
R3 – Federal Advocacy 

 Contract with Ferguson Group  
◦ Roseville 
◦ Folsom 
◦ SJWD 

 Statements of Policy 

 Multiple DC trips 

 Cap to  

 General Legislation - Water rights preservation 

 Drought legislation 

 USBR meetings/Foslom operations 

 Coordinating message with PCWA – not always easy 
 



BDCP 

 Workgroup at ACWA 

 Meetings with AR diverters, sac region, sac 
valley diverters, friant, CCWD and EBMUD 
and multiple joint defense agreements 

 MBK Engineers modeling 

 Comments  

 



 State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) Drought Urgency Order for 2014 
Operations of Central Valley Project (CVP) 
and State Water Project (SWP) 

 SWRCB Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan 
Update 

 Reclamation CVP and Folsom Reservoir 
Operations 

 American River Flow Management 
Standard/Water Forum 
 

 



 Alternate on NWRA board of directors 

 NSWA branding and set of principles and 
legislative platform 

 RWA board approved two interactive exhibits 
at the Powerhouse Science Center that we are 
participating in  

 FOWD issues  

  Presidents’ advisory board for Cal State water 
resources degree 

 

 



SSWD/SJWD Merger 

 2x2 ad hoc water management committee 

 Joint board meetings 

 Phase 1 completion 

 SJWD unanimous to go to phase 2A 

 Phase 2A almost complete – hiring of John 
O’Farrell, MMS 

  Initiating customer phone survey 

 







 Federal Drought Bill 

 Human Resources Plan 

 Water Supply Strategy 

 Storage Discussions 

 Folsom Reservoir Operations-water supply  

 Merger 

 Retail rate structure 

 





STAFF REPORT      

To:   Board of Directors 

From:  Keith Durkin, Assistant General Manager 

Date:  January 7, 2015 

Subject: 257 Cascade Falls Drive – Easement Encroachment Request 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Staff recommends the Board consider a motion to approve an easement encroachment 
request for 257 Cascade Falls Drive and direct staff to execute the necessary 
agreement with the property owner.   

BACKGROUND 

San Juan Water District (District) has an existing pipeline within an easement located 
outside of the property owner’s parcel at 257 Cascade Falls Drive.  The District also has 
a contiguous easement located within the owner’s parcel.  The property owner desires 
to build improvements within their parcel, and therefore is requesting an encroachment 
into the District’s easement area within their parcel.  Attached are photographs and 
figures depicting the easement and proposed property improvements. 

STATUS AND JUSTIFICATION 

Staff has reviewed the requested easement encroachment and has considered the 
extent of the improvements and the potential impact on the District’s ability to operate, 
maintain, repair, or replace the affected pipeline.  Staff has concluded that the owner’s 
requested encroachment will not have a detrimental effect on the District’s short-term or 
long-term requirements to operate, maintain, repair, or replace the pipeline. 

BUDGET IMPACT 

No impact. 



257 CASCADE FALLS DRIVE 
FACILITIES DELINEATION AND EASEMENT ENCROACHMENT SUMMARY 

 
FIGURE 1 – PIPELINE AND PROPERTY LINE RELATIVE LOCATIONS – LOOKING SE 

 
 
FIGURE 2 – PIPELINE AND PROPERTY LINE RELATIVE LOCATIONS – LOOKING NE 
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EX. FENCE TO BE REMOVED BY PROPERTY OWNER

APPROX. LOCATION OF PROPERTY LINE

APPROX. LOCATION 
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FIGURE 3 – 50‐FT SJWD SLOPE EASEMENT – PLAN VIEW OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS IMPACT 

 
FIGURE 4 – 50‐FT SJWD SLOPE EASEMENT – PROFILE VIEW OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS IMPACT 
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January 6, 2015 

Mr. Robert A. Churchill, General Manager 
Citrus Heights Water District 
6230 Sylvan Road 
Citrus Heights, California 95611 

Subject: Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station 

Dear Bob: 

This letter provides a response to your letter dated December 1, 2014 regarding the 
Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station Project (Project).  We appreciate the time 
and effort you took to clearly state your questions and comments regarding our October 
29, 2014 Report on the Project in writing.  We also appreciate your patience waiting for 
a response until after the holidays.  For ease of understanding, each of your questions 
(Q) or comments (C) is briefly re-stated in italics below in the order presented in your 
letter, with our response (R) directly following.  A copy of your letter is also attached for 
reference. 

