
 

 

 

Water Commission Agenda 
Regular Meeting 

7:00 p.m. – Monday, March 2, 2015 
Council Chambers 

809 Center Street, Santa Cruz 

 
Agenda 

 
Call to Order  
 
Roll Call  
 
Presentation Organized groups may make presentations to the Water Commission.  Presenta-
tions that require more than three minutes should be scheduled in advance with Water Depart-
ment staff. 
 
Statements of Disqualification Section 607 of the City Charter states that “…All members pre-
sent at any meeting must vote unless disqualified, in which case the disqualification shall be pub-
licly declared and a record thereof made.” 
 
The City of Santa Cruz has adopted a Conflict of Interest Code, and Section 8 of that Code states 
that no person shall make or participate in a governmental decision which he or she knows or 
has reason to know will have a reasonably foreseeable material financial effect distinguishable 
from its effect on the public generally. 
 
Oral Communications No action shall be taken on this item. 
 
Announcements  No action shall be taken on this item. 
 
Consent Agenda (Pages 1-38) 

Items on the consent agenda are considered to be routine in nature and will be acted upon in one 
motion. Specific items may be removed by members of the advisory body or public for separate 
consideration and discussion. Routine items that will be found on the consent agenda are City 
Council Items Affecting Water, Water Commission Minutes, Information Items, Documents for 
Future Meetings, and Items initiated by members for Future Agendas. If one of these categories 
is not listed on the Consent Agenda then those items are not available for action. 
 
1. City Council Items Affecting Water  (accept info) (Page 1) 
2. Approve the February 2, 2015 Water Commission Minutes  (Pages 2-8) 
3. Future Items Calendar  (accept info) (Page 9) 
4. Correspondence from R. Longinotti dated 2.17.15  (accept info) (Pages 10-13) 
5. City Council Item on the February 24, 2015 Agenda : Contract Amendment No. 1/Task Or-

der 3, Stratus Consulting –Multidisciplinary Work Effort: Economics, Policy, Environmental 
Sciences, Natural Resources - Budget Adjustment  (accept info) (Pages 14-38) 

 
Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 



 

 

 
General Business (Pages 39-45) 

Any document related to an agenda item for the General Business of this meeting distributed to 
the Water Commission less than 72 hours before this meeting is available for inspection at the 
Water Administration Office, 212 Locust Street, Suite A, Santa Cruz, California.  These docu-
ments will also be available for review at the Water Commission meeting with the display copy 
at the rear of the Council Chambers. 
 
1. Major Projects Update 2015 (WT) (Pages 39-45) 

 
Recommendation: Receive Information. 
  

Subcommittee/Advisory Body Oral Reports No items. 
 
1. WSAC Update (Oral Report) 

 

Director’s Oral Report No action shall be taken on this item. 
 
1. Monthly Status of Water Supply (to be distributed at meeting) 
 
Adjournment The next meeting of the Water Commission will be a Joint Study Session with 

City Council and is scheduled on March 3, 2015 at 7:30 p.m. in Council 
Chambers. The next regular meeting of the Water Commission is scheduled 
for April 6, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers. 

 
Denotes written materials included in packet 
 
APPEALS - Any person who believes that a final action of this advisory body has been taken in 
error may appeal that decision to the City Council.  Appeals must be in writing, setting forth the 
nature of the action and the basis upon which the action is considered to be in error, and addressed 
to the City Council in care of the City Clerk. 
 
Other - Appeals must be received by the City Clerk within ten (10) calendar days following the 
date of the action from which such appeal is being taken.  An appeal must be accompanied by a 
fifty dollar ($50) filing fee.  
 
 
The City of Santa Cruz does not discriminate against persons with disabilities.  Out of considera-
tion for people with chemical sensitivities, please attend the meeting fragrance free.  Upon re-
quest, the agenda can be provided in a format to accommodate special needs.  Additionally, if 
you wish to attend this meeting and will require assistance such as an interpreter for American 
Sign Language, Spanish, or other special equipment, please call Water Administration at 831-
420-5200 at least five days in advance so that arrangement can be made.  The Cal-Relay system 
number: 1-800-735-2922. 



 

 

 

WATER COMMISSION 
REPORT 

 
DATE:  February 24, 2015 
 
TO:  Water Commission 
 
FROM: Rosemary Menard 

Water Director 
 
SUBJECT: City Council Items Affecting Water 
 
 
City Council Meeting of February 10, 2015: 
 
No items. 
 
City Council Meeting of February 24, 2015: 
 
Contract Amendment No. 1, Stratus Consulting – Multidisciplinary Work Effort: Economics, 
Policy, Environmental Sciences, Natural Resources (WT) 
Motion authorizing the City Manager to execute Contract Amendment No. 1/Task Order 3 in the 
amount of $751,000 with Stratus Consulting Inc. (Denver, CO), in a form approved by the City 
Attorney, for professional services for necessary work related to water supply planning 
including: evaluating the potential impacts of climate change on current and future water supply 
and demand; conducting risk assessment of water system vulnerabilities; evaluating the 
feasibility of groundwater recharge in local aquifers; developing and evaluating water supply and 
demand management alternatives and portfolios to be considered as potential strategies for 
improving the reliability of Santa Cruz’s water system; supporting the development of an 
updated Urban Water Management Plan through the development of a new econometric demand 
forecasting model; and, providing ongoing technical support services to the Water Supply 
Advisory Committee. 
 
Resolution transferring funds and amending the FY 2015 Water Department Budget in the 
amount of $751,000 for Stratus Consulting Change Order No. 1. 
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Water Commission 
DRAFT 

7:00 p.m. – Monday, February 2, 2015 
Council Chambers 

809 Center Street, Santa Cruz 

 
Minutes of a Water Commission Meeting 

 
Call to Order –Chair D. Baskin called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. in the City 
Council Chambers. 
 
Roll Call  
Present:   D. Baskin, G. Mead, D. Schwarm, D. Stearns, W. Wadlow, and L. 

Wilshusen. 
Absent:   A. Schiffrin (with notification) 
Staff:   R. Menard, Water Director; H. Luckenbach, Deputy Director/Engineering 

Manager; T. Goddard Administrative Services Manager; N. Dennis 
Principal Management Analyst; G. Rudometkin, Administrative Assistant 
III.   

Others: Approximately 33 members of the public. 
 
Presentation –There were no presentations. 
 
Statements of Disqualification –There were no statements of disqualification. 
 
Oral Communications –There were no oral communications. 
 
Announcements –There were no announcements. 
 
Consent Agenda  

1. City Council Items Affecting Water  
2. Approve the December 1, 2014 Water Commission Minutes 
 

Commissioner L. Wilshusen moved the Consent Agenda. Commissioner G. Mead seconded.  
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED  
AYES:  D. Baskin, G. Mead, D. Schwarm, D. Stearns, W. Wadlow, and L. Wilshusen.  
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: A. Schiffrin 
ABSTAINED:  D. Baskin due to absence from the December 1, 2014 meeting. 
 
General Business  
 
1. Water Demand Offset Presentation  
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R. Menard, Water Director introduced consultant S. Gaur, of Raftelis Consulting who 
provided the presentation and responded to Commission questions.  
 

Commission Feedback: 
 A system development charge is the cost for new development to join the system 

of Santa Cruz and benefit from the assets that the rate payers have been 
contributing to and the funds that we have available. You can think of it as there 
being  two components of this fee, one is the system development charge which is 
a onetime capital charge to pay but this fee might not be viewed as  paying for the 
water molecules.  As used in other communities, a water demand offset program 
is a mechanism to make sure that growth in demand for water is offset and so it 
doesn’t contribute to the need for additional infrastructure.  Most of the 
information gathered on water demand offset fees came from utility websites and 
the consultant noted that relatively little information is available about these 
programs.   

