
 

 

Delta-Mendota Subbasin Coordination Committee 

April 8, 2019, 9:30 AM 

Meeting Minutes 

 

Coordination Committee Members Present 

Ben Fenters – San Luis Water District 
Vince Lucchesi – Patterson Irrigation District 
Ric Ortega – Grassland Water District 
Alejandro Paolini – San Luis Canal Company 
Augustine Ramirez – Fresno County 
Joe Hopkins – Aliso Water District/Provost & Pritchard 
 

Others Present 

Kyle Hill – Central California Irrigation District 
Chris Rogers – Central California Irrigation District 
Claire Howard – CivicSpark/SLDMWA 
Andrew Garcia – SLDMWA  
Leslie Dumas – Woodard & Curran 
Sean Allen – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Will Halligan – Luhdorff & Scalmanini/Fresno County/Farmers Water District 
Ken Swanson – Grassland Water District 
Seth Harris – SLDMWA  
 

By Phone 

Jim Stilwell – Farmers Water District 
Ellen Wehr – Grassland Water District 
Christina Guzman – Fresno County 
Adam Schubert – Del Puerto Water District 
Lauren Layne – Baker, Manock & Jensen 
Courtney DePorto – Granite Construction Company 
  



 

 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 
Vince Lucchesi/PID called the meeting to order at 9:34 AM. 
 

2. Committee to Consider Corrections or Additions to the Agenda of Items, as authorized by 
Government Code Section 54950 et seq. 

There were no corrections or additions to the meeting agenda. 

3. Opportunity for Public Comment 

No comments were provided. 

Consent Calendar 

4. Committee to Consider Approval of February 11, 2019 Meeting Minutes 

Vince reminded the Committee that there was not a quorum of Coordination Committee 
members at the most recent Coordination Committee meeting on March 11, so the Committee 
had to approve minutes from both the February 11th and March 11th meetings. Since these items 
are part of the Consent Calendar, the approval for both minutes was combined into a single vote.  

5. Committee to Consider Approval of March 11, 2019 Meeting Minutes 

Alejandro Paolini/SLCC motioned to approve both the February 11th and March 11th meeting 
minutes; Ric Ortega/GWD seconded the approval. Both meeting minutes were approved without 
amendments. 

Action Items 

6. Committee to Consider Approval of Budget-to-Actual Reports, Garcia/Neves  
 
Andrew Garcia/SLDMWA presented the budget-to-actual report for expenses for the 
Coordination Committee. This report included costs incorporated from the January and 
February invoices prepared by the Woodard & Curran team. Andrew explained that he had 
anticipated the January and February expenses to be approximately $20,000, which would 
follow the trend of costs from the latter end of 2018. Unanticipated iterations of technical work, 
mostly for preparing the Subbasin water budgets, and additional coordination efforts increased 
the expenses for January and February. The invoice covering work completed during January and 
February totaled to approximately $96,000. Andrew split the costs for these months into equal 
expenses for January and February of approximately $48,000. Andrew explained that 
approximately $10,000 of the January and February expenses will quality for reimbursement 
through Category 1 funding.  
 
Ellen Wehr/GWD requested an ongoing dialogue on the Woodard & Curran team’s efforts so 
that the Coordination Committee members are fully updated on the ongoing work. Andrew 
explained that he will share the Woodard & Curran invoices with the Coordination Committee 
so that all members can review the consultant team’s work and associated expenses. 
 
Joe Hopkins/P&P asked if the Coordination Committee should consider having a specific group 
focusing on finance. Andrew explained that an idea for such a subgroup was floated earlier on, 



 

 

but the Coordination Committee had at that time decided against the inclusion of a finance 
group. Joe also asked about the status of the planning grant, and explained that he wants to 
ensure that the Committee ensures full use of the grant.   
 
Agenda item 6 was tabled at this time. The Coordination Committee will revisit the budget-to-
actuals report at the next Coordination Committee meeting, to be held May 13th.  
 

7. Committee to Authorize Budget Increase for Flow Modeling and Intrabasin Coordination, 
Garcia 

Agenda item 7 was also tabled at this time. The Coordination Committee will revisit the budget 
increase in more depth and consider authorization at the next Coordination Committee meeting.  

