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Water Commission Agenda

AP —— Regular Meeting
SANTA CRUZ 7:00 p.m. - May 1, 2017
N Council Chambers

Water Department 809 Center Street, Santa Cruz
Agenda
Call to Order
Roll Call

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 1-12)

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. Accept the City Council actions affecting the Water Department ¢ (Pages 1-2)
2. Approve the April 3, 2017 Water Commission Minutes ¥ (Pages 3-8)
3. Receive the 3rd Quarter FY 2017 Financial Report >« (Pages 9-12)

Items Removed from the Consent Agenda

General Business (Pages 13- 23)

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.



4. FY 2018 Recommended Operating Budget ¥¢(Pages 13-20)

Recommendation: That the Water Commission receive information regarding the recommended
FY 2018 Operating Budget and provide feedback.

5. Update on the Winter Water Projects ¥ (Pages 21- 23)

Recommendation: That the Water Commission accept information and provide feedback on the
status of the various work elements associated with the Winter Water pro-
jects being pursued by the City of Santa Cruz and as recommended by the
Water Supply Advisory Committee.

Subcommittee/Advisory Body Oral Reports
Director’s Oral Report No action shall be taken on this item.

Adjournment  The next meeting of the Water Commission is tentatively scheduled for June
5, 2017, at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers.

YeDenotes 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 the 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 consideration for
people with chemical sensitivities, please attend the meeting fragrance free. Upon request, 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 ar-
rangements can be made. The Cal-Relay system number: 1-800-735-2922.




Rk WATER COMMISSION

crrty oF INFORMATION REPORT
SANTA CRUZ
DATE: 4/27/17
AGENDA OF: May 1, 2017
TO: Water Commission
FROM: Rosemary Menard, Water Director
SUBJECT: City Council Items Affecting Water

RECOMMENDATION: That the Water Commission accept the City Council items affecting the Water
Department.

April 25, 2017

Lake Management Services Contract - Contract Amendment No. 1 (WT)

Motion carried to authorize the City Manager to execute Contract Amendment No. 1 with McCord
Environmental Inc. (Davis, CA) for lake management services for the Loch Lomond Reservoir, in a
form approved by the City Attorney.

Purchase of One (1) Hydro-Excavator (WT)
Motion carried to authorize the purchase of a Hydro-Excavator from Atlantic Machinery (Silver Spring,
MD) in the amount of $399,761.

Water Supply Advisory Committee Aquifer Storage and Recovery Alternative: Contract Amendment
No. 1 with Pueblo Water Resources for Groundwater Modeling (WT)

Motion carried to authorize the City Manager to execute Contract Amendment No. 1 with Pueblo
Water Resources Inc. (Ventura CA) in the amount of $377,615 for groundwater modeling and data
interpretation for the Aquifer Storage and Recovery Water Supply Alternative evaluation as per the
recommendations of the Water Supply Advisory Committee, and to authorize the City Manager to
execute an agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney.

Water Supply Advisory Committee Desalination Alternative: Award of Contract to Dudek for
Preparation of a Desalination Feasibility Update (WT)

Motion carried to accept the proposal of Dudek (Santa Cruz CA) in the amount of $139,669 for the
preparation of a Desalination Feasibility Update as per the recommendations of the Water Supply
Advisory Committee and to authorize the City Manager to execute an agreement in a form approved by
the City Attorney.

PROPOSED MOTION: Motion to accept the City Council items affecting the Water Department.



ATTACHMENTS: None.
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\ Water Commission
M

CITY O 7:00 p.m. —Aprll 3, 2017

SANTACIF{UZ Council Chambers

809 Center Street, Santa Cruz

Water Department

Minutes of a Water Commission Meeting

Call to Order  Chair Wilshusen called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. in the City

Council Chambers.

Roll Call

Present: L. Wilshusen (Chair), D. Engfer (Vice-Chair), D. Baskin, J. Mekis, A.
Schiffrin, D. Schwarm, W. Wadlow

Absent:

Staff Present:  R. Menard, Water Director; H. Luckenbach, Deputy

Director/Engineering Manager; T. Goddard, Administrative Service
Manager; M. Kaping, Management Analyst; A. Poncato,
Administrative Assistant I11.

Others: 5 members of the public.

Oral Communications: There were no oral communications.

Statements of Disqualification: There were no statements of disqualification.

Announcements: There were no announcements.

Consent Agenda

1.
2. Approve the March 6, 2017, Water Commission Minutes

3.

5. Accept the Water Department Strategic Framework for Communications on Water

6.

Accept the City Council actions affecting the Water Department
Receive and discuss the information regarding the 2017 Water Supply Outlook

Supply Advisory Committee Recommendations
Accept the updated Water Commission meeting schedule for 2017

Commissioner Schiffrin moved the Consent Agenda. Commissioner Baskin seconded.
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED

AYES: All.
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.

Items Removed from the Consent Agenda



4. Recommend that the City Council approve the FY 2018 — FY 2020 Capital
Improvement Program budget

Can staff advise why there is a 10% increase in the projected years of the recommended
CIP compared with the CIP in the Long Range Financial Plan?

e The nature of CIP planning is that the next year’s budget requirements becomes
clearer as projects move forward. Outlying year’s project budgets will still swing;
however, recent work completed on the water supply project and other work has
assisted in making future estimates more concrete.

e Staff has updated the Long Range Financial Plan financial pro-forma to include
the revisions to the CIP.

Final Comments and Requests for Follow Up
e For future consideration, present a comparative analysis when amounts increase
significantly from the Long Range Financial Plan.
e Add footnotes which identify key assumptions of what numbers are firm and
which still lack definition.
e Identify which projects in the CIP are or could be impactful to the WSAS
strategies.

Commissioner Schiffrin moved to recommend that the City Council approve the FY
2018- FY 2020 Capital Improvement Program budget. Commissioner Baskin seconded.
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED

AYES: All.
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.

General Business

7. Revision of Miscellaneous Fees
Ms. Menard introduced Ms. Kaping who provided an overview of the Water
Department’s updated Miscellaneous Fees.

Ms. Kaping pointed out the average amount of increase from the 2010 fees is 32% not
50% as stated in the staff report.

Are these fees simply to recover the cost of staff performing these activities?
e Yes, the fee rate is the labor rate plus parts required.

It seems unfair to raise prices 45-68% higher than the rate of inflation when fees such as
restoring service after non-payment target citizens are already struggling with financial
difficulties.
e The proposed fees were calculated based on actual labor costs. Inflation was not
considered when the updated rates were calculated.



If a citizen cancels or reschedules an appointment without 1 business-day notices they are
charged $500. What if a Water Department employee fails to show up for an
appointment? Will the customer receive a credit?
e A Water Department employee will not miss an appointment because other staff
members could make it in the event an employee is ill or unable to meet the job
needs.

Why were labor rates calculated at only $63/hour?

e The Finance Department recently hired a consultant to do a city-wide fee study.
The consultant used a blended rate per Department, which includes labor costs
from all levels of service and management. This methodology is consistent with
Water Department practices; the tasks listed in the fee schedule are not always
completed by one person or one division. Many times it is several divisions
working together to complete an assignment. Fees were determined using the
consultant’s methodology for an hourly blended rate.

Commissioner Schiffrin moved that the City Council approve the Water Department’s
updated Miscellaneous Fees. Commission Wadlow seconded.
VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED

AYES: All.
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.

8. Scopes of work for Water Supply Augmentation Strategy Work Plan: Raftelis -
Financial Analysis of RW/ Dudek - Update of Desal project.

Ms. Luckenbach provided information on the scopes of work for Raftelis Financial

Consultants Inc. (Los Angeles CA) for Phase 1 of the Water Reliability Impact Study and

Dudek (Santa Cruz CA) for the Preparation of a Desalination Feasibility Update.

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. discussion

What does pricing recycled water mean?
e A pricing policy for a project will depend on the value the project provides. For
example, if you have a recycled water project that is an irrigation-only project
(i.e., it will not solve the water supply issue), you will likely have a different
pricing policy than if you have a project similar to Direct Potable Reuse (DPR)
that does help to solve a water supply issue.

Does pricing recycled water mean that we are going to be selling water to others besides
our water customers?
e ltcould. If you have a different customer base your pricing policy may change.
Pricing policy will be taken into account on a project by project basis.

For purposes of the analysis, is it pricing recycling, costing recycling or both?
e Itis probably both because there is a cost to make the water but you may have a
different pricing strategy. For example, because it is very costly to treat recycled



water to a potable water standard, we would need to think about how we would
allocate those costs.

Will the financial analysis determine future individual customer fees?
e No, this analysis will not determine future individual customer fees. That level of
detailed analysis would be undertaken in a future study.