 The system development charges are something we are required to do by statute, 
is that correct? Response: The City is not required to establish system 
development charges but allowed to.   

 Is there a regulatory framework for the demand offset program? Response:  Yes, 
there is a regulatory framework that tells you the limits and boundaries and how 
you might calculate them. There isn’t a framework for water demand offset fees.   

 Why wasn’t Soquel Creek used as one of the case studies?  Response: Staff 
believed Commissioners would have some familiarity with the Soquel Creek 
program and wanted to provide additional examples 
 

R. Menard introduced J. Rebagliati, Director of Planning and Community Development 
and B. Lipscomb, Director of Economic Development. 
 

 Discussed the general plan which serves as the constitution for conservation, land 
use and development for the City of Santa Cruz and it is the primary tool that 
directs management, growth and preservation in our community.  The general 
plan is comprehensive, it looks at all the things that the City does; it is required to 
be consistent and internally consistent.  It covers a broad base of land use, 
development, conservation, public safety, mobility, economic development, etc.  
When the City makes a decision on virtually anything it does staff looks to the 
general plan to make sure there is consistency. 

 J. Rebagliati worked in two jurisdictions that had Water Demand Offset programs 
one in Monterey County and the other in the City of Capitola, she expressed that, 
in her view if the City pursues such a program, it is very important that the City 
work carefully to develop the programs and policies to avoid unintended 
consequences that can occur.  Some of the challenges that were brought to the 
other jurisdictions that she is aware of related to the cost of the program that was 
seen as prohibitive to some development. Another challenge was the changing 
cost and rules of the program, in both cases the programs changed periodically 
both in how they were administered and in the cost; that is difficult for 
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development, it often involved a lot of up-front planning and analysis which made 
it more difficult if the rules and costs are changing.  

 If a water demand offset program were limited to nonresidential development 
only, we would only be addressing approximately 20% of the future problem. So 
are we asking 20% of the problem to address the cost for the 100% of the 
development? 

 Santa Cruz is essentially built out; there aren’t many opportunities for new 
investments on a substantial level.  Does the City really want to place a financial 
burden on the few remaining development opportunities that are priorities for the 
City in terms of its housing, transportation and economic development goals?   

 The bottom line from an economic development perspective is that a program 
such as the one presented this evening will definitely make development more 
costly and will likely be a deterrent to the type of development we are trying to 
encourage in Santa Cruz.  If it becomes more challenging to develop in Santa 
Cruz it would contribute to making Santa Cruz becomes less competitive relative 
to some of our surrounding communities.   

 While the concept of water neutral development is desirable, implementation in 
Santa Cruz may not be the return on investment that the City anticipates. We need 
to proceed cautiously considering all the impacts that implementing a program 
like this will have in Santa Cruz. 

 
Commission Feedback: 

 Additional fees make Santa Cruz less competitive than other cities.   
 When the cost of new projects is increased, does that result in increasing the value 

of existing housing because of the replacement cost of housing; is that going to 
make our community more unaffordable even to the existing housing? 

 Until we know what we are going to do for supply augmentation and the cost of 
it, it is hard for us to evaluate the extent of the need for a fee like this since people 
are going to be required to do the system development charge in any event. 

 
Public Comment: 

 R. Longinotti – reminded us that the concept that growth pays growth is an old 
concept.  Rename water demand offset to a buy in fee.  Suggested that the 
Commission invite Ron Duncan from Soquel Creek to come and speak at a future 
meeting. 

 M. Primack – “this isn’t exact math but if you raise the cost for new development 
by $10,000, it raises my homes value by $20,000. Growth pays for growth is the 
doctrine of an elitist community.”                       

 M. Ranch – is in favor of water demand offset because it encourages builders to 
build buildings that are more efficient. 

 D. Speltz – water neutral response to growth resonates with public officials across 
the United States. Quoting a LAFCO Policy -“In cases where a basin is over 
drafted or existing services are not sustainable a boundary change proposal may 
be approved if there will be a net decrease in impacts on water resources.” This 
policy makes sense for Santa Cruz since our existing water use is not sustainable 
for both fish and people. 
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 J. Chipanny – Strongly supports the demand water offset fee.  Concerned that 
large 3-4 bedroom homes have been taking over her neighborhood of 1 bedroom 
cottages. The demand water offset fee would allow growth to pay for the true cost 
of growth. 

 J. Todd – in support of water demand offset. Made the point that water saved is 
energy saved. 

 B. Solick – A Soquel Creek water district resident and proud to say that because 
their water neutral growth program is working well.  

 C. Keutman –Believes this program is going to drive up the cost of housing for 
everyone, discourage growth and recommends proceeding carefully for economic 
impact. 

 M. Thompson –Water conserving policies for building are coming from 
Sacramento, there is no need to pile it on new development, new development 
pays for a lot more than connection fees it pays for fire hydrants and infrastructure 
improvements. Reminded us that Santa Cruz is a mature city, and is 
approximately 95% built out. 

 M. Mesiti-Miller – Believes this topic is in need of careful study.  It impacts 
social justice; when the equity goes up in the housing market it will increase 
commuting for people trying to find affordable housing thus, increasing our 
carbon footprint.  In regards to Julianna’s list of new business possibilities, we 
don’t want to deter great projects like the human genome project.  Fairness factor, 
we are all here and we created the problem, why are asking the new people to pay 
for our poor planning. 

 B. Tysseling – Looking at this from a larger context, Santa Cruz is the least 
affordable to second least affordable in the nation, land values are set by Silicon 
Valley, the jobs in Santa Cruz don’t pay as much as those in Silicon Valley. How 
are we actually going to make it affordable to live in Santa Cruz, it’s not by 
increasing the cost and adding additional fees.  

 A. Jaffee – Santa Cruz water shortages have been often and have been due to 
supply and not to do with growth.  People are struggling with how to make it here, 
everyone should have an opportunity to succeed; additional fees are not the 
solution. 

 O. Lollard –Soquel Creek’s water demand offset program is successful but also 
consider that last year issued they issued 10 meters, so it is a non-issue. Why 
would we do this, what is really the goal?   

 P. Nelson – The Water Supply Advisory Committee should be evaluating this 
very proposal, before this is a recommendation to City Council you should defer 
to the Water Supply Advisory Committee who has been studying this. 

 J. Meccas – Believes this item will raise cost for new development and 
remodeling.  Continued on to share that increased use isn’t being acknowledged 
and that he would rather see a tiered water system.   

 
Commission Feedback: 

 This item was agendized tonight for information and discussion because there is 
no way that it is ripe for decision.  We heard not only questions that were posed 
but a lot of concerns expressed in the public comments as well. The Director’s 
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recommendation was to hear comments from the Commission, City staff and the 
public, so that the item can be worked on and be considered at a future joint 
meeting because this is a big policy issue. 

 This is both effective and costly but there are unintended consequences. How will 
we pay for water reliability? 

 We have had our consultant Bill Maddaus say while we want a vibrant 
conservation plan that conservation is not going to get us there in terms of dealing 
with our supply problem. If conservation isn’t going to get us there, in terms of 
solving the problem then why do we incentivize conservation in excess ways? It 
is one thing to say that we have a community value; it is another thing to put our 
money into it if it is not going to get us where we need to go. 

 It is important to determine how we are going to deal with our supply problem 
and what the portfolio supply options that deal with that are going to be because 
that is going to drive the administration of the conservation program. 