Report Items 

8. Committee to Review Final Historic and Current Water Budgets with Incorporated 
Revisions, Dumas 
 
Leslie Dumas/W&C presented the finalized historic and current water budgets to the 
Coordination Committee. The updated water budgets incorporate revisions provided by various 
Committee members that refine the results for the historic period of water years 2003-2012 and 
the current period of water year 2013. 
 

9. Committee to Discuss Preliminary Subbasin Monitoring Network for Water Levels, Water 
Quality, Surface Water – Groundwater Interactions, Change in Storage, Dumas/Garcia 
 
Andrew explained that the Coordination Committee had previously discussed the structure of a 
tiered monitoring network. Andrew said that he wants to ensure that each GSP group has the 
same understanding of the SGMA regulations for forming the coordinated data management 
system.    
 
Will Halligan/LSCE reminded the Coordination Committee that the BMPs have a recommended 
monitoring network distribution. Andrew explained that the wells measuring the seasonal high 
and seasonal low should also be included in the data management system. The Coordination 
Committee expressed general conflict between interpreting the regulations and achieving 
realistic targets for time and cost savings. The Coordination Committee concluded that it will 
review the regulations and prepare to discuss this concept during the monitoring network and 
data library call on Wednesday, April 10th. Leslie explained that she will follow up with DWR to 
confirm the regulations and will report back to the Coordination Committee once she hears 
back. 

 
10. Committee to Discuss Development of a Coordinated Subsidence Monitoring Network, 

Dumas/Garcia 
 
Andrew presented the Coordination Committee’s imperative to develop a coordinated 
subsidence monitoring network for the Delta-Mendota Subbasin. He asked if the Coordination 
Committee members preferred an approach that used a Subbasin-wide or sum-of-the-parts 
method. Andrew explained that the Bureau of Reclamation will complete LIDAR and 
hydrographic surveys in the next three weeks of the Delta-Mendota Canal, and a finalized report 



 

 

is expected to be shared in July. The Committee discussed identifying existing data including the 
DMC survey, extensometers, and USGS information.   
 

11. Committee to Discuss Draft Memorandum of Intent for Interbasin Coordination, 
Garcia/Layne  
 
Andrew presented the draft memorandum of intent (MOI) developed by Lauren Layne/BMJ. He 
explained that an MOI can be used to formally acknowledge the need for interbasin 
coordination, and represents a means of demonstrating coordination at this level. An MOI for 
interbasin coordination also provides each participating group the opportunity to pledge to 
address resulting discrepancies following GSP submission, particularly for adjoining Subbasins 
working toward different deadlines.  
 

12. Committee to Discuss Draft Non-Disclosure / Data Sharing Agreement for Subbasin Data 
Management System, Garcia/Layne 

Garcia explained Lauren Layne helped develop non-disclosure language for incorporation into 
the Data Sharing Agreement. The GSP Groups will review the draft agreement and language. 

13. Committee to Discuss Coordination and GSP Implementation Tasks, Responsibilities, 
Budget Estimate Development and Approval Timeline, Garcia 

Garcia reviewed a list of initial anticipated tasks for GSP implementation, which has been 
developed into a survey and shared with GSP Group representatives. He emphasized the 
importance of finalizing the tasks and responsibilities associated with GSP implementation 
because the results will determine staffing needs and expenses for SLDMWA and consultant 
efforts. He shared that SLDMWA wants solidified responsibility determined by July.  

Ortega asked how the breakdown of task responsibilities and associated costs will be 
determined if there are major discrepancies needs for the GSP groups. Garcia responded by 
highlighting the importance of the GSP groups’ survey responses; he said that more survey 
responses will clarify potential discrepancies between GSP Groups’ needs and how these 
variations will be addressed. 

14. Committee to Discuss Schedule of Review and Adoption for Annual Report, Garcia 

Garcia reminded the Committee that SGMA regulations require the first annual report by April 
1, 2020, two months after the GSP submission date. He explained that Scott Peterson, 
SLDMWA’s water policy director, is going to reach out to DWR about postponing the annual 
report filing date.  

15. Committee to Discuss Approval Process for Lower Aquifer Sustainable Yield, Garcia 

The Committee discussed the lower aquifer sustainable yield recommendation of 250,000 AF. 
Garcia reminded the Committee that this determination has not yet been formally approved. A 
staff report has been prepared and circulated for GSP Group members to review. The Technical 
Working Group determined that the lower aquifer will not be allocated among the GSP groups; 
the value will be included in the Common Chapter. The lower aquifer sustainable yield will be 
considered for approval during the May Coordination Committee meeting. 