Will Raftelis do the work for in-lieu and ASR?
e Yes and we’ve updated the Water Commission work plan to indicate that we are
bringing back a Phase 2 scope from Raftelis in a few months that will do this type
of financial analysis for those alternatives.

Dudek discussion

Can the intake locations change?
e It is unknown if we can change them, but we will likely reduce the number of
intakes based on the comments and feedback we received in comments to the
draft EIR for the scwd2 desalination project.

As staff developed their statement of work with Dudek, what considerations were made
related to the Moss Landing Desal project?
e That desal option was not specifically defined in the WSAC work plan so the idea
of including the Moss Landing Desal project as an element to observe was not
contemplated when staff developed their statement of work with Dudek.

Final Comments and Requests for Follow Up

e Evaluate the intertie component with Soquel Creek Water District in the
feasibility update.

e Provide two desalination alternatives to City Council, city only and a regional
project with Soquel Creek Water District.

e Observe energy costs and environmental impacts the same way we examine these
impacts for ASR, in-lieu, and our recycled water alternatives.

e Update language on the second bullet point of task 3A to state: “Evaluate the
intertie component of the project.”

Public comments made by Christy Kirven and Kim Adamson.

Commissioner Schiffrin moved to accept the staff recommendation on the scopes of work
for Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. and Dudek with the additional recommendation
that the contract with Dudek be amended to evaluate the intertie component.
Commissioner Baskin seconded.

VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED

AYES: All.

NOES: None.

ABSENT: None.



9. Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)between the City of Santa Cruz and Soquel
Creek Water District (SQCWD) regarding treated wastewater effluent for use in a
potential future Pure Water Soquel Project

Ms. Menard provided an overview of the Memorandum Agreement between the City of

Santa Cruz and Soquel Creek Water District.

What has changed since the last time the MOU was brought to the Commission?
e The language has been clarified in Paragraph 2. The language was also modified
in Paragraph 5 to clarify procedural and timing matters related to implementation
of portions of the MOU, certifying the EIR and approving a project.

How do we know how much water we need to get 1,500 acre-feet of advanced treated
recycled water?

e 1,500 acre-feet of water is equal to 500 million gallons or 1.3 million MGD. The
City’s Wastewater Treatment Facility dry weather flow is about 6 mgd and it goes
up in the winter season. It used to be 9-10 mgd but with conservation efforts, it is
averaging between 6-7 MGD. The analysis has been done to determine how
much untreated wastewater is required to produce 1,500 acre-feet of ATRW.

Is the purpose of this MOU for SQCWD to proceed with their recycled water program?
e Yes. SQCWD has been considering a project that uses a membrane bioreactor,

which is basically a treatment process to treat raw sewage to secondary standard.
Last year the City sent a signed a letter to SQCWD saying they can have access to
the City’s wastewater. This MOU provides SqCWD with additional certainty and
clarity that they will have access to wastewater effluent from the City and they
won’t need include in the environmental analysis consideration of a facility to
treat raw sewage.

Isn’t it a better deal for SQCWD if we treat the water and sell it to them?

e Not necessarily, because if they build a water recycling treatment facility, they
can finance it and spread those costs over 30 years. If SQCWD is a customer of
ours, they pay the full freight of operating and capital costs without the benefit of
getting to capitalize the major facility cost.

Is there a benefit for the potential wastewater treatment plant to reduce wastewater
outflow into Monterey Bay?

e There is an agreement between a variety of parties around Monterey Bay for a
water quality monitoring program. It’s an annual program, the costs of which are
divided among the participating agencies. As fewer agencies discharge into the
bay, the size of the program doesn’t go down; the costs may be allocated to the
agencies who are still releasing flows into the ocean.

Final Comments and Requests for Follow Up

e Establish whether or not a time limit and/or a termination clause should be
included in the agreement.
e List all the definitions in the same place within the agreement.




e Suggest updating language in section 2 to state: “... 1,500 acre-feet per year (not
to exceed 1.3 million MGD).

e Correct Districts in section 2 so it is possessive.

e Determine the enforceability of the agreement and consider a risk analysis and
loss analysis if it is considered to be enforceable.

e |dentify what will happen if we do not choose to move forward with this
agreement or plan.

e Confirm how we can get out of this plan.

e Amend the agreement to state that the parties involved will have to decide if they
want to continue the agreement or not in X years.

e The language in section 5, and in one other section, originated specifically from
SqCWD’s CEQA attorney that was designed to help withstand future legal
challenges. This was done so it doesn’t presuppose an outcome of the CEQA
process and the SQCWD Board decision making.

Commissioner Schiffrin moved that the Commission recommend that the City Council
approve the Memorandum of Agreement between the City of Santa Cruz and Soquel
Creek Water District with a further recommendation that the City Attorney review the
agreement again and provide the City Council with information on any enforceability
risks that the City would be subject to because of the agreement and also determine if
there is a benefit to adding a termination clause after a limited time period to the
agreement. Commissioner Engfer seconded.

VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED

AYES: All.
NOES: None.
ABSENT: None.

Subcommittee/Advisory Body Oral Reports
e Commissioner Baskin reports that the Mid-County Groundwater Agency work to
develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Santa Cruz Mid-County
Groundwater Basin is in its early stages.

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

Adjournment  Meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m. The next meeting of the Water
Commission is scheduled for May 1, 2017, at 7:00 p.m. in Council
Chambers.

Respectfully submitted,

Digitally signed by Amy Poncato

A m y DN: cn=Amy Poncato, o=Water

Department, ou=Administration,
email=aponcato@cityofsantacruz.co

Poncato

Date: 2017.04.27 10:44:06 -07'00"
Staff
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A= WATER COMMISSION

P INFORMATION REPORT
SANTA CRUZ

DATE: 4/26/2017

AGENDA OF: May 1, 2017
TO: Water Commission
FROM: Malissa Kaping, Management Analyst
SUBJECT: 3" Quarter FY 2017 Financial Report

RECOMMENDATION: That the Water Commission receive the information regarding the 3"
Quarterly FY 2017 Financial Report.

BACKGROUND: The 3" Quarter FY 2017 Financial Report is attached as an informational
consent item. This report is for the period of 7/1/16 through 3/31/17 and is a summary
comparison of our actual expenses and revenues to date versus the projected budget at the 75%
point of the fiscal year. Both our revenues and expenses are below the 75% mark, with total
revenues exceeding expenses. It is expected that the FY 2017 year-end financials will also reflect
total revenues exceeding expenses.

Operating Budget Comments

e The fund balances shown includes a journal entry in-process to transfer the 1Bank
reimbursement funds received to the 90-Day Operating Reserve and the Emergency
Reserve as planned.

e All costs, including personnel costs, related to the January and February storm response
is included in the Fund 711 Operating budget expenses. Such expenses are being tracked
with the intent of reimbursing Fund 711 from Fund 717, the Emergency Reserve, while
the city is pursuing FEMA reimbursement.

CIP Comments
e The CIP page list of projects and (projected) project totals has been updated to match the
CIP request going to Council on May 9". The visual charts were removed due to lack of
space; however, the information that would have been provided in the charts (number of
projects by status, amount spent on water main replacements, and duration of projects by
driver) is already included in the data tables.

FISCAL IMPACT: None



PROPOSED MOTION: Motion to receive the information regarding the 3 Quarterly FY 2017
Financial Report

ATTACHMENTS:
3" Quarter FY2017 Financial Report
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3rd Quarter FY2017
Preliminary, Unaudited, as of 3/31/17