 
Commissioner L. Wilshusen moved that Commission send this item back to staff for 
further work and bring it back at a future meeting. Commissioner G. Mead seconded.   
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED  
AYES:  D. Baskin, G. Mead, D. Schwarm, D. Stearns, W. Wadlow, and L. 

Wilshusen.  
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: A. Schiffrin 

 
Discussion: 

 Useful next step would be larger research policy analysis, contextualizing it in 
both water supply planning work but also in terms of the larger City goals.  Then 
write up a product that goes through both the Water and Planning commission as 
a joint communique to the Council and the Water Supply Advisory Committee as 
a decision as to whether it should move forward. 

 A number of comments were made in support and some raising concern with the 
concept of growth paying for growth, when you do the research for the 
informational paper it is not necessarily the case that demand offset fees are the 
only approach for growth to pay for growth there are other options that you are 
aware of.  

 
2. Initial Water Supply Outlook  

T. Goddard, Administrative Services Manager and Associate Civil Engineer K. 
Crossley provided report and responded to Commission questions. 

 
Commission Feedback: 

 Driest January on record. 
 What is a Tolling Agreement?  Response: A Tolling Agreement is a legal term 

that describes an agreement by the parties to hold certain actions in abeyance 
while other things are going on.  In this case, there was a time limit for CA Fish & 
Game needed to take action against the City for not complying with their 
regulations and we entered into an agreement with them to hold that regulatory 
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action in abeyance while we worked on the habitat conservation plan.  There is no 
prejudice they are retaining the right to come after us later. 

 What is the timeline to go forward if it is decided that it is necessary to go back to 
restrictions?  Will you need a similar amount of time as you did last year to staff 
up or have you kept those employees around or have access to them?  Response – 
No, we shouldn’t need the same amount of time as the stage 3 restriction systems 
have been developed and can be re-established fairly readily. 
 

3. Election of Officers   
 

Chair D. Baskin opened the floor for nominations for Chair. 
 
Commissioner W. Wadlow nominated D. Baskin. 
 
Commissioner L. Wilshusen moved to close nominations and by acclamation elect 
Commissioner D. Baskin as Water Commission Chair for 2015. Commissioner G. 
Mead seconded. 
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED  
AYES:  D. Baskin, G. Mead, D. Schwarm, D. Stearns, W. Wadlow, and L. 

Wilshusen.  
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: A. Schiffrin 
 
Commissioner D. Baskin opened the floor for nominations for Water Commission 
Vice-chair. 

 
Commissioner L. Wilshusen nominated W. Wadlow for Vice-Chair. Commissioner  
G. Mead moved to close nominations and by acclamation elect Commissioner 
W. Wadlow as Water Commission Vice-chair for 2015.  
 
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED  
AYES:  D. Baskin, G. Mead, A. Schiffrin, D. Schwarm, D. Stearns, W. Wadlow, 
 and L. Wilshusen. 
NOES: None. 
ABSENT: A. Schiffrin 
 

Subcommittee/Advisory Body Oral Reports No items. 
 
1. WSAC Update 

 We are set to come back next week with the report from the IRP. 
 We spent about 10 months learning to think and talk about water, such as the 

criteria you would utilize to determine if a water supply was a good one and 
understand the terminology of the field. 

 We are now entering the next phase where we define the baseline, look at what 
the demand is, then look at what our supply is and what gap might be.  In later 
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meetings we will look at what the portfolio of options might be to help us meet 
that gap. 

 We are still refining the criteria that we are using for measuring all of these 
supply options so that it actually aligns with the data we are going to get from our 
technical staff. 

 
Director’s Oral Report No action shall be taken on this item. 
 

 The Water Supply Advisory Committee report that went to City Council 1/27/15 
is a report on the first phase of the Water Supply Advisory Committee’s work and 
includes previous packet materials, handouts, attachments and is a good 
comprehensive review of the work that was done in that phase. This document is 
available at http://www.santacruzwatersupply.com/report-first-phase-wsacs-work-
recon-report  

 Completed the Modeling and Forecasting Working Group series. Topics that were 
covered were hydrology, hydrologic modeling, fish flows, ground water issues, 
the tool for demand forecasting, Maddaus water management demand modeling, 
and demonstration of the confluence model.  You can find all of the presentations 
on for the Modeling and Forecasting Working Group at the following address: 
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/departments/water/modeling-and-forecasting-
work-group 

 The Modeling and Forecasting Working Group gave people the opportunity to 
look inside these models to see how they work and understand what the inputs & 
outputs are. 

 
Commission Feedback: 

 Request for a future agenda item - the status of the Water Departments bank 
account.  Response - Next meeting you will get the CIP and parade of projects, 
we will make sure when we do the budget presentation that we fold that 
information into it.  

 Request for a future agenda item - list of items for a future agendas, even if they 
aren’t attached to what month they might occur to help us keep track of the items 
coming to us in the future. 
 

Adjournment Meeting adjourned at 9:59pm. The next meeting of the Water 
Commission is scheduled for March 2, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in Council 
Chambers. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
Staff 
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WATER COMMISSION 
REPORT 

 
DATE:  March 2, 2015 
 
TO:  Water Commission 
 
FROM: Water Director 
 
SUBJECT: Water Commission Meeting Schedule and Upcoming Agenda Items (Subject to 
Change) 
              
 
April 6, 2015 
- Martha Lennihan - Water Rights 101 

Presentation 
- Revised Water Supply Outlook 

 
May 4, 2015 
- Operating Budget Overview 
- Update Water Shortage Contingency 

Ordinance 
- Water Commission action/recommendation 

on devised SDC 
 
Unscheduled Items 
- Water Rates Workshop 
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Strategy	
  #1:	
  	
  
Price	
  Water	
  to	
  Encourage	
  Conservation	
  

	
  
A	
  basic	
  principle	
  of	
  conservation	
  pricing	
  is	
  to	
  charge	
  for	
  water	
  based	
  on	
  how	
  much	
  water	
  is	
  used.	
  
The	
  more	
  you	
  use,	
  the	
  more	
  you	
  pay.	
  Although	
  this	
  seems	
  like	
  common	
  sense,	
  there	
  are	
  water	
  
utilities	
  in	
  California	
  today	
  that	
  charge	
  a	
  fixed	
  rate	
  for	
  each	
  customer-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  no	
  matter	
  how	
  much	
  
water	
  the	
  customer	
  uses.	
  The	
  advantage	
  of	
  fixed	
  charges	
  for	
  the	
  utility	
  is	
  a	
  predictable	
  and	
  
dependable	
  revenue	
  stream.	
  
	
  
The	
  City	
  of	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  uses	
  a	
  hybrid	
  billing	
  system,	
  charging	
  both	
  a	
  fixed	
  rate	
  and	
  charge	
  for	
  
volume	
  of	
  water	
  used.	
  The	
  fixed	
  rate	
  is	
  the	
  same	
  for	
  all	
  customers	
  of	
  that	
  class,	
  (e.g.,	
  single	
  family	
  
residential	
  customers	
  with	
  a	
  5/8inch	
  meter).	
  	
  
	
  
To	
  further	
  increase	
  the	
  incentive	
  to	
  conserve,	
  the	
  City’s	
  charges	
  single-­‐family	
  residential	
  
customers	
  a	
  base	
  rate	
  for	
  the	
  lowest	
  volume	
  of	
  water	
  used,	
  and	
  higher	
  rates	
  for	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  
water	
  used.	
  This	
  is	
  called	
  tiered	
  pricing.	
  Table	
  1	
  below	
  shows	
  the	
  tiered	
  price	
  structure	
  for	
  single	
  
family	
  customers	
  within	
  the	
  City	
  limits.	
  Customers	
  outside	
  the	
  City	
  pay	
  rates	
  that	
  are	
  27%	
  
higher.	
  