16. Committee to Discuss Determination of Upper Aquifer Sustainable Yield, Dumas/Garcia 



 

 

The Committee discussed the process for determining a sustainable yield value for the upper 
aquifer. The Committee determined that using a range to reflect the value will support the 
determination process. Will Halligan expressed concern regarding developing a year to year 
range versus an average annual result. He explained that he anticipates that a year to year range 
would be challenging to confirm.  

The Committee discussed using a range that incorporated a level of uncertainty, as well as the 
need to determine using the projected water budgets with or without climate change factors 
incorporated. Ellen Wehr/Grassland requested a report from the Technical Working Group, 
which will be meeting on April 16th. The determination by the Technical Working Group will be 
reviewed during the May Coordination Committee meeting.   

 
17. Working Group Updates 

a. Communications Working Group, Howard 

Claire Howard/CivicSpark reminded the Committee members of the upcoming public 
workshops scheduled for the end of the month. She explained that the Communications 
Working Group has been working on the presentation slides and developing an outreach 
strategy to boost stakeholder participation. Claire shared that she will reach out to GSP Group 
representatives to confirm their attendance during the workshops.  

 
18. Next Steps 

Andrew reminded the Committee to complete the GSP implementation task responsibility 
survey and reiterated the importance of finalizing the breakdown between SLDMWA and 
consultant tasks.  

Leslie reminded the Committee of a call beginning at 2:30 PM with the Technical Working 
Group, and confirmed that results from the Technical Working Group regarding methodology 
will be shared with the Coordination Committee at the next meeting.  

 
19. Reports Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.2(a)(3) 
 

No additional reports were made. 
 
20. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:30 PM. 



Memorandum  

 

 

TO: Northern and Central Delta-Mendota Region Management Committees 

FROM: Andrew Garcia, Senior Civil Engineer 

DATE: May 10, 2019  

RE: Delta-Mendota Subbasin Sustainable Yield Calculation – Lower Aquifer 
 

SUMMARY OF ISSUE 

The Delta-Mendota Subbasin GSP Groups and Coordination Committee are required to develop a 

sustainable yield value for both the upper aquifer and lower aquifer, per the Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Act (SGMA) Regulations. In order to comply with SGMA regulations, the Coordination 

Committee understands the need to estimate a lower aquifer sustainable yield value for inclusion in the 

GSP, while improving data collection and reporting requirements to allow for an accurate sustainable 

yield determination in the future. As confirmed with the Department of Water Resources, only a 

subbasin-level sustainable yield estimate is required; individual GSP estimates are optional. 

Currently within the Delta-Mendota Subbasin, the distribution of known lower aquifer water level data 

and extraction volume data are not sufficient to allow for an accurate calculation of lower aquifer 

sustainable yield. Following discussions by both the Coordination Committee and the ad-hoc Technical 

Working Group of the Coordination Committee, a consensus was reached to establish a lower aquifer 

sustainable yield estimate for the subbasin by evaluating other regional studies previously conducted in 

the San Joaquin Valley. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Westlands Water District GSA has completed a recent study using groundwater modeling, in 

conjunction with the Westside GSP development, to estimate sustainable yield for that subbasin.  Based 

on an analysis of their data and an initial assumption of lower aquifer sustainable yield equivalent to 

approximately 0.35 acre-feet per acre within the Westside subbasin (Westlands Water District GSA, 

Groundwater Management Strategy Concepts presentation to the WWD Board on October 16, 2018) the 

GSA estimates a sustainable yield of 230,000 to 250,000 AF, with historic conditions suggesting a range 

from 250,000 to 300,000 AF (Westlands Water District GSA, Westside Subbasin’s Groundwater Model 

Forecast and Augmentation Strategies presentation to the WWD Board on April 3, 2019). Using this 

analysis, the Coordination Committee recommends a slightly more conservative sustainable yield value 

of one-third (0.33) an acre-foot per acre for the Delta-Mendota Subbasin.  Using this more conservative 

value, the estimated sustainable yield is approximately 250,000 acre-feet per year over the 



approximately 750,000-acre subbasin.  It should be noted that sustainable management of the lower 

aquifer is governed by significant and unreasonable subsidence rather than sustainable yield. 