Water Operations, Fund 711 FY2017 YTD % of
FY2017 FY2017 Actual YTD Remaining YTD Budget
Ado Budget Adj Budget  Thru3/31/17 Enc Act+Enc  Act+Enc
Revenues
Water Sales and Service * 30,278,463 30,278,463 18,177,840 - 18,177,840 60%
Miscellaneous 3,045,315 3,045,315 950,726 - 950,726 31%
Grants & Other Financing 20,008,000 20,008,000 25,003,224 - 25,003,224 125%
Total Revenues 53,331,778 53,331,778 44,131,789 - 44,131,789 83%
Expenses -
Personnel 12,741,984 12,741,984 8,320,946 - 8,320,946 65%
Services, Supplies, and Other 20,794,807 21,664,477 7,306,701 1,633,564 8,940,266 41%
Capital Outlay: Other 965,000 978,050 178,058 179,610 357,668 37%
Debt Service 970,550 1,220,550 1,098,649 - 1,098,649 90%
Total Expenses 35,472,341 36,605,061 16,904,355 1,813,174 18,717,529 51%
Balance 16,726,717 27,227,435 25,414,261
FY2017 Fund Balan Bal T t .
0 und Balances atance arge Water Sales & Service (actuals)
asof 3/31/17 Balance
711- Enterprise Operations ** 10,437,219 6,600,000 | >>000.000 OProjected
713- Rate Stabilization 2,479,026 2,450,000 30,000,000 B Actual u
714- Public Art 328,477 N/A 25,000,000 eale
715-System Devel. Charges 3,353,439 N/A 20,000,000 L
716- 90-Day Operating Reserve ** 6,490,700 6,600,000 15,000,000
717- Emergency Reserve ** 3,042,715 3,100,000 10,000,000
718- MHJB Endowment 145,442 145,000 5,000,000 —1
* Actual revenues received (not as billed) - ‘
. . . (CIEN R TS
** Balance includes journey entry in process Q\q? <z\"’° ((_09 Q-O'Q ((_09
FY2017 Water Sales (as billed)
$3,500,000.00
380,000
$3,000,000.00
$2,500,000.00
330,000
% $2,000,000.00 - §, Volume Sold
e &  —+—FY16 Actuals
E $1,500,00000 — —— — "~ 280,000 E ~—— Projected Sales
>° —h— Current Actuals
$1,000,000.00
M N N N >~ 230,000
$500,000.00
5- —— Y T T T T T ———>»+ 180,000
Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Created on 4/24/17 P:\WTAD\Management Analyst\Financials - Qtrly Reports\Final Quarterly Reports FY17‘e§rd Qtr FY17.xIsx



CIP Projects Overview, as of 3/31/2017

Rehabilitation or Replacement Projects Project # I{'g?a?];:':;{eecct:ed) - g/psir;lci?'l;hru ELC;J:t(i:;n Current Status
Aerators at Loch Lomond c701706 350,000 - 2017 - 2019 |[Feasibility
Bay Street Reservoir Reconstruction c700313 & -027 25,969,205 24,445,044 12007 - 2017 |Wrap-up/Phase 4
Beltz 10 & 11 Rehab & Development c700026 509,243 64,243 12017 - 2018 |Pre-Design
Coast Pump Station Line Repairs c701707 550,000 - 2018 Feasibility
Felton Diversion Replac. & Pump Station c701602 1,200,000 92,036 {2016 - 2020 |Pre-Design
Gravity Trunk Main Valve Replacement 701504 640,000 583,519 |2014 - 2017 |Construction
Newell Creek Dam Inlet/Outlet Pipeline c701606 49,940,744 1,183,015 |2016 - 2021 |Design
Newell Creek Pipeline Rehabilitation c701701 19,920,000 9,999 12016 - 2020 |Feasibility
N. Coast System Rehab- Laguna Diversion TBD 1,750,000 - 2018 - 2021 |[Feasibility
N. Coast System Rehab- Majors Diversion TBD 1,750,000 - 2018 - 2021 |[Feasibility
North Coast System Rehabilitation -Phase 3 c709835 15,686,759 13,309,558 (2012 - 2017 |Construction
North Coast System Rehabilitation -Phase 4 c709835 13,000,000 - 2021 -2023 |Pre-Feasibility
Pressure Regulating Stations c701703 490,000 6,648 12017 - 2020 |Pre-Design
San Lorenzo River Diversion & Tait Wells c709872 2,055,014 1,964,711 12002 - 2017 |Project Wrap-up
Tube Settler Replacement c701708 2,200,000 - 2018 Pre-Design
University Tank No. 4 Rehab/Replace c701505 3,770,000 - 2014 - 2020 |Feasibility
University Tank No. 5 Replacement c701506 3,978,000 330,998 |2014 - 2018 |Design
Water Treatment Upgrades c700025 & -1401 815,548 443,621 |On-going Feasibility
Wharf Water Main Replacement c701613 193,501 158,188 2016 Completed
WTP Concrete Tanks €701501, -1503, & 10,828,320 921,645 (2014 - 2020 [Design
WTP Filter Rehabilitation and Upgrades c701303 6,037,300 5,969,761 |2013 - 2017 |Construction
WTP Flocculator Mixers c701502 2,360,000 - 2018 - 2019 |Feasibility
163,993,634 49,482,985
Upgrades or Improvement Projects Project # I{'g?a?];:':;{eecct:ed) - g/p;ir;lci?'l;hru ELC;J:t(i:;n Current Status
Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) c701603 8,100,000 5,600 |TBD Feasibility
Loch Lomond Facilities Improvements c701301 385,000 74,376 (2013 - 2020 |Design/Construction
Photovoltaic System Evaluation/Construc c701607 910,000 290 (2016 - 2018 |Design/Construction
Security Camera & Building Access Upgrades [c701704 645,000 - 2016 - 2019 |[Feasibility
Spoils and Stockpile Handling Facilities c701508 350,000 201,868 |2015 - 2017 |Construction
Water Resources Building c701702 1,100,000 206,585 |2016 - 2017 |Design
11,490,000 488,719
Water Supply Reliability & Studies Project # I{'g?a?];:':;{eecct:ed) - g/p;ir;lci?'l;hru ELC;J:t(i:;n Current Status
Aquifer Storage and Recovery c701609 & -10 3,635,000 460,299 (2016 - 2020 |Feasibility
Recycled Water c701611 & -12 575,000 549,907 |2016 - TBD |Feasibility
Source Water Evaluation c701608 1,100,000 273,434 12016 - 2020 |Feasibility
Water Supply Reliability - WSAC €701402 & -03 2,296,250 2,296,249 12014 - 2016 |Completed
Water Supply- WSAS Implementation c701705 105,078,352 25,776 12020 - 2025 |Feasibility
112,684,602 3,605,664
Spend For .
Water Main Replacements Project # Average Spend 7/F1/16 - Prole(?t Current Status
Per Year 3/31/17 Duration
Main Replacements - Engineering Section c700002 + 1,298,289 1,096,515
Main Replacements -Customer Initiated c700004 35,759 - .
Main Replacements - Distribution Section c701507 369,643 182,022 Annual - Ongoing Programs
Main Replace.- Outside Agency Initiated c700003 172,564 27,778
1,876,255 1,306,315

* Amount includes encumbered and spent funds from the project start through 3/31/17.
** Non-inflated 2015 dollars, will change as projects move through design process. Includes budget adjustments in process.
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ﬁi\ WATER COMMISSION

T INFORMATION REPORT
SANTA CRUZ

DATE: 4/25/2017

AGENDA OF: May 1, 2017
TO: Water Commission
FROM: Nicole B. Dennis,

Principal Management Analyst

SUBJECT: FY 2018 Recommended Operating Budget

RECOMMENDATION: That the Water Commission receive information regarding the
recommended FY 2018 Operating Budget and provide feedback.

BACKGROUND: The City of Santa Cruz will hold its annual operating budget hearing
beginning May 23 through May 25, 2017. Both the Operating and Capital Improvement Budgets
are scheduled to be adopted on June 13, 2017. Due to the timing of the Water Commission
meeting and the production of the printed budget document, the Water Commission will be
provided with a draft of the FY 2018 Operating Budget for review and feedback at the May 1%
meeting. The final, printed version will be provided to the Commission at their June 5t meeting.

DISCUSSION: The Water Department’s Operating Budget provides the resources the Department
needs to provide core services to customers. These include water service, and customer service and
billing as well as all of the events that support these activities. For instance, all facility and system
maintenance, resources to implement water conservation and backflow prevention programs, water
quality monitoring and reporting, operation of the Loch Lomond recreation area, departmental
finance, and administration functions, and watershed management and resource management
activities.

Specifically planned for FY 2018, included in the operating budget and consistent with the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP), the Department plans to:

e Continue working on the Department’s strategic planning and organization development
efforts;

e (Conduct a public opinion poll, to establish a baseline of the community’s awareness of the
water supply gap and the WSAC recommendations;

e Continue to implement the WSAC recommended work plan;

e Pursue debt financing necessary to fund the planned CIP;
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e Begin the NEPA/CEQA process for the draft aquatic-species Habitat Conservation
Plan/Section 2081 Permit with NOAA and California DFW;

e Maintain water service reliability and water quality by cleaning and inspecting all potable
water storage reservoirs; and

e Launch the new Utility Maintenance Technician Trainee program at Graham Hill Water
Treatment Plant.

To address the staffing needed to accomplish the work of the Department, we are proposing the
addition of 5.0 FTE positions and the replacement of two positions to better meet current
demands.

In Customer Service, we are recommending the addition of a Utility Account Specialist (1 FTE).
This lead worker position will improve our ability to provide excellent customer service by
increasing our capacity to deal with increasingly complex billing and remittance processing
needs.