	
  

Table	
  1:	
  Current	
  Single-­‐Family	
  Residential	
  Monthly	
  Rates	
  	
  
(includes	
  apts	
  with	
  separate	
  meters)	
  

Block	
   Category	
   Units	
  	
   Rate	
  	
  
1	
   Essential	
  needs	
   1-­‐4	
   $1.73	
  
2	
   Average	
  indoor	
  needs	
   5-­‐9	
   $4.40	
  
3	
   Average	
  outdoor	
  needs	
   10-­‐14	
   $5.66	
  
4	
   High	
  use	
   15-­‐18	
   $7.76	
  
5	
   Inefficient	
  or	
  excessive	
  use	
   over	
  18	
   $9.67	
  

	
  
All	
  customer	
  groups	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  single	
  family	
  residential	
  pay	
  for	
  water	
  at	
  the	
  Block	
  2	
  rate.	
  	
  This	
  
includes	
  businesses,	
  apartment	
  buildings	
  with	
  a	
  single	
  meter,	
  dedicated	
  landscape	
  accounts,	
  golf	
  
courses,	
  etc.	
  
	
  
Although	
  the	
  City’s	
  tiered	
  rate	
  structure	
  for	
  single	
  family	
  units	
  provides	
  a	
  price	
  incentive	
  to	
  
conserve	
  water,	
  the	
  fixed	
  charge	
  on	
  a	
  customer’s	
  bill	
  does	
  the	
  opposite.	
  	
  As	
  the	
  graph	
  below	
  
shows,	
  when	
  the	
  fixed	
  charge	
  is	
  averaged	
  in	
  with	
  the	
  volume	
  charge,	
  customers	
  who	
  use	
  low	
  or	
  
moderate	
  amounts	
  of	
  water	
  pay	
  more	
  per	
  unit	
  of	
  water	
  than	
  customers	
  who	
  use	
  more	
  water.	
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Solutions	
  
There	
  are	
  many	
  ways	
  that	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  could	
  eliminate	
  the	
  price	
  penalty	
  for	
  conservation.	
  They	
  all	
  
involve	
  shifting	
  more	
  of	
  the	
  Water	
  Department’s	
  revenue	
  from	
  the	
  fixed	
  charge	
  towards	
  volume	
  
pricing.	
  That	
  shift	
  will	
  put	
  the	
  City	
  back	
  into	
  compliance	
  with	
  the	
  California	
  Urban	
  Water	
  
Conservation	
  Council’s	
  Best	
  Management	
  Practice	
  (BMP)	
  which	
  states	
  that	
  revenue	
  from	
  fixed	
  
charges	
  make	
  up	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  30%	
  of	
  a	
  water	
  agency’s	
  monthly	
  revenue.	
  Although	
  the	
  City	
  
committed	
  to	
  this	
  BMP	
  in	
  its	
  General	
  Plan,	
  it	
  has	
  been	
  out	
  of	
  compliance	
  for	
  the	
  last	
  several	
  
years.	
  In	
  September,	
  2014	
  the	
  temporary	
  drought	
  surcharge	
  was	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  fixed	
  charge,	
  
making	
  the	
  City	
  further	
  out	
  of	
  compliance.	
  The	
  chart	
  below	
  shows	
  that	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  proportion	
  of	
  
revenue	
  from	
  fixed	
  charge	
  before	
  the	
  drought	
  surcharge	
  was	
  enacted	
  was	
  40%.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
  effect	
  of	
  any	
  of	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  reforms	
  would	
  be	
  to	
  encourage	
  conservation	
  and	
  make	
  
the	
  price	
  of	
  water	
  more	
  equitable	
  for	
  customers	
  who	
  use	
  low	
  and	
  moderate	
  amounts.	
  There	
  is	
  
probably	
  considerable	
  overlap	
  between	
  customers	
  who	
  use	
  low	
  amounts	
  of	
  water	
  and	
  
customers	
  whose	
  income	
  is	
  lower.	
  Thus	
  conservation	
  pricing	
  coincidently	
  makes	
  our	
  community	
  
more	
  affordable.	
  	
  
	
  

40%
60%

13%

87%
100%

Davis! ! San Luis 
Obispo

Santa 
Cruz
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Recommendation:	
  
1.	
  Water	
  budgets	
  for	
  all	
  landscape	
  accounts.	
  Higher	
  price	
  tiers	
  for	
  exceeding	
  the	
  water	
  
budget.	
  The	
  City	
  has	
  issued	
  water	
  budgets	
  for	
  large	
  landscape	
  accounts.	
  Other	
  communities,	
  e.g.	
  
Irvine	
  Ranch	
  Water	
  District,	
  have	
  water	
  budgets	
  for	
  all	
  landscape	
  accounts.	
  For	
  water	
  budgets	
  to	
  
work	
  effectively,	
  there	
  must	
  be	
  a	
  price	
  signal	
  for	
  exceeding	
  the	
  water	
  budget.	
  As	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  
drought	
  Stage	
  3	
  Curtailment,	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  has	
  a	
  price	
  penalty	
  for	
  landscapes	
  that	
  exceed	
  the	
  
budget.	
  The	
  City	
  needs	
  to	
  implement	
  water	
  budgets	
  with	
  price	
  signals	
  in	
  normal	
  years.	
  	
  
	
  
2.	
  Price	
  landscape	
  water	
  at	
  Block	
  3	
  rates.	
  Currently	
  single-­‐family	
  residential	
  customers	
  pay	
  
Block	
  3	
  prices	
  for	
  “average	
  outdoor	
  needs”,	
  while	
  golf	
  courses	
  and	
  dedicated	
  landscape	
  accounts	
  
pay	
  Block	
  2	
  rates	
  for	
  landscape	
  water.	
  Charging	
  the	
  Block	
  3	
  rate	
  for	
  all	
  landscape	
  accounts	
  would	
  
encourage	
  conservation	
  during	
  the	
  dry	
  season-­‐-­‐-­‐when	
  we	
  need	
  it	
  the	
  most.	
  The	
  reform	
  would	
  
also	
  improve	
  the	
  City’s	
  compliance	
  with	
  Proposition	
  218,	
  which	
  prohibits	
  one	
  class	
  of	
  users	
  from	
  
subsidizing	
  another	
  class	
  of	
  users.	
  
	
  
3.	
  Tiered	
  pricing	
  for	
  other	
  customer	
  classes	
  besides	
  single	
  family	
  residential.	
  
	
  
4.	
  Increase	
  the	
  price	
  signal	
  by	
  making	
  the	
  tier	
  steps	
  steeper.	
  (Increase	
  the	
  price	
  increment	
  for	
  
each	
  tier.)	
  	
  
	
  
5.	
  Implement	
  tiers	
  in	
  the	
  fixed	
  charge.	
  	
  	
  A	
  customer’s	
  monthly	
  fixed	
  charge	
  could	
  be	
  based	
  on	
  
that	
  customer’s	
  highest	
  month	
  of	
  usage	
  during	
  the	
  previous	
  year.	
  This	
  would	
  allow	
  capture	
  of	
  
revenue	
  from	
  vacation	
  homes.	
  It	
  would	
  also	
  encourage	
  conservation	
  during	
  the	
  peak	
  season,	
  as	
  
customers	
  would	
  have	
  motivation	
  to	
  qualify	
  for	
  a	
  lower	
  tier.	
  	