Sustainable yield is not uniform throughout the Subbasin; it is the responsibility of each GSA to manage 

lower aquifer pumping to prevent significant and unreasonable subsidence.  

Because the Department of Water Resources classified the Delta-Mendota Subbasin as critically-

overdraft due to subsidence issues, the more conservative acre-foot per acre value for a lower aquifer 

sustainable yield estimation is valid as a starting point for the initial Basinwide GSP. Lower aquifer 

groundwater extractions may be managed to a stricter criterion in some areas in order to reduce or 

eliminate the potential for future inelastic land subsidence.  

The lower aquifer sustainable yield estimate should be refined in the future based on data collected and 

compiled for the Subbasin. This current sustainable yield approximation highlights the importance of an 

accepted Subbasin-level subsidence monitoring program concurrent with improved estimates of sub-

Corcoran Clay groundwater extractions.  
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TO:  Northern and Central Delta-Mendota Region Management Committees 
 
FROM:  Andrew Garcia, Senior Civil Engineer 
 
DATE:  May 6, 2019 
 
RE:  Delta-Mendota Subbasin Sustainable Yield Calculation – Upper Aquifer 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ISSUE 
 
The Delta-Mendota Subbasin Coordination Committee (Coordination Committee) is required to develop 
a sustainable yield value for both the upper and lower aquifer of the Delta-Mendota Subbasin per the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) regulations.  This value is intended to represent the 
amount of subsurface water that can be extracted from a specific aquifer without causing undesirable 
results.  In order to comply with SGMA regulations, the Coordination Committee understands the need 
to estimate an upper aquifer sustainable yield value for inclusion in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
(GSP), while improving data collection and reporting requirements to allow for a more accurate 
sustainable yield determination in the future.  As confirmed with the California Department of Water 
Resources, only a subbasin-level sustainable yield estimated is required; individual GSP estimates are 
optional. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Methodologies for calculating upper aquifer sustainable yield was discussed by both the Coordination 
Committee and the ad-hoc Technical Working Group of the Coordination Committee.  After reviewing 
several options for this calculation, the Coordination Committee requested that the Technical Working 
Group further discuss potential options and provide a recommendation back to the Coordination 
Committee for adoption.  On April 16, 2019, a joint workshop of the Coordination Committee and the 
Technical Working Group was held to discuss options for upper aquifer sustainable yield estimation and 
to identify a recommendation. 
 
During the April 16th workshop, several basic concepts and principles were discussed to calculate the 
upper aquifer sustainable yield value.  Consideration was given to several potential options, outlined 
below, which include some combination of the following: total Subbasin upper aquifer pumping 
volumes, total Subbasin upper aquifer change in storage, and Subbasin upper aquifer subsurface inflows 
and outflows. 
 
Each formula for the respective ‘Options’ would be applied to projected water budgets (WY2014-2070) 

in two categories: 
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 Projected Baseline values with Climate Change Factors 

 Projected values with Climate Change Factors and Projects and Management Actions 
 
If the projected baseline values for the Subbasin are expected to be in an overdraft condition, the GSAs 
are required to implement projects or management actions that will offset the overdraft and result in a 
sustainable condition. The Technical Working Group recommended calculation of both a projected 
baseline for Sustainable Yield with applied climate change factors and a projected baseline for 
Sustainable Yield with climate change factors plus planned projects and management actions.  Staff 
completed calculations for both baselines, using average annual values from the Subbasin projected 
water budgets, for each of the following three options: 
 
Option 1: 

Pumping + Change in Storage + Outflow – Aliso GSP Region’s Total Outflow (11,000 AFY) 

Option 2: 

Pumping + Change in Storage + (Outflow – Topographic Outflow) 

Option 3:  

Pumping + Change in Storage + (Outflow – Inflow) + Inflow from the Coast Ranges (38,000 AF) 

The Technical Working Group determined that a +/- 10% factor should be applied to determine a range 
for the upper aquifer sustainable yield value. The +/- 10% factor is applied based on the percentage 
difference between the values from change in storage contour mapping (prepared by Provost & 
Pritchard) and reported changes in storage from the subbasin consolidated historic water budgets 
(FY2003-2012) for the upper aquifer. 
 