Q: While planned outages are predictable and the frequency and duration of 
emergencies are vastly unknown, what is the prediction or criteria that would trigger the 
operation of the Project and resultant operation of other facilities such as wells or 
pipelines? 

R: It is anticipated that the Project would be utilized, along with CHWD and FOWD 
groundwater wells, agency interties, extraordinary conservation efforts, and potential 
other actions, whenever normal water supplies are not available to meet demands.  The 
duration and severity of any given event will dictate the order and operations criteria for 
each action.  As we have done in the past, operations will be accomplished in an 
extremely coordinated manner between the agencies to optimize resources, minimize 
extra costs, and maintain acceptable customer service levels. 

C: “Target demands” should be allocated between the agencies based on a gallons per 
capita per day (health and safety) approach to provide more equity. 

R:  We agree that if our water supply was cut to a “health and safety level”( currently 
defined by USBR as 55 gallons per person per day or a total or approximately 8.8 MGD 
for the entire SJWD wholesale service area not counting commercial use or system 
losses) it would be appropriate to allocate the limited supplies to each agency on per 
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person health and safety basis.  However, the approach used to identify water supply 
needs during dry year and emergency conditions, and to develop plans to meet those 
needs, is not based on a health and safety level supply approach, or what you call 
“target demands”.  It is based on providing a minimum acceptable level of service in a 
consistent, fair, and equitable manner to all customers.  While there may be differences 
of opinion on what the “minimum” acceptable level of service is, we based it on being 
able to supply the typical fall, winter, and early spring demand level to all customers 
through the entire year.  This level of service would meet all normal indoor water uses 
without the severe cutbacks associated with delivering only health and safety levels of 
water supply, and this service level also provides supply for some outdoor uses as is 
typical in fall through spring months.  Managing conservation efforts to this supply level 
will be challenging, but not as challenging as managing to health and safety levels. 

As identified in my October 29th report, we determined that a 25 MGD water supply 
would meet the historical combined agency water demands during the months of 
November through April.  This supply would be allocated on the same basis on which it 
was determined; typical usage by each agency during the months of November through 
April.  This automatically takes into account the differences between the agencies in 
terms of residential and commercial makeup, multifamily dwelling units, lot size factors, 
etc.  Every customer would have access to the typical amount of water they use fall 
through spring.  However, customers with larger parcels and higher outdoor irrigation 
demands, such as in the SJWD-R service area, would be harder hit during the months 
of May through October. 

The “minimum acceptable level of service” approach is a reasonable approach to 
delivering available water supplies during shortage conditions and will be the basis for 
determining benefits and allocations for the Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station 
Project. 

C:  Water deliveries from the Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station through the 
CP and CTP are harmful to the interests and investments of CHWD because they 
interfere with CHWD’s use of the CTP pipeline. 

R:  The evaluation presented in the October 29th report focused on the “bookend” 
scenario of no surface water availability from Folsom Reservoir.  This scenario 
illustrates the extent to which those agencies without access to other water supplies 
would depend on the Project, and therefore what their greatest benefit and cost 
allocation in the Project should be.  Under this scenario there would be no surface water 
available from the SJWD water treatment plant to deliver west through the CTP to those 
agencies normally receiving water through the pipeline. Therefore there is no “harm” 
with the connections along the CTP being closed.  The reverse flow in the CTP can 
utilize SSWD’s capacity in the CTP either directly or through assignment to SJWD 
under the terms of the CTP Agreement. 
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Under most surface water shortage conditions there will be some supply available from 
Folsom Reservoir.  We are completing engineering evaluations including hydraulic 
analyses to determine the best way to operate the transmission system when some 
surface water is available in combination with groundwater supplied through the Project 
and wells within the CHWD and FOWD service area.  Our evaluations identified the 
requirement for control valves at various locations in the transmission system (the CTP, 
FO-40, and CHWD 42-inch transmission pipelines).  As you know, we have had several 
meetings with operations staff of all wholesale customer agencies to provide information 
on the proposed operation of the system and receive input from each agency. We will 
continue to work closely with the agencies as we refine our work and develop operating 
procedures for the system under various surface water and groundwater supply 
scenarios.  We anticipate that field testing of the operating procedures will be 
recommended. 