  
	
  
6.	
  	
  The	
  marginal	
  cost	
  of	
  new	
  water	
  supplies	
  (or	
  new	
  conservation	
  investments)	
  should	
  be	
  
charged	
  to	
  the	
  highest	
  tiers,	
  since	
  low	
  water	
  users	
  are	
  not	
  driving	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  new	
  water	
  
supplies.	
  An	
  article	
  published	
  by	
  the	
  American	
  Water	
  Works	
  Association1	
  states:	
  	
  

“When	
  excess	
  water	
  consumption	
  is	
  priced	
  to	
  capture	
  the	
  costs	
  associated	
  with	
  overuse,	
  
the	
  rates	
  more	
  closely	
  respect	
  each	
  customers’	
  proportionality	
  requirement	
  by	
  ensuring	
  
that	
  those	
  customers	
  who	
  stay	
  within	
  reasonable	
  use	
  of	
  water	
  don’t	
  pay	
  for	
  costs	
  
generated	
  by	
  those	
  whose	
  use	
  is	
  excessive.”	
  

	
  
	
  
Revenue	
  Reliability	
  
The	
  principle	
  disincentive	
  for	
  water	
  utilities	
  to	
  adopt	
  more	
  robust	
  conservation	
  pricing	
  is	
  the	
  
tradeoff	
  in	
  revenue	
  reliability.	
  	
  With	
  fixed	
  rates,	
  water	
  utilities	
  can	
  reliably	
  predict	
  their	
  revenue.	
  
Viewed	
  from	
  the	
  utility	
  perspective,	
  conservation	
  pricing	
  can	
  work	
  too	
  well,	
  with	
  customers	
  
responding	
  to	
  price	
  signals	
  by	
  reducing	
  water	
  use	
  more	
  than	
  expected.	
  In	
  that	
  case	
  water	
  
agencies	
  need	
  to	
  cover	
  their	
  expenses	
  by	
  returning	
  to	
  their	
  governing	
  bodies	
  with	
  requests	
  for	
  
further	
  rate	
  increases.	
  	
  
	
  
Conservation	
  pricing	
  can	
  be	
  accomplished	
  along	
  with	
  revenue	
  reliability	
  by	
  including	
  a	
  price	
  
buffer	
  in	
  case	
  demand	
  reduction	
  exceeds	
  utility	
  estimates.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1 Hildebrand et al, “Water conservation made legal: Water budgets and California law” 
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If	
  in	
  spite	
  of	
  the	
  buffer	
  the	
  feared	
  scenario	
  occurs,	
  and	
  revenue	
  from	
  water	
  use	
  is	
  lower	
  than	
  
needed-­‐-­‐-­‐and	
  the	
  Water	
  Dept.	
  needs	
  to	
  request	
  a	
  rate	
  increase-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  advantageous	
  for	
  
customers	
  to	
  understand	
  and	
  support	
  their	
  city’s	
  revenue	
  structure.	
  	
  Water	
  rates	
  that	
  rely	
  more	
  
heavily	
  on	
  volume	
  charges	
  rather	
  than	
  fixed	
  charges	
  are	
  more	
  popular	
  with	
  customers.	
  In	
  June	
  
2014,	
  City	
  of	
  Davis	
  voters	
  overturned	
  a	
  new	
  water	
  rate	
  structure	
  due	
  in	
  part	
  to	
  the	
  unpopularity	
  
of	
  the	
  high	
  fixed	
  charges.	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  the	
  Davis	
  City	
  Council	
  adopted	
  a	
  rate	
  structure	
  that	
  reduces	
  
revenue	
  from	
  fixed	
  charges	
  to	
  13%	
  of	
  monthly	
  revenue.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Environmental	
  and	
  Community	
  Impact	
  
The	
  benefit	
  of	
  all	
  demand	
  reduction	
  measures	
  is	
  their	
  ability	
  to	
  eliminate	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  
new	
  water	
  supply	
  projects	
  (and	
  their	
  environmental	
  and	
  financial	
  impacts).	
  The	
  Draft	
  Desal	
  EIR	
  
estimated	
  that	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  desalinated	
  water	
  for	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  is	
  $10,750	
  per	
  million	
  gallons.	
  This	
  a	
  
very	
  large	
  amount	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  our	
  existing	
  water	
  production,	
  which	
  the	
  Water	
  
Department	
  reports	
  is	
  $500	
  per	
  million	
  gallons.	
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CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA REPORT 
 

DATE: 2/18/2015 
 
AGENDA OF: 
 

2/24/2015 

DEPARTMENT: 
 

Water             

SUBJECT: Contract Amendment No. 1/Task Order 3, Stratus Consulting – 
Multidisciplinary Work Effort: Economics, Policy, Environmental 
Sciences, Natural Resources - Budget Adjustment (WT) 

  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Motion authorizing the City Manager to execute Contract Amendment 
No. 1/Task Order 3 in the amount of $751,000 with Stratus Consulting Inc. (Denver, CO), in a 
form approved by the City Attorney, for professional services for necessary work related to 
water supply planning including: evaluating the potential impacts of climate change on current 
and future water supply and demand; conducting risk assessment of water system vulnerabilities; 
evaluating the feasibility of groundwater recharge in local aquifers; developing and evaluating 
water supply and demand management alternatives and portfolios to be considered as potential 
strategies for improving the reliability of Santa Cruz’s water system; supporting the development 
of an updated Urban Water Management Plan through the development of a new econometric 
demand forecasting model; and, providing ongoing technical support services to the Water 
Supply Advisory Committee. 
 
Resolution transferring funds and amending the FY 2015 Water Department Budget in the 
amount of $751,000 for Stratus Consulting Change Order No. 1. 
 
 
BACKGROUND:  A cornerstone of the Water Department’s work is water supply planning and 
demand management.  Because of changing conditions, these two ongoing efforts are revisited 
regularly.  Examples of changing conditions may include water supply shortages such as those 
caused by periodic drought conditions; the economic circumstances of a community; 
implementation of enhanced water saving fixtures and/or conservation policies; and changing 
environmental and regulatory requirements. 
 
Between the mid 1990s and 2005, the Water Department was in a process later referred to as 
Integrated Water Planning. This process resulted in the Integrated Water Plan (IWP) as well as a 
program-level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the IWP.  Between 2005 and 2013 the 
Water Department was implementing the then-Council direction to investigate the feasibility of a 
seawater desalination plant as a supplemental source of water for the community, the origin of 
which was the IWP.  Throughout and supporting these phases, the Water Department produced 
and contracted for a significant volume of necessary technical work.  These technical work 
products are in continual need of updating to respond to changing conditions, such as described 
above. 

14



The project-level draft EIR for the seawater desalination project was released for public 
comment in May 2013.  A significant volume of written and oral comments were received during 
this process and in October 2013, in response to the growing public discussion over the future of 
the community’s water supply, the City Council directed staff to explore all feasible solutions 
with the city/community prior to making critically important decisions on future water supplies.  
At its October 8, 2013 meeting, the City Council provided valuable input and a set of principles 
for a process to engage the community in the water supply discussion, and the issues that needed 
to be better understood in the community. It was this meeting that led to the development of the 
Water Supply Advisory Committee; perhaps more importantly, it prioritized work elements such 
as: 
 
• Completion of the Habitat Conservation Plan for the North Coast Streams, 
• Completion of the Water Conservation Master Plan, 
• Evaluation of current and future water supplies and demands, and 
• Evaluation of economic impact (if any) that would occur in the event of significant multi-year 
drought. 
 