In the Engineering Section, a new Assistant Engineer 11 (1 FTE) position will support existing
and new capital projects included those related to reinvestments in our backbone infrastructure
and in work related to planning for a supplemental water supply.

A Microbiologist I/11 (1 FTE) is needed in the Water Quality Lab to meet current workload
demand and expand lab testing to related to initiative such as the source water evaluation that is
being conducted to support treatment planning.

Our Distribution section has never had a dedicated support position. Increased work load and the
need support to maximize the benefit of a new computerized maintenance management system
was identified as a need that could be met with the addition of a new Administrative Assistant Il
position (1 FTE), and this position has been added to the FY 2017-18 budget.

A Utility Account Specialist (1 FTE) is recommended for the Meter Shop to provide analytical
support for the Department’s meter reading program including the development and
implementation of a meter testing and replacement program.

In addition to the staff listed above, we have also proposed the deletion of two staff positions and
requested that they be replaced with a classification that better meets the needs of Department. In
Administration, we recommend the deletion of an Administrative Assistant Il (1 FTE) and the
addition of an Administrative Assistant 111 (1 FTE). Given the complex workload in the
Department, the two support positions in administration perform similar duties and there is no
longer any meaningful distinction between the Administrative Assistant Il and 111 positions. Both
staff function and perform the duties of the Administrative Assistant I11 by supporting all
sections of the Department, the managers, and Director.

The Department is also recommending the deletion of the Administrative Services Manager (1

FTE) and the addition of a Finance Manager (1 FTE) This change in staffing will allow the
Department to recruit and retain a person with specific expertise in long-term financial planning
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and management, municipal debt issuance and the review of bond documents and monitor cash
flow needs.

The proposed FY 2017-18 budget is attached.

FISCAL IMPACT: Funds are available to support the FY 2017-18 Proposed Operating Budget
from water sales revenues and other sources.

RECOMMENDED MOTION: No action requested at this time. Request the Commission
provide feedback on the FY 2018 Recommended Operating Budget.

Attachment: FY 2018 DRAFT Operating Budget
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Water

Expenditures by Character
Personnel Services
Services, Supplies & Other Charges
Capital Outlay
Debt Service
Total Expenditures
Expenditures by Activity

Water Administration 7101
Water Engineering 7102
Water Customer Services 7103
Water Conservation 7104
Water Resources 7105
Water Production 7106
Water Quality 7107
Water Distribution 7108
Water Recreation 7109
Water Meter Shop 7113
Meter Shop (no longer used) 7118
Water Debt Service 7140
Drought Response 2014 7199

SubTotal Other Funds
Total Expenditures

Resources by Fund

Water 711
Water System Development Fees Fund 715
Water - Emergency Reserve Fund 717

Total Resources

Net General Fund Cost

Fiscal Year 2017

Department Summary

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018

Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
10,552,312 12,741,984 12,802,461 0 13,945,549
11,398,796 12,616,410 13,468,377 12,396,488 4,663,188
286,108 965,000 1,018,050 1,018,050 0
786,326 1,111,938 1,361,938 1,321,433 1,694,301
23,023,541 27,435,332 28,650,826 14,735,971 20,303,038
4,478,178 5,166,074 5,416,135 3,847,703 4,559,174
2,033,528 3,028,647 3,278,931 1,050,925 2,578,292
1,379,905 1,480,547 1,520,443 313,053 1,392,778
803,045 1,032,724 1,078,548 487,965 506,578
1,010,381 1,486,943 1,639,357 620,319 641,431
5,908,516 6,100,712 6,211,014 3,614,384 3,065,547
955,162 1,021,798 1,082,379 286,127 734,301
3,832,777 5,108,627 5,108,627 2,337,959 3,511,637
1,131,212 1,150,497 1,169,217 317,367 948,688
221 746,825 781,125 537,798 669,373
608,549 0 0 938 938
786,326 1,111,938 1,361,938 1,321,433 1,694,301
95,741 0 3,113 0 0
23,023,541 27,435,332 28,650,826 14,735,971 20,303,038
23,023,541 27,435,332 28,650,826 14,735,971 20,303,038
26,895,903 53,294,778 53,294,778 53,728,229 41,340,450
518,350 330,000 330,000 655,000 825,000
435,984 0 0 0 0
27,850,237 53,624,778 53,624,778 54,383,229 42,165,450
4,826,695 26,189,446 24,973,952 39,647,258 21,862,412

Water Administration

Activity Number: 7101
Department: Water

Activity Description:

Activity Summary

The Water Administration section coordinates and manages department business by focusing on the following operational areas: human resources, finances,
public relations, safety, and regulatory compliance. Administration is responsible for maintaining a rate structure that reflects cost of service, funds the
department's capital improvement program, and provides adequate reserves. This section also facilitates the communication and interaction with the Water
Commission, City Council, City Manager’s Office and regulatory agencies.

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services
Services, Supplies & Other Charges
Capital Outlay
Total Expenditures

Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
1,242,604 1,408,213 1,408,213 0 1,383,073
3,235,574 3,657,861 3,907,922 3,747,703 3,176,101
0 100,000 100,000 100,000 0
4,478,178 5,166,074 5,416,135 3,847,703 4,559,174
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Water Engineering

Activity Summary

Activity Number: 7102
Department: Water

Activity Description:

The Water Engineering section provides engineering, planning, project design and construction management necessary for water facilities, as well as evaluation
and installation of water saving technologies. The section keeps current with new technologies and water quality issues, remaining sensitive to mitigation of
environmental impacts; reviews all requests for water services; maintains records of facilities, installations and maps; and oversees the Backflow Prevention
Program.

Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018

Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services 1,549,443 2,228,946 2,228,946 0 2,462,742
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 415,005 734,701 971,935 972,875 115,550
Capital Outlay 69,080 65,000 78,050 78,050 0
Total Expenditures 2,033,528 3,028,647 3,278,931 1,050,925 2,578,292

Activity Resources:

Rents & Misc Revenues 1,231 0 0 20,514 0
Total Resources 1,231 0 0 20,514 0

Water Customer Services

Activity Summary

Activity Number: 7103
Department: Water
Activity Description:

The Customer Services section (Santa Cruz Municipal Utilities -SCMU) provides customer service for water, sewer, refuse, and recycling services to the residents
and businesses of the City of Santa Cruz, and only water services to the unincorporated surrounding areas. This section manages utility accounts and billing,
processes opening and closing of accounts; and provides service in response to requests from the customers.

Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018

Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services 910,416 1,022,433 1,062,329 0 1,282,597
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 440,332 458,114 458,114 313,053 110,181
Capital Outlay 29,157 0 0 0 0
Total Expenditures 1,379,905 1,480,547 1,520,443 313,053 1,392,778

Activity Resources:

Charges for Services 691,062 725,615 725,615 725,615 761,896
Total Resources 691,062 725,615 725,615 725,615 761,896

Water Conservation

Activity Summary

Activity Number: 7104
Department: Water
Activity Description:

The Water Conservation section is responsible for promoting efficient water use and for implementing management practices that reduce customer demand for
water, including public information and education activities, water budgets for large landscape customers, plumbing fixture replacement and appliance rebate
programs, technical assistance, administration of landscape, and water waste regulations.

Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services 151,789 387,103 387,103 0 479,607
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 651,256 645,621 691,445 487,965 26,971
Total Expenditures 803,045 1,032,724 1,078,548 487,965 506,578
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Water Resources

Activity Number: 7105
Department: Water

Activity Description:

Activity Summary

The Water Resources Management section is responsible for the drinking water source protection, environmental regulatory compliance, and general natural
resource management. The section coordinates environmental projects related to water rights, water supply, habitat conservation, and environmental resource

protection.

Fiscal Year 2017

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services
Services, Supplies & Other Charges

Total Expenditures

Activity Resources:
Rents & Misc Revenues

Total Resources

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
506,214 569,579 569,579 0 609,987
504,166 917,364 1,069,778 620,319 31,444
1,010,381 1,486,943 1,639,357 620,319 641,431
12,400 0 0 0 0
12,400 0 0 0 0

Water Production

Activity Number: 7106
Department: Water

Activity Description:

Activity Summary

The Water Production section is responsible for production, operation, and maintenance of water storage, diversion, collection, pumping, and treatment facilities

from all sources throughout the system.

