cuts and places significant emphasis on
additional funding from the federal government to reduce the severity of the cuts. The
Senate and Assembly are deliberating over the May revise. The Senate is scheduled
to meet May 28th to adopt their proposed budget. The Assembly has yet to schedule
a meeting to adopt their proposed budget. It is expected that meeting will occur
sometime close to the Senate’s May 28 th date. The Legislature is constitutionally
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required to pass a balanced budget by June 15 th. The budget shortfall is one of the
most significant reasons why there is limited number of bills moving forward this year.
In the regulatory realm the Water Board is moving forward with the safe drinking
water program. Full funding for the safe drinking water program was made a priority
in the May Revise. The draft expenditure plan for the safe drinking water is expected
to be released the week of May 25th and be adopted by the State Board at the July
7th board meeting.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Information Presentation: Ryan Ojakian, Legislative and Regulatory Affairs Manager
Action: Take positions on bills
Staff recommends the following positions:
SB 950 Oppose unless amended
AB 3279 Support if amended
AB 196 Oppose unless amended
SB 1159 Neutral
AB 2693 Support if amended
AB 2621 Support if amended
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AGENDA ITEM 8: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
An oral report will be provided.
Attachments:
1. North State Water Alliance Brochure
2. Rio Linda Elverta Community Water District Notice of Withdraw from the RWA
3. Email from Tim Shaw regarding a proposed teleconference on water supplier
concerns dealing with reopening businesses.

HOW

Water Management
Investments
IMPROVE THE ENVIRONMENT
IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

Water suppliers in the Sacramento River basin are working closely with federal and state
agencies and conservation and community organizations to improve their operations and
modernize infrastructure. Rural and urban organizations have joined together as the North
State Water Alliance (Alliance) to manage water resources for future generations. The
north state region is home to over three million people and California’s state Capitol.
The American, Feather, Yuba and Sacramento rivers provide water for cities and urban
areas, rural communities, farms and ranches, fish and wildlife and recreation benefits. It
is critically important to guarantee reliable and high-quality water for a strong business
climate, ready workforce, high quality of life, healthy environment and vibrant communities.

N ATU RAL

I NF RAST RUCT URE

North State Water Alliance members have unique opportunities to use natural
infrastructure to better manage our aquifers, forests and floodplains.

Healthy Forests Have Multiple Benefits
Forests and meadows in the Sierra Nevada, Coastal Range
and Cascade Mountains are primary water sources for the
mountain and foothill communities, most of the Sacramento
River basin and throughout California. Healthy headwaters:
• increase water supply reliability.
• improve water quality.
• reduce impacts from catastrophic wildfires.
• increase renewable energy supplies.
• enhance habitat.
• improve response to climate change and extreme weather.

Photo: Brie Coleman, PCWA

Responsible and active forest management is a
foundational element for watershed uses. Examples include:
• Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Authority Master
Stewardship Agreement
• Placer County Water Agency’s French Meadows Forest
Restoration Program
• Yuba Water Agency’s watershed restoration activities
through Forest Resilience Bonds

Reactivating Floodplains Protects
Public Safety and Ecosystems
The Sacramento River basin is fertile ground to reactivate our
floodplains, which can enhance river ecosystems and public safety
during flood events. Through practical experience, flood and water
resources managers, working with conservation partners, have
developed the best available science to re-activate floodplains.
Through dynamic conservation strategies, partners collaborate
to improve California’s ecosystems and water systems to:
• sustain the return of migratory birds along the Pacific Flyway.
• revitalize river food webs to support recovery of salmon and
other fish populations.
• recharge groundwater aquifers.
• improve flood protection from increasing storm severity and
a changing climate.

Photo: Steve Beckley

Groundwater Recharge Improves Dry-Year Benefits
Alliance members are developing natural infrastructure for active
groundwater management and additional aquifer recharge. The
Sacramento Regional Water Bank is an innovative groundwater
storage program to store water in the underlying basin during wet
periods for use during dry periods now and in the future.
The Sacramento region’s unique, natural infrastructure is ideal
for the Water Bank. We are situated at the confluence of the
Sacramento and American rivers near Folsom Reservoir and the
North American and South American river sub-basins.
The Water Bank and other programs actively recharge aquifers
throughout the basin. Using a multi-benefit approach helps
enhance climate resiliency, support environmental needs, provide
improved water management flexibility and other benefits.

21 S T
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Alliance members support new and improved 21st Century infrastructure to ensure
climate resiliency and better prepare our region for floods, fires and droughts.