See Attachment 1, City Council Item on Future Actions – Water Supply for Drought, October 8, 
2013. 
 
The Water Supply Advisory Committee (WSAC) was formed in early 2014 for the purpose of 
analyzing and formulating recommendations for the City Council regarding water supply 
options.  With a charge that included many of the Council’s principles, the members of the 
WSAC responded to a need for external technical assistance by requesting that City Council 
approve a contract for Stratus Consulting Inc. (Stratus). City Council approved Stratus’s contract 
in July 2014 for $350,000 to support the WSAC effort.  The scope of work was divided into 
three fairly broad phases to capture the known and unknown course the WSAC process may 
take. 
 
• Phase 1: Reconnaissance and Review of Existing Information 
• Phase 2: Identifying and Characterizing the Potential Water Shortage Problem 
• Phase 3: Identifying and Evaluating Potential Solutions 
 
DISCUSSION:  The Water Department strives to inform the WSAC, respond to City Council 
principles, and, significantly, complete work elements in the most efficient manner possible.  
Ongoing work of the Water Department that is required, even without the WSAC efforts, 
includes the following: 
 
• Completion of the Habitat Conservation Plan, 
• Preparation of the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, 
• Evaluation of water supply alternatives, 
• Formulation of econometric demand model, 
• Completion and implementation of the Long Term Water Conservation Master Plan, and 
• Regional work with the Integrated Regional Water Management group. 
 
Completing these longstanding work items necessitates a substantial body of technical products 
ranging from engineering, analysis, modeling and forecasting of topics from the effects of 
climate change on current and future water supply, to groundwater recharge, to risk assessment 
of water system vulnerabilities, to water supply and demand management strategies, to 
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econometric demand forecasting.  The volume of products and specialization required to produce 
them surpass the capacity and expertise of Water Department staff.  Similar to the past 30 years 
of water supply planning effort, contracting for services is a necessary step for completion.   
  
In its project planning early this year, the Water Department considered the elements listed 
above and it became apparent that in addition to informing water supply planning and demand 
management for the department, the projects would significantly and beneficially inform the 
work of the WSAC.  In fact, for the WSAC to fulfill its charge from the City Council to broadly 
explore water supply options and develop recommendations, it requires virtually all of the 
technical and analytical work needed to support the usual water system and water resources 
planning and management activities that are an ongoing part of any water utility’s business.  
Moreover, with an October 2015 sunset date, the WSAC has need for a timely production of this 
information. 
 
Accordingly, a situation presented itself where the Water Department and the WSAC, in 
following the City Council principles and charge, are both in need of an overlapping set of 
technical work.  Attachment 2 illustrates the alignment between the work of the Department, the 
WSAC areas of interest, and the City Council principles.   
 
Given the dovetailing of technical demands, a solution that efficiently and quickly meets those 
needs was identified.   That solution entails charging the Stratus Team with an expanded scope 
of work to support the Water Department and the WSAC.  As the Council is aware, the Stratus 
contract was awarded in 2014 after significant due diligence and scrutiny from the WSAC, 
Council and Water Department staff.  Stratus was selected for its comprehensive expertise and 
ability to be responsive to emerging needs of the WSAC and Water Department.  The Stratus 
Team has been in place for several months and has successfully assimilated to the City and 
earned the confidence of Water Department staff and the WSAC.    
 
For the Council’s consideration, staff and the Stratus Team developed Contract Amendment No. 
1/Task Order 3 to maximize the utility of the work products by the Stratus Team across all of 
these areas. (Attachment 3, Contract Amendment No. 1/Task Order 3.) 
 
Contract Amendment No. 1/Task Order 3 will substantially inform ongoing efforts in the Water 
Department efforts and implement the WSAC technical work plan through October 2015 while 
following the Council’s principles. 
 
The Stratus Team estimates that an additional $751,000 will be needed to fund the broad range 
of subject matter experts to complete the work items described above.  The work items are 
necessary to the Water Department and would have been completed in the near term.  Due to the 
dual use for the WSAC, the work is condensed and accelerated to occur in the next several 
months with a corresponding consolidation of cost that otherwise would have been spread across 
a few fiscal years.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  No fiscal impact.  Existing appropriations within the Water Department FY 
2015 budget will be transferred to projects c701402/Water Supply Reliability and 
c701403/Water Supply Reliability – SDC. 
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Prepared by: 
Heidi Luckenbach 
Deputy Director/Engineering 
Manager 

Submitted by: 
Rosemary Menard 
Water Director 

Approved by: 
Martin Bernal 
City Manager 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
Attachment 1 City Council Item on Future Actions – Water Supply for Drought, October 8, 2013 
Attachment 2 Water Department Workload Cross Reference 
Attachment 3 Contract Amendment No. 1/Task Order No. 3 
Attachment 4 Budget Adjustment 
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WATER DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE: March 2, 2015 
 
TO: Water Commission 
 
FROM: Heidi Luckenbach, Deputy Water Director/ Engineering Manager 
   
SUBJECT: Review of Draft 3-year Capital Improvement Program and Update on Major 

Projects 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Receive Information and provide feedback to staff on the Water 

Department’s Capital Improvement Program for FYs 2016 – 2018. 
 
 
The Water Department is completing a draft of its proposed Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
for fiscal years 2016 – 2018.  The attached spreadsheet includes the following elements of the 
proposed CIP. 
 

 Project by Category – this column includes projects that are recently completed, ongoing, 
starting during the FY2016-2018 timeframe, or defined but not due to start until after 
FY2018.  Projects are organized by categories including Water Sources, Treatment of 
Water, Distribution of Water, Facilities and Storage of Water. 

 FY 2014 includes amounts spent during that fiscal year. 
 FY 2015 includes amounts budgeted for that fiscal year.  Remaining budget may or may 

not be rolled into FY 2016 depending upon the project status and need. 
 Individual cells are shaded:  tan represents evaluation, green design, blue construction. 

Annual projects, such as the Water Main Replacement – City Engineering, do not include 
these phases because evaluation/prioritization is ongoing, and design/construction 
typically overlap. 
 

The Water Department has been working towards a process for scheduling projects for 
implementation that is more data-driven than the current prioritization methods. The approach 
taken this year, and will be revisited each year, adds risk optimization to previous prioritization 
methods.  As part of the process Water Department staff met for several half-day sessions to 
consider two specific dimensions of risk: 
 

 The impact or consequence of a failure or other negative outcome occurring; and 
 The probability or likelihood that the failure or other negative consequence will occur. 

 
Each project was reviewed by staff within this added risk-consequence framework; project 
scopes, schedules and budgets were adjusted occasionally as a result of this additional 
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consideration. This is an ongoing process that will become more valuable and robust each time it 
is revisited. 
 
Below are brief summaries of several projects; engineering staff will report on several of the 
larger projects and be available for questions.   
 
Capital Improvement Project Updates 
 
BSR Reconstruction (c700313, c700027) The Bay Street Reservoir was constructed in 1924 to 
store raw water from the City’s North Coast sources.  The facility was later re-purposed as a 
treated water reservoir, storing and distributing treated water from the Graham Hill Water 
Treatment Plant. In the mid-1970s, a roof was added to meet the requirements of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act.  By the mid-1990s, the roof structure showed signs of deterioration and an 
investigation indicated structural problems which ultimately led to a full replacement of the Bay 
Street Reservoir. 
 