Fiscal Year 2017

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services
Services, Supplies & Other Charges
Capital Outlay

Total Expenditures

Activity Resources:
Rents & Misc Revenues

Total Resources

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request

2,300,259 2,610,428 2,610,428 0 2,822,838
3,480,791 3,415,284 3,485,586 3,499,384 242,709
127,466 75,000 115,000 115,000 0
5,908,516 6,100,712 6,211,014 3,614,384 3,065,547
44 0 0 0 0

44 0 0 0 0

Water Quality

Activity Number: 7107

Department: Water

Activity Description:

Activity Summary

The Water Quality Control section performs all water quality testing, and oversees matters pertaining to water quality control to maintain compliance with State and

Federal standards and for planning for future treatment needs.

Fiscal Year 2017

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services
Services, Supplies & Other Charges
Capital Outlay

Total Expenditures

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
659,076 718,944 739,525 0 686,132
268,490 267,854 307,854 251,127 48,169
27,595 35,000 35,000 35,000 0
955,162 1,021,798 1,082,379 286,127 734,301
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Water Distribution
Activity Summary

Activity Number: 7108
Department: Water
Activity Description:

The Water Distribution section is responsible for the maintenance and operation of all transmission mains, distribution mains, service lines, and hydrants in the
service area.
Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services 2,198,180 2,598,943 2,598,943 0 2,894,111
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 1,634,597 1,879,684 1,879,684 1,707,959 617,526
Capital Outlay 0 630,000 630,000 630,000 0
Total Expenditures 3,832,777 5,108,627 5,108,627 2,337,959 3,511,637

Water Recreation

Activity Summary

Activity Number: 7109
Department: Water
Activity Description:

The Water Recreation Facility section operates and maintains Loch Lomond Recreation Area. The section is also responsible for patrolling watershed property and
protecting source water quality.
Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018

Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request

Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services 650,665 790,205 790,205 0 832,571
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 447,739 300,292 319,012 257,367 116,117
Capital Outlay 32,808 60,000 60,000 60,000 0
Total Expenditures 1,131,212 1,150,497 1,169,217 317,367 948,688

Activity Resources:
Licenses and Permits 2,843 600 600 1,900 1,425
Rents & Misc Revenues 215,361 130,000 130,000 319,100 238,500
Total Resources 218,204 130,600 130,600 321,000 239,925
Meter Shop

Activity Summary

Activity Number: 7113
Department: Water
Activity Description:

As of FY 2017, the Meter Shop was organizationally transferred to work more closely with Customer Service. The operating budget was transferred from Division
97, Activity 7118 to Division 92, Activity 7113.The Meter Shop is responsible for reading, inspecting, installing, maintaining, and replacing water meters and meter
reading systems in the service area that covers the City of Santa Cruz and the unincorporated surrounding areas.

Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
Expenditures by Activity:
Personnel Services 0 407,190 407,190 0 391,567
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 0 339,635 373,935 537,798 372,680
Total Expenditures 0 0 0 938 938
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Water Debt Service

Activity Number: 7140

Department: Water

Activity Description:

Funds principal and interest payments on issued debt.

Expenditures by Activity:

Debt Service

Total Expenditures

Fiscal Year 2017

Activity Summary

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
786,326 1,111,938 1,361,938 1,321,433 1,694,301
786,326 1,111,938 1,361,938 1,321,433 1,694,301

Drought Response 2014

Activity Number: 7199
Department: Water

Activity Description:

Activity Summary

This activity accounts for expenses and revenues beyond the department’s base operating budget related to Stage 3 (or higher) Water Shortage Emergency
incurred in calendar year 2014. Tracking of such expenses and revenues will begin with the Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency declared by City Council on
February 25, 2014 and continuing until such emergency is reduced to Stage 2 or lower.

Fiscal Year 2017

FY 2016 Year-To-Date Year-To-Date Estimated 2018
Actual Ado Budget Adj Budget Actual Dept Request
Expenditures by Activity:
Water
Department Summary
Fiscal Year 2017
Personnel Services 89,948 0 0 0 0
Services, Supplies & Other Charges 5,793 0 3,113 0 0
Total Expenditures 95,741 0 3,113 0 0
Activity Resources:
Fines and Forfeits 27,408 0 0 0 0
Total Resources 27,408 0 0 0 0
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P INFORMATION REPORT
SANTA CRUZ

DATE: 4/26/2017

AGENDA OF: May 1, 2017
TO: Water Commission
FROM: Heidi Luckenbach, Deputy Director/Engineering Manager
SUBJECT: Update on the Winter Water Projects

RECOMMENDATION: That the Water Commission accept information and provide feedback
on the status of the various work elements associated with the Winter Water projects being
pursued by the City of Santa Cruz and as recommended by the Water Supply Advisory
Committee.

BACKGROUND: The overarching goal of the Water Supply Advisory Committee’s (WSAC)
Plan is to provide significant improvement to the sufficiency and reliability of the Santa Cruz
water supply by 2025. The three fundamental strategies recommended by the committee and
being pursued by Water Department staff to meet the goal include water conservation, winter
water harvest to achieve groundwater recharge by In Lieu water transfers and/or Aquifer Storage
and Recovery, and Advanced-treated recycled water or desalination as potential back-up plans to
a winter water harvest strategy.

The Water Commission receives quarterly updates on the progress being made in advancing all
the elements of the Water Supply Augmentation Strategy; the last update was conveyed in a joint
study session with the City Council on March 17, 2017, and the next scheduled for the June 2017
Commission meeting. Several workshops have been held at Water Commission meetings to
discuss in more detail the water supply alternatives being evaluated. To date this has included
one that focused on Aquifer Storage and Recovery on November 7, 2016, and one that focused
on the Recycled Water Feasibility Planning Study work on February 6, 2017.

The implementation of the WSAS work plan is generating a significant amount of information
that requires a lot of analysis, discussion and scrutiny to be prepared to make informed decisions
about filling the City’s water supply gap. Staff is providing these updates and other
“educational” opportunities to support the Commission’s ability to advise and make
recommendations to the City Council on this topic.
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DISCUSSION: This item is focusing on work efforts of the winter water-focused alternatives,
including In Lieu water transfers or exchanges® and Aquifer Storage and Recovery?, plus several
tangentially related topics such as the evaluation of Ranney Collectors.

The following topics will be covered, the purpose of which is to convey the status of the winter
water work, discuss any findings of particular interest or importance, and receive input.

Overview
Review components of the of WSAS Winter Water concept including partnership opportunities
and potential volumes of water.

In lieu

Rosemary Menard, Water Director, and Kevin Crossley, Senior Engineer, will provide an
overview of work done to date with both Soquel Creek and Scotts Valley Water Districts to
understand operational opportunities and limitations related to a water transfer project(s). Topics
include water quality testing (pipe loop testing), regional agreements, water rights and costs.
Links are provided to key reference materials including:

e Attachment A - City of Santa Cruz Intertie Blending Analysis, Water Quality Impacts
Assessment Technical Memorandum, Black & Veatch, June 2016;

e Attachment B - Appendix 8 of the WSAC final report, October 2015; and,

e Attachment C - Water Transfer Infrastructure Summary Report, submitted as Appendix C
under a Proposition 84 grant, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, October 2013.

Aquifer Storage and Recovery

Isidro Rivera, Associate Engineer with the City of Santa Cruz, and Robert Marks, Principal
Hydrologist with Pueblo Water Resources will provide an overview of the scope of work for
Phase 1 of the study, status of work performed to date including deliverables, and next steps.

Topics for focused discussion will be on the scope of work for the groundwater modeling in the
Santa Cruz Mid-County and Santa Margarita groundwater basins.

Geochemical Interactions and Recommendations

The hydro-geochemical modeling work has been completed. No apparent fatal flaws were
identified in any of the wells analyzed (Scotts Valley Well 10A, Santa Cruz Beltz 9, Beltz 12
wells and Soquel Creek well Tannery I1). The only concern identified is the potential for calcite
precipitation at wells in the Santa Cruz Mid-County Basin that could result in plugging;

Y Using In Lieu Water transfers, available flows from the City’s flowing sources would be
delivered to Soquel Creek Water District and/or Scotts Valley Water District customers, thus
allowing reduced pumping from these regional aquifers and enabling the aquifer to passively rest
and recharge.

2 Using Aquifer Storage and Recover, available flows would be injected into aquifers thereby
actively recharging aquifers. A portion of the water delivered using In Lieu or ASR would be
effectively banked in the aquifers to be extracted and available to the City when needed in future
dry years.
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however, by planning for the inclusion of a pH adjustment step for the injected water to 7.2 — 7.3
(either at GHWTP or the wellheads) that potential can be mitigated. There was no indication of
adverse dissolution reactions (e.g., arsenic mobilization). Furthermore, it appears that injection
will likely have ancillary beneficial impacts on manganese levels in the recovered water, i.e.,
manganese levels in recovered ASR water may be significantly lower than the native
groundwater.