C:  Several water delivery questions come to mind when considering operation of the 
Project.  Hydraulic analyses are recommended for several scenarios. 

R:  See response to previous comment above.  We appreciate your input and will 
consider your recommended scenarios in our analysis.  We also encourage the 
wholesale customer agencies, including CHWD, to complete their own evaluations to 
determine if improvements within their service areas could improve or optimize the 
production capabilities of their groundwater facilities or interties. 

Q:  What is the cost allocation methodology for the control valves? 

R:  The control valves are required by SJWD-W to operate the transmission system 
under various water supply conditions.  The capital and O&M costs will be paid for by 
SJWD-W. 

C:  Water shortage planning – If the Project comes to fruition, does the SJWD Water 
Shortage Management Plan need to be amended or cancelled? 

R:  We agree the shortage plan needs to be reviewed by all parties to see if it needs to 
be modified (amended) or cancelled and/or replaced.  We will place this on an agenda 
for a future General Manager’s meeting. 

Q:  Bids for constructing the Project came in higher than initially budgeted.  Is the 
Project still viable?  Does this change the schedule or funding available for the Project? 

R:  Bids for the project came in approximately $700,000 higher than anticipated.  
SSJWD and SSWD amended the Project MOU between the agencies to cover the 
additional cost.  The project is still extremely viable.  The total project cost is less than 
$4 million and will provide a capacity of approximately 14.3 MGD of groundwater; less 



Mr. Robert A. Churchill, General Manager 
Citrus Heights Water District 
January 6, 2015 
Page 4 
 

than $280,000 of capital cost per MGD.  The Project schedule and funding remain 
unchanged. 

C:  Depending on the pricing arrangement, expanding the Project to include CHWD 
could be a less-costly alternative than CHWD’s construction of additional wells. 

R:  We agree that exploring options to expand the Project might be beneficial to SJWD 
wholesale customer agencies and we will be looking at those opportunities with SSWD 
in the future.  Although the cost/benefit ratio for expanded capacity will likely not be as 
attractive as the initial Project because the capital cost of additional wells to provide 
additional capacity will need to be factored into the equation, there could be significant 
operations and maintenance benefits.  We will include the SJWD wholesale customer 
agencies in future discussion about the Project as appropriate. 

Again, thank you for providing comments and questions regarding the Project.  Please 
contact me if you have any questions about these responses, or if you have any 
additional comments or questions. 

Sincerely, 

 
Keith Durkin 
Assistant General Manager 
 
cc:   Shauna Lorance, General Manager, San Juan Water District 
 San Juan Water District Board of Directors 
 Sharon Wilcox, General Manager, Orange Vale Water Company 
 Tom Gray, General Manager, Fair Oaks Water District 
 Fair Oaks Water District Board of Directors 
 Marcus Yasutake, Environmental and Water Resources Director, City of 

Folsom 
 Rob Roscoe, General Manager, Sacramento Suburban Water District 

















SAN JUAN WATER DISTRICT 
DIRECTOR COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS 

2015 
 
 
INTERNAL COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS 
 
Committee Chair Member Alternate 
 
Engineering Dan Rich Ken Miller Pam Tobin 
 
Finance Ted Costa Ken Miller Pam Tobin 
 
Legal Affairs Bob Walters Ted Costa Ken Miller 
 
Personnel Pam Tobin  Bob Walters Ted Costa 
 
Public Information Ken Miller  Pam Tobin Bob Walters 
 
Water Supply & Reliability Bob Walters  Dan Rich Ted Costa 
 
 
 

EXTERNAL COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS 
 
Committee Assignment Alternate 
 
ACWA Energy Committee Ted Costa  
 
ACWA Federal Government Pam Tobin  
 
ACWA JPIA  Bob Walters Ken Miller  
 
ACWA Local Government Pam Tobin 
 
ACWA Region 4  Pam Tobin 
 
CVP Water Users Assn. Ted Costa 
 
RWA Pam Tobin/  Bob Walters 

  Shauna Lorance 
 
SGA Pam Tobin Ted Costa 
 
2x2 Water Management Ad Hoc Ted Costa/Bob Walters Pam Tobin/Dan Rich 
 
SSWD Board Meetings Dan Rich 
 
Ad Hoc Executive Committee  