The project has been divided into multiple phases: 
 
 Phase 1:  Installation of four temporary bolded steel tanks; 
 
 Phase 2:  Construction of Tank 1 (put into service on October 22, 2013); 
 
 Phase 3: Demolition of the 4 temporary tanks and construction of Tank 2 (Tank 2 

construction began in January 2014 and will be ready for service by April 2015); 
 
 Phase 4:  A future phase will include final site treatments including fencing and 

landscaping as well as evaluation of roof top solar.  (The majority of Phase 4 work is 
included in the project budget; solar evaluation and installation is currently funded 
through a new project currently titled Photovoltaic Systems Evaluation and Construction. 
This project will likely be ongoing and focus on various facilities; FY 2016 will focus on 
the Bay Street Tanks.) 

 
Beltz Well #12 (c701003)  With variations in the elevation of coastal groundwater levels, some 
groundwater pumping has been shifted further inland so as to maintain protective groundwater 
levels in the Western Purisima.  The Beltz Well #12 Well and Treatment Plant was completed 
December 2014 and is operating as expected.  No new funds will be allocated towards this 
project in FY 2016. 
 
San Lorenzo River Diversion and Tait Wells (c709872)    The City has operated several wells on 
Crossing Street referred to as the Tait Wells. Presently only Tait Well No. 1 and 4 are 
operational. This project includes a condition assessment of the existing diversion and wells 
including consideration of sanding issues, potential dam replacement, potential use of an 
infiltration gallery, construction of two new wells (to replace Tait Wells 1 and 3), and 
rehabilitation of existing Tait Well No. 4.  Combined output of these wells will be restored to 
historic levels of 1 MGD.  The design, permits, and property acquisitions will be finalized in FY 
2016, and construction of the new wells will occur in FY2017. 
 
North Coast System Rehabilitation Project (c709835) The Santa Cruz Water Department 
(SCWD) has operated and maintained the 16-mile long North Coast System since the 1880s.  
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The system relies entirely on rainfall runoff and emergent groundwater to supply the City with 
approximately 30 percent of its overall water supply. The diversion structures on its four coastal 
streams (Liddell, Reggiardo, Laguna and Majors creeks) range in age from approximately 90 
years to over 130 years.  In June 2004, the City undertook the preparation of a program-level 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for this project which addressed the potential impacts and 
mitigation measures for the overall system repairs. The PEIR was certified by City Council at a 
Public Hearing held on November 8, 2005.  The rehabilitation work is estimated to require 15 to 
20 years to complete. Two sections have been completed which include the alignment along 
High Street to the Coast Pump Station.  Phase three includes a three mile segment along the 
coast; design is nearing completion,  property appraisals for easement acquisitions and 
permitting are nearly complete; and construction is planned to begin July 2015 and will require 
two construction seasons to complete.  As described in the earlier preliminary design work, there 
will be three phases remaining. 
 
 
Main Replacements (c700002, c700003, c700004, m701105, c709833, c700017)  The Water 
Department budgets funds annually to replace existing water mains.  These projects are initiated 
by the Engineering and Distribution Divisions, outside agencies, and customers.  Department-
initiated projects are established annually through the use of a prioritization matrix developed by 
the Water Department’s Engineering Division. Many factors balancing the risk of failure with 
the consequence of failure are considered including:  
 

 the need to maintain water system reliability and water quality, 
 deliver adequate fire flows, 
 improve circulation, and, 
 reduce maintenance costs.   

 
Water Main Replacements – Outside Agency projects are budgeted annually to accommodate and 
partner with outside agency work such as County or City Public Works paving projects and 
water mains required for new development. 
 
Due to the drought conditions, last year’s Water Main Replacements – City Engineering project 
was postponed to conserve the potentially large volumes of flushing water needed to disinfect 
new water mains. The replacement program will resume this year with a project on Soquel 
Avenue from Branciforte Avenue to Morrissey Boulevard Street beginning spring 2015. 
 
Beltz Treatment Plant Reclaim Tank Replacement (c701101) The Beltz Treatment Plant Reclaim 
tank was built in 1971.  In 2002, a liner was placed into the tank to mitigate leaking; however, it 
was determined that a new tank was needed.  Bids were received in September 2012 for a new 
tank and came in 50% higher than the engineer’s estimate. The scope of the project was refined 
and rebid; the project was awarded to Monterey Peninsula Engineering for $159,000.  The tank 
was completed in spring 2014. 
 
GHWTP Filter Rehabilitation and Upgrades (c701303) The Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant 
(GHWTP) Filter Rehabilitation and Upgrades Project is the first step in the phasing of various 
process improvements at the plant.  The Filter and Rehabilitation Project will improve the overall 
condition, performance and reliability of the granular media filters.  A construction contract was 
awarded in July 2014; construction of the improvements started in November 2014 and is 
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expected to be completed in early 2016.  No new funds are allocated towards the project in the 
FY 2016 CIP.   
 
Recoat University Tank 2 (m701202) The University Tank 2 (U2) is a one million gallon welded 
steel potable water tank that was constructed in 1959. This tank supplies water to the upper west 
side of the water service area. As a critical component of the system that serves the University, it 
has been challenging to remove it from service for any significant period of time.  However, a 
new pumping system and a small maintenance tank were installed which allowed the U2 Tank to 
be taken offline for a detailed inspection and the subsequent rehabilitation project, and will 
facilitate future maintenance. Bids were received in March 2013 for a new roof and 
interior/exterior coatings; the project was awarded to Crosno Construction Inc for $982,000. The 
tank was completed in May 2014. 
 
Rehabilitate Delaveaga Tank (m701304, m701401) The DeLaveaga tank site contains two 1 
million gallon riveted steel potable water storage tanks.  The tanks were constructed in 1935 and 
have been periodically repainted since initially being placed into service. The City entered into a 
maintenance contract in 2008 to provide inspection, maintenance, cleaning and painting 
upgrades for the tanks but that contract was terminated and the tanks remained offline. A 
subsequent engineering analysis recommended repainting the tanks and performing roof repairs. 
Bids were received in November 2012 for new interior/exterior coatings and roof repairs; the 
project was awarded to Farr Synthetic Coatings. The West tank was completed in November 
2013 and a change order issued for the East tank, which was completed in October 2014. Total 
cost was $1,377,669. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment 1 Draft Water Department Capital Improvement Program, FY 2016-2018 
Attachment 2 Example Risk Consequence Matrix 
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DRAFT

Water Department Proposed Capital Improvement Program, Fiscal Years 2016-2018

Estimated 
Year-End 

Exp or 
Carry over Budget new appropriations

Projects by Category Project # Description FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018
WATER SOURCES
Coast Pump Station Rehab c70xxxx Replace/Rehab Motor Control Center

Felton Diversion Evaluation & Updgrade 
of Dam and Pump Station c701602

Evaluate existing dam and pumps and 
rehabilitate as needed.  Includes evaluation of 
subsurface intake(s).  300,000$           

Laguna Dam c7016xx

Evaluate condition of dam and make 
recommended modifications.  Project will 
follow completion of anadromous HCP.

Loch Lomond Slide Gates c700309

Evaluate condition of and repair/replace the 
five existing slide gates located on the 
upstream face of the Newell Creek Dam.