Key recommendations from the hydrogeochemical testing study include:
1. Perform supplemental pH measurements from the distribution system at the Beltz
well sites.
Update the geochemical models based on those results.
Collect cores of target aquifers at Beltz 9 and 12.
Update the geochemical models based on those results.
Perform ASR pilot testing with specific procedures to validate the model results,
particularly with regards to the calcite precipitation potential

agrwn

Groundwater Modeling

The City Council recently approved a change order with Pueblo to hire Hydrometrics to perform
groundwater modeling in both the Santa Cruz Mid-County and the Santa Margarita groundwater
basins. The scope of work will be presented at the Water Commission meeting and is
specifically designed to help inform the opportunities and limitations of groundwater storage in
these two basins.

FISCAL IMPACT: Funds are available in the FY 2017 and 2018 capital improvement program
budget work associated with this item.

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Motion to accept information and provide feedback on the status
of the various work elements associated with the Winter Water projects being pursued by the
City of Santa Cruz and as recommended by the Water Supply Advisory Committee.

Electronic Attachments (via links):

Attachment A Blending Analysis
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Home/ShowDocument?id=59513
Attachment B Appendix 8 of WSAC final report
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Home/ShowDocument?id=59515
Attachment C Water Transfer Infrastructure Summary Report
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/Home/ShowDocument?id=59517
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APPEMNDIX C - Infrastructure and Costs
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Table 14 Conoeptual Level Project Costs for Potential Water Transfer

Scenarios

Project Component | Scenario | Scensnio fesnwio | Scenmrio | Roenanin
No.1: fHo2: Ho.x: lod; Na.5:
Current Tait | Increase lacresse Talk | Incresse | Incrense Tl
S GHWIP | GHTR LAGHWNTP | GHWTP | & GHWTP
Capacity, | Capecity Capacity | Capacity & | Capacity
Hew Treatment | and
Intasties Treptmest

T Srzet Divsrsini

Improvements

mosements for $2770.000 | $2,770,000 [ §277.000 | 53840000 | $3,840,000

exsling 7.8 MGE

SYSEME

Expansin o 14 6D $%000) -~ | 85550000

vual

GHWTP

Impravements

Prareatment 24 500 D00 | 524 500,00 | $24 500,00 [ 52 800,000

Imprtvenents |

Cirdation ang S?DEETIB'Q— m.m,ﬂm Wm,ﬂﬂll mﬁd@,{m

Disinfestion

Improvements

Soids Hending $5,536400 | $12)670,000 | $12,670,000 [ $12670,000

improvements

Distribution System

improvements

Connsction o Scotis | 95,770,000 | $5,770,000 | 85,770,000 | 8,770,000 | 85,770,000

Valey Water District

Connecicn o Scae! §1B.410,000 | S18.470,000 | £12. 270,00 | $18.470,000 | ST8 40,000

Cresk Water Disfi!

TotalScenario Project | S20.000 | ST7,028,400 | 0516000 | SE5, 000 | S2%55000
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Table 16: Conceptual Life.Cycle Unit Water Costs for Potential Water

Transfer Scenarios

Project Cost Azeharte $cenatio Scenario Srenaris Scenario
Componént No.i: No.2: o No.d: fin.5:
Current Tait | Increase Increass Tuit | intreage lncraase Tait
& GHWTP GHWTP & GHWTP GHWTP & GHWTP
Capatity Wintar Capacity Capacity & Capacity
Capacity Treatment and
Treatmant
Scenarnio Capital
Cost $26 950,000 § 577,528, 400 | 30 e 10000 | $85,730,000 | $91 680,000
Annualized Water
Transfer Capital
Cost $1,754 400 | $5047100| 55898700 $5581000) §5568400
Additional Tait
Street O8M Costs,
Shar LAT N LAH 00 S182 700 AT SO0 E206200
Sahdiionea
G Cos 573000 | siozan0|  soed0|  $195200 5430740
331,200 $74.800 39600 §85 500
Sh244000 | $6.402500| $591420D1 56,683,200
331 473 231 534
i 292 1022 417 LiTE
Lite-Cyele Urnt
Water Cost for
Water Transfers,
$AF 34240 $3.420 $4.280 L7410 2,900




Appendix 8
Cost Data and Cost Analyses

Overview

This Appendix describes key activities undertaken by City staff and the project technical tear

support the Water Supply Advisory Committee (WSAC or Committee) as it evaluated

alternatives and later defined the recommended water resources plan and associated costs

(capital, operations and maintenance [O&M], and present value).

Progression: Ideas to Bullding Block Development to a Robust Adaptive Program

Figure A8-1 presents an overall flow schematic for the progressive development that moved
from public and staff ideas offered at the Strategies and Ideas Convention (October 2014},
through consolidated alternatives (CAs) to building blocks {BBs), portfolios, and final elemen

and strategies.

Initial Public and Staff Ideas

¥

Added Strategies and ideas Convention Concepts

@

oo 2 Consolidated Alternatives Additional Public Ideas

CA |
Refinemens :
1

l= = — Short-listed CAs/Initial Portfolios

- e

Bullding Blocks

Ve

Program with Elements

e

Recommended Strategy

Figure AB-1 Overall flow schematic for the progressive development of the
Proposed Water Supply Program



Table AB-L. Project Elemant Capital Cost Components and Assumptions

Flement Capital Cost Components Basis for Assumptions
Number/Type
1-Inlie Exicting Infrastructurs o Inlisuis based on winter demands for SgCWD and SwWD.

Improvements
o Tait Strest Diversion
Improvements
v Graham Hil WTH
Improvements
Purigs il Pipslings
o A0 zpen Fump Hstion
{Lity to Scotts Valleylat
ntertie Mo. 1
o 16-inch Infertie I Fipeline
{City to Scotts Valiey), 3,600
linear feet {LF}
¢ 3,500 gpm Pump Station
(Soquelto City) at S5CWD
Intertie
o 16nch Interti Pipeline {(ty
to Soquel Creek], 25,000 LF
Walls
v 4 350-gpm extraction wells
in SYWD
o 4 350-gpm extraction wells
in 3yCWT
v fron dmanganzie
treatment, B wali
o Lend acquisition for wells, 4
sites in SoCWD and 4 sites in
SWD

o Water could he transferred to wells within the City, to SaCWD, and to SYAD.

o Infrastracture is sized to accommodate 2 3-mgd (million gallons per day) peak flow between the
City and SVWD ard between the ity and SoCWD. This sizing is to allow inclusion additional flows
for ASR in the future.

v The ultimate number and distribution of wells between agencies will bz determined during projert
development.

o The Tait Street and GHWTP improvements are based on current information that indicates that
these facility upgrades are neaded totreat a larger volume of higher turbidlity water. This will be
better defined moving forward.

s itis aszumed that the wells will all have a oeak extraction flow rate of 350 gpm.

o [tisassumen that onssite iron and manganese treatment will be needed at each wall

o Well footprinits are estimated at 0.1 acre each.




Pizlect Elamars Suminary

%
WRaH [3
Buikding Block Approach | inelieu _ | Combined® | [Smgd) | mpsl | wedd | [3mad)
fCupit Cost (544) 13 45 % 132 119 T
annual 084 05t 1 M 1 15 ¥ 42 39
Torat Annualzed Cost [$ M) 1§ “E 143 24 144
Bt [present Vaioe Costs {5M) 18 2 10 2] a0 |
1 175 I ") I N ) IS 7 "
| JAverape Year Vel [M3] EL¢ i) A 430 i fel
|Worstyear veis unt cost {Total Ann CostWst ¥r el sue|  saww|  ua| mm| wme] o
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rage Voar Paak Season Shartage (MG) 12 » ) P 3
¢ |Average Vear Peak Season Shontage %) % ¥ i b ] B

¥ Both the costs and yvields in this column refiect the combined costs of implementing both in-lew and ASR,
**ACAYY = Annualized Cost per million gallons of Aversge Year Yield

ROTES:

1 A astimates are prelminary, roundsd, and sitbject to revison and refement s more detaiked angiysis s deveipped.

2 Total annuelzed costs based on amortfing capite| cutlays using a capital recovery factor of .05E8 {reflecting 3 30-vear bondterm
812 5.5% rate of interast to estimate the annyel peyment), and adkling annusl DRM costs.

3 Present Valus Cos's caleuiated based on capital outiays occuring in first year, fokiswed by 30 yenrs of annual OBM experse,
fiszpunted to present worth using a 2.5% rea! discount retz. No infation azcziation indiuded.

4 AR oosts and veids reiect tha combined costand y'elds associatad with adding ASH 10 the e program. Energy uss
the combined ASR and in-lieu elements reflect 2 volume-weighted sverage across the two elements.