In summary, the range for the upper aquifer sustainable yield is calculated using the above ‘Option 3’ 
formula for both categories of water budgets: projected baseline with climate change factors and 
projected baseline with climate change factors plus projects and management actions. The 10% factor is 
applied to the results for both categories.  This range aims to demonstrate the Subbasin’s upper aquifer 
sustainable yield without implementing any projects and management actions (low end of range) and 
how the Subbasin’s upper aquifer sustainable yield will be impacted by implementing projects and 
management actions (high end of range). 
 
QUALIFICATION 

The upper aquifer sustainable yield values, derived from calculations using the best available but limited 
data, are to be considered preliminary estimations only and will be updated to an anticipated higher 
level of accuracy in the mandatory 5-year GSP update in 2025. The intention of the Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), following GSP submission in 2020, is to increase Subbasin-wide data 
collection efforts. Improved data, modeling results, and understanding of subsurface flows will allow the 
GSAs and each GSP Group to improve estimated sustainable yield values for the GSP update submitted 
in 2025. It is pertinent to understand that by adopting or “approving” any of the sustainable yield 
calculations and results for the upper aquifer, the GSAs and other agencies acting within the Delta-
Mendota Subbasin are not implying that this calculation cannot be improved or updated in the future. 
The GSAs within the Delta-Mendota Subbasin reserve the right to claim or retain some portion of 
subbasin outflow generated by lowering of groundwater levels from neighboring subbasins and the 
equitable portion of sources of recharge shared between two subbasins, by physical or non-physical 
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means, in the future if the Delta-Mendota Subbasin GSAs determine that doing so will improve Subbasin 
sustainability or will prevent chronic overdraft conditions.  Furthermore, intrabasin coordination during 
GSP development while continuing interbasin coordination discussions and data collection after GSP 
adoption will allow the GSAs to further refine these determinations.     

RECOMMENDATION 

Option 3 is recommended to the Delta-Mendota Coordination Committee for adoption and inclusion in 
the Common Chapter. The range of results of the calculation are provided in the table below.  
 
 

Upper Aquifer 

Average Annual Water Budget Results (2014-2070), Acre-Feet 

Baseline Projected (with CCF) Projected with CCF & Projects/MAs 

Pumping 332,895  335,544 

Change in Storage (49,825)  (31,544) 

Outflow 199,912  252,596 

Inflow 166,035 184,088 

Inflow from Coast Ranges 38,000 38,000 

Total (Rounded) 355,000  410,000 

10% error 35,000 40,000 

 

Upper Aquifer Sustainable Yield, Acre-Feet 

Low 320,000 370,000 

High 390,000 450,000 

Overall Range (Rounded) 320,000 450,000 

 
 



San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority

Coordinated GSP Implementation

SLDMWA Responsibility Activity Activity Description

Task 1:  Monitoring Program Data collection, monitoring performed on a monthly basis

1.1  Coordination with Monitoring Entities

Independent: Farmers; 

Split: N-C

SLDMWA only: Aliso, SJREC, 

Grassland, Fresno; 

Split: N-C

1.2  Oversight and Coordination of Monitoring Staff oversight and scheduling (local and contract labor)

Independent: SJREC, 

Grassland, Farmers; 

Split: N-C

SLDMWA only: Aliso, Fresno;

Split: N-C

1.3  Subsidence Monitoring

Independent: Aliso, SJREC, 

Grassland, Farmers
SLDMWA only: Fresno

1.3.1  Establish Subsidence Monitoring Network

Independent: Aliso, SJREC, 

Grassland, Farmers; 

Split: N-C

SLDMWA only: Fresno

Split: N-C

1.3.2  Annual Subsidence Monitoring

Independent: Aliso, SJREC, 

Grassland, Farmers
SLDMWA only: Fresno, N-C

5.3.1 b) The Coordination Committee is responsible for assuring 

submittal of annual reports (not desigated specfically to the Plan 

Manager) Task 2:  Annual Reporting and Analysis

Based on SI and network deveopment - analyses, tracking trends and 

reporting on monthly basis

2.1  Coordinate data collection and analysis

Independent: SJREC, 

Farmers; 

Split: Aliso, Grassland

SLDMWA only: N-C, Fresno; 