Majors Creek Diversion c70xxxx
Evaluate condition of dam and make 
recommended modifications. 300,000$     

San Lorenzo River Diversion and Tait 
Wells c709872

Evaluate condition of dam, intake and wells; 
construct new wells, and potentially modify 
dam/intake. 16,566$         253,434$     300,000$           1,600,000$  

Water Supply Project
c700305/
c700016

Following the adoption of the Integrated 
Water Plan, the investigative phase of the 
desalination project spanned 8 years and 
funded the SWRO pilot project, intake studies, 
preliminary design, DEIR and various other 
studies. 376,005$       1,683,735$  

Water Supply Reliability
c701402/
c701403

Support the Water Supply Advisory 
Committee to explore the City of Santa Cruz's 
water situation and potential supply options. 121,789$       1,078,211$  500,000$           

Subtotal Water Sources 514,360$       3,015,380$  1,100,000$        1,600,000$  300,000$     
TREATMENT OF WATER

Beltz Monitoring Wells c701002

Construct inland monitoring well network to 
monitor groundwater elevations and water 
quality in the inland portion of the Purisma. 80,900$         

Beltz 10 c709830 Replace Beltz Well #7 with new well

Beltz 11 c700026
Convert existing monitoring well at site of 
Beltz 7 and 10 to a production well. 70,000$       300,000$     

Beltz 12 c701003

Add groundwater well and wellhead treatment 
inland to distribute pumping away from the 
coast. 1,693,864$    1,755,427$  

Beltz Treatment Plant Reclaim Tank 
Replacement c701101 Replace existing tank with steel bolt-up tank 179,763$       

Beltz Treatment Plant Rehabilitation c700020
Ongoing maintenance to maintain reliable 
operation.

Concrete Tank Assessment & 
Rehabilitation c701501

Evaluate concrete tanks, develop repair/rehab 
plan, implement plan. Includes $145,000 
endowment for MHJB HCP mitigation. 233,320$     250,000$           2,000,000$  

WTP Basin & Filter Cover c701601
Covering of the sedimentation basins to reduce 
debris and sunlight

WTP Solids Handling c70xxxx

Evaluate treatment and disposal of solids 
produced at the GHWTP. Evaluation will 
occur with project c701501. 250,000$           500,000$     

WTP Filter Rehabilitation and Upgrades c701303

First project to the current phasing of 
improvements at GHWTP.  See project "Water 
Treatment Upgrades." 461,197$       4,723,994$  

WTP Flocculator/Sedimentation 
Improvements c701502

Replace aging paddle wheel flocculators and 
improve sedimentation processes. Project 
c701601 combined with this project. 60,000$             600,000$     6,000,000$  

WTP Hypochlorite Generation c701401
Consider replacing existing gas chlorine 
system to sodium hypochlorite system 75,000$       

WTP UV System - Pasatiempo c701503
Consider upgrading the Pasatiempo pump 
station with ultra violet disinfection. 40,000$       

Water Treatment Upgrades
c700014/
c700025

Upgrades to Graham Hill Water Treatment 
Plant to enhance water quality, meet new and 
planned regulations, increase reliability.  
(Power Mgmt and Filter Rehab are offshoots 
of this project.) 91,561$       200,000$           

Subtotal Water Treatment $2,415,724 $6,919,302 $760,000 $3,170,000 $6,300,000
DISTRIBUTION OF WATER
Inspection of Ocean Street Main c7016xx

Water Main Replacements - City 
Engineering c700002

Funds are allocated in the CIP each year to 
replace underground water mains < 10" in 
diameter. 726,647$       742,481$     1,000,000$        1,000,000$  1,000,000$  

Water Main Replacements - Outside 
Agency c700003

Funds are allocated in the CIP each year to 
replace underground water works to coincide 
with projects initiated by other agencies. 11,261$         374,620$     200,000$           200,000$     200,000$     

Water Main Replacements - Customer 
Initiated c700004

Projects initiated on an as-needed basis to 
accommodate customer-requested connections 
to undersized or inadequate mains. 50,000$       50,000$             50,000$       50,000$       

Water Main Replacements - Distribution c701507

Funds are allocated in the CIP each year to 
replace underground water mains 
(transmission, distribution and service lines) 
by City forces. 300,000$     325,000$           325,000$     325,000$     

Gravity Trunk Main Valve Replacement c701504
Replace isolation valves on trunk main leaving 
GHWTP 150,000$     200,000$           

Newell Creek Pipeline Rehabilitation c701701

Full/partial replacement of the pipeline btw the 
base of Loch Lomond Reservoir and the 
GHWTP. 700,000$     

P:\_Public\Budgets\CIP\FY16\FY 2012 - 2030 only CIP 2005-2030 Heidi 2-22-15.xlsx (2/24/2015 9:32 AM) 1 of 2
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DRAFT

Water Department Proposed Capital Improvement Program, Fiscal Years 2016-2018

Estimated 
Year-End 

Exp or 
Carry over Budget new appropriations

Projects by Category Project # Description FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018

Newell Creek Dam Inlet/Outlet Pipeline c70xxxx
Inspect and develop a rehabilitation plan for 
the inlet/outlet pipe within Newell Creek Dam. 125,000$           

North Coast System Rehab c709835

Replace approximately 16miles of raw water 
pipeline.  Pipelines deliver water from the 
North Coast sources to the GHWTP and date 
back to 1889. 242,548$       1,267,876$  4,235,000$        4,000,000$  

Service Line Replacements c700006

Ongoing program to repair, recondition or 
establish water services to meet customer 
demand and replace deteriorated services.

Water Transmission System 
Improvements (10" and larger)

c709833/
c700017

Funds are allocated in the CIP each year to 
replace underground water mains 
(transmission, distribution and service lines). 613,510 500,000 500,000 500,000

Water Services and Meters c709806
Repair and recondition water services at 
various locations

Subtotal Distribution of Water 980,456 3,498,486 6,635,000 6,775,000 2,075,000
FACILITIES

Advance Metering Infrastructure (AMI) c70xxxx
Evaluate use of AMI and install as 
recommended.

50,000 4,000,000 4,000,000

Bunker Roof Project c701508
Install roof over existing material storage area 
at the City's Corporation Yard. Evaluate install 
of solar panels.

200,000 150,000

Hydroturbines c700901
Installation of a hydro turbine at the Newell 
Creek Dam

Loch Lomond Facilities Improvements
c709837/
c701301

Conduct assessment of current and potential 
future uses, develop master plan. 4,676 180,324 100,000

Photovoltaic Systems 
Evaluation/Construction c70xxxx

Ongoing project to evaluate, design and 
construct PV systems on water department 
facilities.  Current project is at the Bay Street 
Tank Site. 40,000 500,000

Water Resources Building c701702 Design and construct a new facility 100,000 1,000,000
Subtotal Facilities 4,676 380,324 440,000 5,500,000 4,000,000
STORAGE OF WATER

Bay Street Reservoir Reconstruction
c700313/
c700027

Replace the existing reservoir that has reached 
the end of its useful life (build ~1926), and to 
downsize to meet current water quality 
regulations. 4,855,428 6,782,561

Recoat University Reservoir No. 4 c701505
Condition assessment and 
recoating/rehabilitation project 95,000 100,000 75,000 1,300,000

Recoat University Reservoir No. 5 c701506
Condition assessment and 
recoating/rehabilitation project 110,000 75,000 1,750,000

Tank Aerators c70xxxx
Add aerators to various tanks to help with 
DBPs.

Steel Tank Recoating c700024 Inspect, repair and recoat storage tanks.

Subtotal Storage of Water 4,855,428 6,987,561 175,000 1,825,000 1,300,000
Total Projects 8,770,643 20,801,054 9,110,000 18,870,000 13,975,000

LEGEND

Evaluation Phase
Design Phase

Construction Phase
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Attachment 2 

Example Risk Consequence Matrix 

 

 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
9 18 27 36 45 54 63 72 81 90 
8 16 24 32 40 48 56 64 72 80 
7 14 21 28 35 42 49 56 63 70 
6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54 60 
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 
4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 
3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 
2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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