5 Potentialfor revenuas Tom watar sales, cast sharing, and grant funding are not reflached.

§ Al Elervent 3 sptions scaled 3t 3 mad, refiecting potentia) reuse production besed soley on Oty of Sanfa Cruz efflsems fiows.

7 See addiional notes on following page.




Excerpted from Appendix 8, Pages 7-8

It is beyond the scope of the WSAC to recommend the actual design of these Elements. For
example, in lieu recharge (Element 1) might be implemented in many different ways, depending
on the interests of neighboring districts, the constraints of water treatment, the constraints of
existing distribution pipelines, etc. Similarly, direct injection {Element 2) may be conducted by
the City alone, or in conjunction with neighboring districts, focused on one aquifer strata, or
focused on several strata, etc. |.e., there are many unknowns that must be answered to define
the final project.

The Project Elements Summary does not include the revenue from sale of water to neighboring
districts, or other means of potential cost-sharing, It is premature to estimate that cost sharing
contribution or possible revenues back to Santa Cruz.

The cost of upgrade of GHWTP, $62 million, is the largest single line item on the Gantt Chart.
The purpose of this expenditure is to allow treatment of more winter water from the San
Lorenzo River for the purpose of maximizing Elements 1 and 2. To be able to produce and
deliver more water in the winter, we may need to deal with water with turbidity levels that are
beyond that which can be effectively treated by the GHWTP. Lower cost options for addressing
this purpose may be available and include: a) using existing GHWTP treatment capacity, b)
constructing a Ranney Collector to reduce turbidity, and/or c) installation of a small-scale
satellite treatment plant. The information needed to assess the feasibility of these alternatives
is currently unavailable. A principal piece of needed data is an understanding of the current
GHWTP’s ability to treat water at the quality and quantity needed for Elements 1 and 2,
followed by an understanding of the most cost-effective way of meeting treatment goals
associated with these elements where the GHWTP might fall short.

The cost of upgrading the Tait St. Diversion, $14 million, is included in the cost estimate and is a
placeholder for achieving increased diversion capacity on the San Lorenzo River for the
purposes of maximizing Elements 1 and 2. However, with the City adoption of the aquifer
recharge strategy and the completion of a Habitat Conservation Plan, the expectation is that
state and federal fisheries agencies will remove their long-standing protest of the City's water
rights application to use Felton Diversion for direct pumping to Graham Hill Treatment Plant.
State approval of this water rights revision may aliow the City to use the Felton Diversion for
additional winter water diversion, rather than expand the Tait St. Diversion.

Current calculations are based on a 30-year life-cycle and do not account for residual value in
capital expenditures beyond 30 years. Longer-lived infrastructure, such as pipelines between
Santa Cruz and neighboring districts, likely has value that is not included in the cost accounting.

Costs could be significantly greater in order to generate yield sufficient to meet the gap, e.g.,
final pipeline routes could be longer or geological conditions could require more injection wells.

Strategy 1 will be implemented in incremental fashion. Initial expenditures are intended to
define the project(s) and its feasibility at meeting the Plan’s goals in the most cost effective way
possible. Subsequent expenditures would be made based on feasibility and cost effectiveness

with little risk of creating stranded assets.
3
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FY 2017 KEY INITIATIVES —
* REHABILITATION AND REPLACEMENT OF BACKBONE
INFRASTRUCTURE
» FINANCIAL PLANNING
» WSAC RECOMMENDATIONS

7~ 3
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\.// “FY 2017 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

'

Drought to Deluge
Watershed Management
Water Quality and Treatment

Customer Services

o e

Engineering Planning for Infrastructure Improvements and
Supplemental Water Supply

Distribution

N o

. Production and Maintenance -

8. State and Regional Partnerships J

% =
<  FY 2018 KEY INITIATIVES “

Ly

1. CONTINUED FOCUS REHABILITATION AND REPLACEMENT OF
BACKBONE INFRASTRUCTURE AND FUNDING TO SUPPORT
CAPITAL INVESTMENTS

2. ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE - TOOLS AND
APPROACHES TO SUPPORT EFFECTIVELY AND EFFICIENTLY MEET
OUR CHALLENGES v

3. CONTINUED SUCCESSION PLANNING e
N ST
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FY 2018 GOALS <

»Deliver reliable, high quality supply of water that complies with all
federal and state drinking water standards to our 96,000 customers,
24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year

o

kl FY 20] 8 GOAI-S (Continved)

»Complete the preliminary engineering, environmental review and
design for Capital projects

-

P (_-i.tinue moving forward towards completion on several projects

» A
=
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- FY 2018 PROPOSED BUDGET @

P
-

O Expenditures by Object

35,000,000

20,000,000 |
25,400,000
20,000,000

= Debt Service
15,000,000 1= Capital [Non-CIR}

W Services & Supphes
10000000 = Personnel

5,000,0C0 1

F\'ZOISM] FY2015 Actual FVZOIGAd] FY2016 Actual F!’ZDH'AdJ FY1017 FY2018
Budget Estimated * Propnsed

* |nclades Storm responss expenses.

~2 FY 2018 PROPOSED BUDGET
~Positions by Activity

L g e oo b ] = I R e R Il e e

105.0FFE e

~ Comervation
Resturces Mgt

1 Mater Shep

= Cuiadity Control

2 Recreation

®Admvinlstration

FY20L6 Actual FY207 Adopted FY2017 Amended FY2018 Preposed
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N FY 2018 PROPOSED BUDGET g
¥ New Positions

Section :.fAcfivify i Position
Admih 7101  Add Finance Manager
Admm 7101  Delete Administrative Sves. Mngr.
Admih 7101  Change existing AAll fo AAII 0.0
Engingedng 7102 Add Assistant Engineer 1.0
C @ner S 7103  Add Utility Account Specialist 1.0
Quality Control 7107  Add Microbiologist 1/1l 1.0

|D|sirrbuhun 7108 Add AAll 1.0

Meter Shop Add Utility Account Specialist 1.0

Total

\..E/ =~
FY 2018 PROPOSED BUDGET <
g Revenues
v'Water Sales budgeted at 2.5 billion gallons ($40.2
million)
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Pipe Loop Study

Rosemary Menard, Water Director

Kevin Crossley PE, Senior Civil Engineer
May 1, 2017
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Loops of galvanized and copper pipe and brass
faucets

Current Status

| STATUS

Issue RFQ for Consultant Team May 2017
Finalize Scope June 2017
Initiate Study Fall 2017
Complete Study Spring 2018
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' Riverbank Filtration Study

Kevin Crossley PE, Senior Civil Engineer
May 1, 2017

Rlverbank Filtration (RBF)

River Channel

& Clayg
Sand & Gravel P . >
Ground water " Local Flmvpalﬁs through r@o:;us
for dilution sand &qravel ;
: We!l Screenf| - |
I it Regionai Flowpaths providing
S _ ! ~ ground water for dilution |
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Ranney Collectors

RBF and Winter Water Supply

* Diversion
» Increases overall diversion capacity/flexibility
» Provide redundancy/resilience
* Treatment
e Pre-treatment reduces need for chemicals
« Source of stable water quality
* Improve WTP performance during winter
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RBF Study Objectives:

¢ Update Geologic Cross -Sections for Tait St

¢ Identify other sites to develop RBF in San Lorenzo
River Alluvium (near Tait)

® Determine Feasibility of RBF in Felton Valley Alluvium

Goal: Double RBF Capacity from 1.5
MGD to 3 MGD

— ——
— ———

.'c,,-‘:!

- , e S
Past Studies \%% $ i

(Tait St) G e

< Wood Rodyers 2008

e &

W
e




Current Status

Felton Water Resources Literature
Review
Finalize Study Scope/Objectives

Issue RFP for Consultant Team

Complete Study

FLLE:.":-f' S—

TASK | STATUS

Complete
Underway
July 2017

Fall 2018

5/1/2017
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?anta Cruz Water Co_ﬁ'lmi";sion
ASR Investigation Update

City of Santa Cruz Water Department
May 1, 2017

Robert C. Marks, P.G., C.Hg.,

Principal Hydrogeologist
Pueblo Water Rzg;urces, nc.

Ll

Outline

»Project Background Review

»Overall Project Status

»Geochemical Interaction Analysis Results
»Groundwater Modeling Status

»Next Steps

»Q & A / Discussion
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" What is Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR)?

Formal Definition: Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) is the recharge
of an aquifer via injection wells during times when water is available, and
recovery of the water from the same wells during times when it is needed

(Pyne, 1994)

» Essentially a Form of Managed Aquifer Recharge, or "Groundwater Banking”,
that Utilizes Wells for the Injection and Later Recovery of Excess Water
Supplies.