Split: Aliso and Grassland

2.2  Roll-up and submit Annual Report to DWR
SLDMWA only for all

Potentially Optional
Task 3:  Interim Update Update prior to the 5-Year Update required by DWR (optional)

3.1  Interim Update Roll-up

Independent: Grassland, 

SJREC, Farmers
SLDMWA only: N-C

3.1.1  Data collection and Analysis

Independent: Grassland, 

SJREC, Farmers;

Split: Aliso

SLDMWA only: N-C; 

Split: Aliso

3.1.2  Roll-up and Documentation Including QA/QC

Independent: Grassland, 

SJREC
SLDMWA only: N-C, Farmers

5.3.1 b) The Coordination Committee is responsible for 

providing five-year assessments (responsibility not designated 

specifically to the Plan Manager) Task 4:  5-Year Update

4.1  5-Year Update Roll-up Including QA/QC

Independent: Farmers, SJREC

Split: Grassland

SLDMWA only: Aliso, N-C, 

Fresno

Split: Grassland

4.2  Update to Common Chapter Including QA/QC

Independent: SJREC
SLDMWA only: Aliso, N-C, 

Fresno, Farmers, Grassland

Task 5: Coordination

12.2 (GSP and Coordination Agreement Submission for 

individual GSPs to DWR will go through the Coordination 

Committee and Plan Manager*) 5.1  Coordination Agreement General Administration
SLDMWA only for all

Timing and notice of Coordination Committee meetings can be 

set by the Secretary* (5.2.2), Chairperson or any two GSP Group 

Representatives (5.5.1) 5.2  Coordination Committee Meetings

Split: N-C

SLDMWA only: Aliso, Fresno, 

Farmers, Grassland, SJREC

Split: N-C

5.2.2 (Secretary - Brown Act as needed)*, 5.5.4 Minutes 

(Secretary or appointee)*
5.3  Advisory Committee Meeting Support

SLDMWA only for all

5.4  Public Outreach

Public outreach for modifications and readoption of GSP; supporting 

fee development; promote compliance with program, etc.

Split: Aliso, N-C, SJREC

SLDMWA only: Farmers, 

Grassland, Fresno 

Split: Aliso, N-C, SJREC

5.2.2 (Secretary - public posting and Brown Act for 

notices/agendas for meetings)*
5.5  Website Maintenance

SLDMWA only for all

5.6  Interbasin Coordination

9 subbasins, 9 individual meetings. Quarterly 2020-2021; bi-annually 

2022-2024

Split: Aliso, N-C, SJREC

SLDMWA only: Farmers, 

Grassland, Fresno 

Split: Aliso, N-C, SJREC

5.7  Intrabasin Coordination Monthly meetings for first 2 years; quarterly thereafter

Independent: Farmers

Split: Aliso, N-C, SJREC

SLDMWA only: Fresno, 

Grassland

Split: Aliso, N-C, SJREC

Task 6: Data Management System

11.2 Coordination Committee is responsible for ensuring data 

provided by individual GSPs is stored and managed in a 

coordinated manner and reported to DWR annually (not specific 

to Plan Manager) 6.1  DMS Coordination

Split: Aliso

SLDMWA only: Farmers, 

Fresno, Grassland, N-C, SJREC

Split: Aliso

Task 7: Budget and Schedule Monitoring

5.3.1 Coordinated Plan Expenses are provided to the 

Coordination Committee by the Secretary*
7.1  Monitoring of Budget and Schedule

Split: N-C

SLDMWA only: Aliso, Farmers, 

Fresno, Grassland, SJREC

Split: N-C

Task 8: Grant Writing and Administration

8.1  Grant Tracking & Pursuit 

Tracking grants and writing RFPs (assuming two grant RFPs per 

year); no grant application writing

Independent: Farmers

Split: Aliso

SLDMWA only: Fresno, 

Grassland, N-C, SJREC

Split: Aliso

8.2  Grant Administration

Independent: Farmers

Split: Aliso

SLDMWA only: Fresno, 

Grassland, N-C, SJREC

Split: Aliso

8.3  SGMA GSP Grant Funding - Part 2

Split: Aliso

SLDMWA only: Farmers, 

Fresno, Grassland, N-C, SJREC

Split: Aliso

Task 9: General Administration

9.1  Accounting
SLDMWA only for all

9.2  Auditing
SLDMWA only for all

5.5.4 (designated to Secretary or Secretary's appointee)*
9.3  Document Management