Sites Reservoir Will
Enhance Dry-Year Supply
Climate change is forecasted to drastically reduce snowpack
and alter precipitation patterns. Water managers see a strong
need for 21st century investments like Sites Reservoir to enhance:
• water management flexibility • climate resiliency
• the ecosystem
• future dry-year supply
Sites new style of infrastructure as an off-stream, regulating
reservoir will store water by capturing it during high runoff
periods and releasing it when needed. With its location upstream
of the Delta and near the Sacramento River, water from Sites
will support multiple benefits in the Sacramento River basin, the
Delta and the rest of California. This includes helping California’s
farms, businesses and cities have a reliable water supply.
Photo: John Hannon

RiverArc Will Support
Healthy Riverine Habitat
Residents in the Sacramento area receive most their water from
the American River. Water purveyors in the region are looking
“into other water supply sources to protect fish habitat in the
scenic American River and provide alternate supply.
RiverArc will help Sacramento water providers follow through
on water supply agreements, meet current and future drinking
water demands, protect fish species and provide climate
change resiliency. Using existing, modern fish screens with
excess capacity, RiverArc will require two new facilities: a water
treatment plant and pipelines to move water through the system.

A FOCUS ON FIXING, NOT FIGHTING
Advancing Voluntary Agreements
The Alliance supports voluntary agreements as a better
alternative to regulatory processes such as the State Water
Board’s Water Quality Control Plan Update. Alliance water
providers are coordinating 15-year agreements with:
• California Natural Resources Agency
• U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
• State and Federal water contractors
Natural infrastructure and Sites Reservoir are important elements
of voluntary agreements.
The comprehensive proposal helps meet water quality
objectives in the State Board’s Bay-Delta Plan. This is a more
collaborative alternative to the traditional adversarial State
Water Board hearing process. The agreements include a
portfolio of instream flows, reactivated floodplains and habitat
restoration measures to benefit fish and wildlife.

Photo: Brie Coleman, PCWA

Northern California Plans for Their Water Future
CALIFORNIA’S NORTH STATE is a unique place to live, work and raise a family. Our region is on
the leading edge of ecological and economical sustainability. The Sacramento River basin
is world-renowned for its natural abundance of productive farmlands, wildlife refuges and
managed wetlands, and rivers that support and feed fisheries and natural habitats.
The basin nourishes and sustains agriculture fields, fish and wildlife habitats, recreation and
a high quality of life. Through planning and multi-use projects, North State Water Alliance
members will provide water for California’s future success and prosperity.

Mountain Counties
WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION

David J. Guy
President
dguy@norcalwater.org
916-442-8333

John Kingsbury
Executive Director
executivedirector.
mcwra11@gmail.com
530-957-7879

Jim Peifer
Executive Director
jpeifer@rwah2o.org
916-967-7692
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From: Tim Shaw <GM@rlecwd.com>
Date: May 21, 2020 at 8:32:29 AM PDT
To: "Schmitz. Kerry" <schmitzk@SacCounty.NET>, Jim Peifer <jpeifer@rwah2o.org>, Ryan
Bezerra <RSB@bkslawfirm.com>
Cc: "fac@firstamendmentcoalition.org" <fac@firstamendmentcoalition.org>
Subject: RE: Reopening Teleconference - June 4 meeting availability
Kerry, Jim and Ryan:
I request an explanation as to why RLECWD did not receive Cecilia’s Reopening Teleconference meeting
invitation emails. Specifically, I want to know if I was intentionally omitted because:
1. RWA considers RLECWD to no longer be a member, or
2. RWA reasonably anticipated receiving the same feedback from RLECWD as it is receiving from
Mark and Paul (perhaps and appropriately others) regarding fundamental and elementary
compliance with the Brown Act via posting a simple workshop agenda 24-hours in advance of a
meeting as defined by the Brown Act.
For reasons including those illustrated by this current iteration of non-transparency, RLECWD is, or soon
will be, no longer a member in RWA. Regardless, RLECWD continues to be a member of SGA, more
importantly, RLECWD is an urban water purveyor in the same region as the remaining regional water
agency members in RWA.
If RWA’s current administration continues to stubbornly assert its irrational argument that these
gatherings are not meetings under the Brown Act and/or continue to be averse to transparency;
RLECWD will take all necessary and reasonable steps to compel the Regional Water Authority to
conduct the public’s business in the harsh light of day.
Kerry (RWA Board President):
I find your retort to a suggestions that the meeting simply needs to be properly noticed in compliance
with the Brown Act to be unreasonable and unprofessional. You recommending that those RWA Board
Members concerned about complying with a law purely intended to assure the public’s right to hold
their representatives accountable simple decline to participate in a public meeting is absurd. I have been
doing this for a long time. I know that posting a simple special meeting agenda is not at all an
oppressive burden.
Timothy R. Shaw
General Manager
Rio Linda / Elverta Community Water District
(916) 991-8891