=

W

o
= ~’_,‘g--'_f-"""“(
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— ASR Applied to Santa Cruz

Source Water: “Excess” San Lorenzo River Flows

Infrastructure: Tait St. and Felton Diversion / GHWTP / Existing (or
improved) SCWD Distribution (ASR)

Storage Aquifers: Santa Cruz Mid-County and/or Santa Margarita
Groundwater Basins

Injection / Recovery Wells: Existing and/or Dedicated New ASR
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WSAC ASR Implementation Plan

> Phase1 - Technical Feasibility Analysis
> Phase 2 - Pilot Testing
> Phase 3 - Permanent Project Implementation

Estimated time to complete all 3 phases is 6 ~ 12 years

%/ ASR Implementation Plan

Phase 1 - Technical Feasibility Analysis

Primary Purposes
1. Validate / Refine WSAC Recon-Study Findings
a. Per Well Injection Capacities
b. Geochemical Interaction Potentials
«. Aquifer Storage and Losses

2. Develop Information Needed to Scope and Budget
Phase 2 Pilot Testing




L ASR
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Implementation Plan
Phase 1 — Technical Feasibility Analysis

1. ID Existing Wells for ASR Pilot Testing

2. Site-Specific Injection Capacity Analyses
3. Geochemical Interaction Modeling

4. New ASR Well Siting Studies

5. Preliminary Groundwater Modeling

o

Develop Phase 2 Pilot Testing Program
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_ /Geochemical Interaction Analysis
Purpose

Evaluate potential for adverse geochemical interactions
during ASR operations:

* Precipitation Reactions (well plugging)
* Dissolution Reactions (undesirable water-quality)

| "ﬁ5:::$====t:2‘*-"_““‘i;::;=‘T:?;:g*fr.1
/Geochemical Interaction Analysis
Typical ASR Well Cross-Section

Intact
Injection
Water“Bubble®— [ ~——v0 |
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/Geochemical Interaction Analysis

Typical ASR Well Cross-Section

Intact
Injection |
Water “Bubble” .-

Mixed Water
“Fringe” Zone

Native ————p | Fi 0
Groundwater g .

— ———

/Geochemical Interaction Analysis
Methods

3-Component Geochemical Simulation Modeling:

1. Injection Source Water
2. Native Groundwater
3. Aquifer Mineralogic Matrix

Geochemist’s Workbench Software (Rockware) used:

» Calculates Thermodynamic Equilibrium of Waters with as many as 650
minerals

« Analysis performed by Dr. Richard Glanzman (subconsultant to PWR)




fGeochemical Interaction Analysis

Groundwater Data Sources

Puotential
Pilot ASR Groundwater Target Represantative Native

| Vel __Basin Secaifer Mingralogy . | .
SCWD Beltz 9 Tp (Aquifer A) SC22  |12/14/18 sample
SC |tp(AquifersAATu)  CorySt | 141717 sample

SCWD Beltz 12 Mid-County

SqCWD Tannery Il Tp (Aquifer A) 8C-22 12/14/16 sample
Santa
SVWD Well 10A Margarita Tio Well 10A 12/15/16 sample
Notes:

Tp-Purdsima Fm
Tho - Lomploo Sandatong

12

% Geochemical Interaction Analysis

Data Sources (con’t)

* Water samples analyzed for over 60 specialized water
chemistry parameters at State Certified Laboratory
(Eurofins in Monrovia, CA)

® Aquifer mineralogy characterized using various methods
(Mineralogy Inc in Tulsa, OK):

e XRD

s XRF

« CEC

*  Acid Insoluble Residue Analysis

¢ SEM

e Thin Section Petrography
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Geochemical Interaction Analysis
Key Findings

GHWTP Equilibrium Modeling:

«  Overall considered an excellent source water for ASR

»  Will have diluting effect on groundwater

+ Dominance of Calcium to Sodium by 22 Ratio will promote clay
stability

»  Depending on pH, the water has potential to be oversaturated
with respect to Calcite (more on this later)

15

=" Geochemical Interaction Analysis
Key Findings

Lompico Sandstone (Well 10A):

» Native groundwater is most similar to GHWTP of the 4 wells
¢  No mineral precipitation

= Nodissolution reactions

»  Beneficial reduction in Mn concentrations are likely

» NO FATAL FLAWS IDENTIFIED




Key Findings (con’t)
Purisima A Aquifer (Beltz g & Tannery I1):

Native groundwater is somewhat different from GHWTP
e Supersaturated with respect to Calcite, Dolomite, and Iron Oxyhydroxide
* Moderate Potential for Calcite precipitation (pH dependent)
¢ No dissolution reactions
* Beneficial reduction in Mn concentrations are likely

» NO FATAL FLAWS IDENTIFIED; however, pH adjustment of
injection water MAY be needed

Geochemical Interaction Analysis
Key Findings (con’t)
Purisima Tu / AA Aquifers (Beltz 12):

* Native groundwater is most significantly difference from GHWTP
of all 4 wells

* Discrepancies between equilibrium modeling results and
mineralogy data

* Highest Potential for Calcite precipitation (again, pH dependent)

* Nodissolution reactions

* Evaluation of Mn in recovered water needs better mineralogy data

» NO FATAL FLAWS IDENTIFIED; however, pH adjustment of
injection water MAY be needed
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/Geochemlcal mEErCHion Analysis
Findings Summary

e No Fatal Flaws identified at any of the wells
¢ No dissolution reactions predicted

e Potential for Calcite precipitation at all Purisima wells

Calcite precipitation potential is pH dependent, and can be managed via
pH adjustment of injected water

» Some discrepancies between field and lab pH for GHWTP sample
(8.1 vs 7.4, respectively)

» Some discrepancies between equilibrium modeling of native
groundwater and mineralogy data for Beltz 12

1%

e e T~ _,:T
Geochemlcal Interactlon Analy5|s
Recommendations

* Praceed with Phase 2 ASR pilot testing
»  Prior to pilot testing:

. Collect additional pH data from distribution system at Beltz
well sites

2. Update geochemical interaction analysis
3. Collect cores of target aquifers at Beltz 12
4 Update geochemical interaction model

= Include pilot testing protocol to validate model results.
Specifically investigate:

A Calcite precipitation and associated plugging potential
8. Mn concentrations in stored and recovered waters

20
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T1.5 — Groundwater Model
Current Status

ing

e Initial “base-case” Confluence Model scenario runs have
been completed:
1 In-Lieu Only
2. In-Lieu plus ASR

3. ASR Only
»  Both historical (1985 - 2015) and future climate (zo020 - 2070)
scenarios

* Scope for GW Modeling has been developed and Contract
Amendment approved by City Council on 4/25/17

Groundwater Modeling
Planned Simulations

Infrastructure Worst Yr.
Project Capacity (mgd) Shortfall  Scoped

Climate Scenario Imjection  Bxtraction (mg) Iterations
No Project ° o 1380 1
. In-Lieu Only o 4 3
Hgaral ASR Only 55 4 o 3
In-Lieu plus ASR 15 4 o 3
No Project ] o 1230 1
m In-Lieu Only o 4 470 3
Change ASR Only 6 6 [} 3
In-Lieun plus ASR, 2 6.5 3 3

Scenarios

i
B
3

22
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ASR Performance Measures

Phase 1
Potential Performance
Task Measures Findings To Date
Suitable Existing Wells for
1.1 - Existing Wells Screenmg Pilot Testing in Target Satisfled

Aquifers do not exist

Results show that avg.
Injection Capacity of 250 gpm
(+/- 10%) is unrealistic

1.2 - Site-Specific Injection Satisfied

Capacity Analysis

Results show that undesirable
geochemical interactions are
Tikely

1.3 - Geochemical Interaction Satisfied

Modeling

Results show that target
aquifers cannot sustain
1.5 - Groundwater Modeling needed injection o1 recovery Pending
rates or unacceptable
hydraulic losses occur

e . - B e =

Summary and Next Steps

» Phase 1 Investigation essentially on schedule and budget to date
* The following tasks have been substantially completed:

¢ Tu1 - Existing Well Screening

» Tua - Site Specific Injection Capacity Analysis

¢ T1.3 - Geochemical Interaction Analysis
¢ No Fatal Flaws have emerged thus far

¢ Geochemical Interaction Analysis did show potential for Calcite precipitation
at Purisima Aquifer wells

s Potential depends on actual pH at well heads
» pH adjustment can mitigate the potential
» NEXT STEPS - Pending Phase 1 tasks include:
» Tig4 - Phase 2 ASR Pilot Test Work Plans
» TLg ~ Groundwater Modeling

24
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Questions / Discussion
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