SLDMWA only for all

9.4  General Staff Oversight
SLDMWA only for all

9.5  Office Expenses
Independent: Farmers

SLDMWA only: Aliso, Fresno, 

Grassland, N-C, SJREC

9.6  Insurance
Independent: Farmers

SLDMWA only: Aliso, Fresno, 

Grassland, N-C, SJREC

9.7  Contract Management Consultant contracts

Split: Aliso

SLDMWA only: Farmers, 

Fresno, Grassland, N-C, SJREC

Split: Aliso

Task 10: Legal Support

10.1  Legal Support

Independent: Grassland, 

SJREC,

Split: Aliso, N-C

SLDMWA only: Farmers, 

Fresno,

Split: Aliso, N-C

*References to responsibilities held by the Secretary or the Plan Manager apply to  SLDMWA so long as SLDMWA is the entity acting as the Secretary and Plan Manager as set forth in the Coordination Agreement

Fresno Fresno selected "Shared Resources" for every option

Aliso

SJREC

Grassland

North-Central

Farmers No split responsibility (all either independent or SLDMWA only)

N-C indicated that the response reflects assuming a JPA with miniminal in-house staff; the GSP group can see a scenario in which it leans on SLDMWA for everything; difficulty determining hour allocations for individual agency staff

Mostly indicated independent responsibility or SLDMWA responsibility rather than splitting responsibility for tasks. Coordination, DMS, Budget,  Grant, and General Admin are entirely SLDMWA-led

GSP groups indicated split or 

individual responsibility

SJREC indicated SLDMWA responsibility for plan roll-up and submittal, coordinated DMS, grant writing, Coordination meetings. Otherwise, SJREC will retain responsibility

Task mostly designated to 

SLDMWA. Grassland indicated 

split; Farmers and SJREC want 

independent responsibility for 5-

Year Update Roll-up. Update to 

Common Chapter will involve all 

GSP Groups, but SJREC indicated 

that it will remain independent 

until the Common Chapter format 

is finalized.

Aliso indicated that the GSP Group will handle all monitoring, but will look to SLDMWA to run "agency" functions

General Administration has been 

mostly designated as a SLDMWA 

responsibility. Aliso indicated split 

responsibility only for Contract 

Management. 

Most GSP groups indicated 

SLDMWA responsibility for Grant 

Writing and Administration; only 

Aliso and Farmers indicated divided 

responsibility for this task

SLDMWA responsibility; only N-C 

indicated split. 

SLDMWA responsibility; only Aliso 

indicated splitting. No response 

from N-C regarding this task

Potentially Optional

Level of Responsibility

Sections referenced correspond to the 

Coordination Agreement  GSP Group Shared Resources Notes from Survey Results

Grassland and Fresno indicated 

entirely SLDMWA responsibility for 

this task. Aliso, SJREC, and N-C 

indicated some divided 

responsibilities.

Decreased SLDMWA responsibility 

for this task --> surveys indicated 

more GSP responsibility. Aliso split 

for 3.1.1; N-C solely wants 

SLDMWA responsibility but to have 

GSAs review; Grassland and SJREC 

fully independent; Farmers 

independent except for 3.1.2; 

Fresno did not respond for this 

task. 

Task mostly designated to 

SLDMWA. 

Fresno and N-C indicated full 

SLDMWA responsibility; Aliso and 

Grassland split for 2.1, Farmers and 

SJREC independent for 2.1. All GSP 

Groups indicated SLDMWA 

responsibility for 2.2 

Split responsibility for this task. 