From: Schmitz. Kerry <schmitzk@SacCounty.NET>
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 7:35 AM
To: Paul Helliker <phelliker@sjwd.org>; Cecilia Partridge <cecilia@rwah2o.org>; Fecko, Andy
<afecko@pcwa.net>; jim abercrombie <jmabercrombie@eid.org>; Marcus Yasutake
<myasutake@folsom.ca.us>; Sean Bigley <sbigley@roseville.ca.us>; Dan York <dyork@sswd.org>; Hilary
Straus <hstraus@chwd.org>; Joe Duran <jduran@orangevalewater.com>; 'Tom Gray (tgray@fowd.com)'
<tgray@fowd.com>; Tim Shaw <GM@rlecwd.com>; bbusath@cityofsacramento.org; Mark Madison
<MMadison@egwd.org>; Mark Martin <MMartin@rmcsd.com>; cathy@carmichaelwd.org; Schubert,
Paul T. (PSCHUBERT@gswater.com) <PSCHUBERT@gswater.com>; Evan J Jacobs
<Evan.Jacobs@amwater.com>; 'John Lenahan' <jlenahandpm@gmail.com>; jpeifer@rwah2o.org
Cc: Ryan Bezerra <RSB@bkslawfirm.com>
Subject: RE: Reopening Teleconference - June 4 meeting availability
PaulThis is simply an optional meeting that is an opportunity to share information about a common
topic. RWA is organizing it as a service to the membership – which is what RWA does. Jim and Ryan will
address any potential Brown Act issues. If you’d prefer not to participate and share information via email, that is your option. ThanksKerry
From: Paul Helliker <phelliker@sjwd.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 7:28 AM
To: Cecilia Partridge <cecilia@rwah2o.org>; Fecko, Andy <afecko@pcwa.net>; jim abercrombie
<jmabercrombie@eid.org>; Marcus Yasutake <myasutake@folsom.ca.us>; Sean Bigley
<sbigley@roseville.ca.us>; Dan York <dyork@sswd.org>; Hilary Straus <hstraus@chwd.org>; Joe Duran
<jduran@orangevalewater.com>; 'Tom Gray (tgray@fowd.com)' <tgray@fowd.com>; gm@rlecwd.com;
bbusath@cityofsacramento.org; Schmitz. Kerry <schmitzk@SacCounty.NET>; Mark Madison
<MMadison@egwd.org>; Mark Martin <MMartin@rmcsd.com>; cathy@carmichaelwd.org; Schubert,
Paul T. (PSCHUBERT@gswater.com) <PSCHUBERT@gswater.com>; Evan J Jacobs
<Evan.Jacobs@amwater.com>; 'John Lenahan' <jlenahandpm@gmail.com>; jpeifer@rwah2o.org
Cc: Ryan Bezerra <RSB@bkslawfirm.com>
Subject: Re: Reopening Teleconference - June 4 meeting availability

That time works for me, Cecilia. With respect to the topic and its relationship to RWA, we need to either
be clear that this is not a subject under the purview of RWA (which begs the question of why RWA is
organizing it), or else we need to notice the meeting as a special RWA Board meeting, if we expect to
have more than 10 of us attend, per Ryan's definition of a quorum of the RWA Board.
Another alternative would be for us to share our Stage 2 plans as we develop them, and if anyone has
questions about them, they could contact others directly, or have a discussion via email. We often
discuss operational issues such as these in that manner.
Thanks,
Paul

From: Cecilia Partridge <cecilia@rwah2o.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 7:06 AM
Subject: Reopening Teleconference - June 4 meeting availability
Good morning!
Would you please let me know your availability for a 90 minute teleconference meeting on
Thursday, June 4th between 12:30 and 3:30 p.m. The subject of the meeting is COVID-19: Reopening
Business and Health and Safety Concerns. The meeting participants will include agency General
Managers, Jim Peifer, RWA Executive Director, Christine Kohn with IN Communications and Ryan
Ojakian, Legislative and Regulatory Affairs Manager.
When a time has been determined an agenda and GoTo meeting link will be emailed along with
a meeting notice.
Any questions please let me know.

Cecilia Partridge
cpartridge@rwah2o.org

Executive Assistant
Regional Water Authority
5620 Birdcage Street, Suite 180
Citrus Heights, CA 95610
916-213-4631 cell

May 27, 2020
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