All surveys indicated SLDMWA 

resources for 1.1 (Coordination 

with Monitoring Entities) except 

for Farmers (Farmers indicated 

entirely independent for this task)
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Report Period March 2019

Delta-Mendota Subbasin Coordination Committee Meeting 05.13.19

EXPENDITURES Annual Previous Current Total Expenses Amount % of Budget % of Amt Expenses 

Budget Expenses Expenses to Date Remaining Spent Complete Through

Legal

-$             -$             -$           -$                 -$            3/31/2019

Authority Salaries

44,317$      -$             1,876$       1,876$             42,441$     4% 3/31/2019

Other Services and Expenses

Meals, Conference Calls, Travel, etc. -$             -$             -$           -$                 -$            3/31/2019

Contracts

Task 1 Funding Administration 19,990$      -$             4,082$       4,082$             15,908$     20% 20% 3/31/2019

Task 2 Data Management -$             -$             990$          990$                (990)$          0% 15% 3/31/2019

Task 5 Intrabasin Coordination 52,287$      -$             34,449$     34,449$          17,838$     66% 10% 3/31/2019

Task 6 Interbasin Coordination 30,238$      -$             -$           -$                 30,238$     0% 0% 3/31/2019

Task 9 Outreach and Education 5,320$        -$             -$           -$                 5,320$        0% 10% 3/31/2019

subtotal 107,835$      -$               39,521$       39,521$             68,314$       

TOTAL 152,152$    41,397$          110,755$   27% 10%

SAN LUIS & DELTA-MENDOTA WATER AUTHORITY

MARCH 1, 2019 - FEBRUARY 29, 2020

SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT COORDINATED EXPENSES



FY18 Feb-18 18,328.22$      

Coordination Committee Expenses

Invoices Approved  February 2018 to February 2020

Mar-18 1,396.50$        

Apr-18 8,469.13$        

May-18 18,067.91$      

Jun-18 7,255.00$        

Jul-18 9,015.77$        

Aug-18 15,346.49$      

Sep-18 9,206.01$        

Oct-18 18,468.39$      

Nov-18 18,330.42$      

Dec-18 20,138.00$      

Jan-19 48,417.5$        

Feb-19 48,417.5$        

FY19 Mar-19 39,520.00$      

280,376.84$    

222,528.62$    

33,937.03$      

39,520.00$      

1,875.61$        

Total FY20 41,395.61$      

FY20 Budget 152,152.00$    

Under Budget 110,756.39$           

FY19 Contract to Date

FY20 SLDMWA Expense YTD

FY
19

FY20 Contract to Date

FY19 SLDMWA Expense YTD

Invoiced Contract Total
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 MEMORANDUM         
 

   
  
 

TO:  Members of the Delta-Mendota Subbasin Coordination Committee 

FROM: Andrew Garcia, Senior Civil Engineer 

DATE: May 10, 2019 

RE: Updated Budget for Coordinated Tasks Associated with GSP Development   

 
 

  

BACKGROUND   

The Coordination Committee originally approved a budget estimate for coordinated tasks associated 
with GSP development based on estimated costs for Fiscal Years 2018 through Fiscal Year 2020.  The 
Coordination Committee formally approved the estimates for Fiscal Years 2018 and 2019 during the 
January Coordination Committee meeting following the finalization of the Coordination Agreement and 
Cost Sharing Agreement. Per the Coordination Committee’s request, additional tasks were completed by 
the consultant team in January and February 2019 to update and improve the water budgets that were 
incorporated into the GSP. This request resulted in a budget overrun for FY 19 for consultant fees to 
accommodate the additional time spent on improving the Delta-Mendota Subbasin’s water budgets. 
This overrun was predominantly associated with flow modeling for the water budgets and 
accompanying meetings with Coordination Committee members.  

Following this FY 19 overrun, the Coordination Committee requested that an updated budget estimate 
be developed to reflect all anticipated contract expenses through GSP submission in January 2020. 
Because budget increases must be approved by the Coordination Committee through an amendment 
process and individual agency approval, the Coordination Committee requested that the estimate 
provided encompasses all anticipated overruns associated with contract expenses. 

This summary provides an overview of the initial budget approved by the Coordination Committee, the 
invoice from January and February 2019 consultant tasks, and the associated additional cost that each 
GSP group is being asked to discuss for approval, based on anticipated future consultant expenses 
through GSP submission. 

BUDGET 

Table 1 reflects the Coordination Committee’s expenses for FY 19 and has a breakdown between the 
estimated and actual budget for Fiscal Year 2019. As indicated, the total expense associated with 
SLDMWA labor was under budget, while the total expense for contracts was over budget.  

Table 1: FY 19 Coordination Committee Expenses 

Cost Breakdown Original FY 19 Total Actual FY 19 Total Difference in FY 19 
Expenses 

SLDMWA Labor $ 44,318  $ 33,937 (under budget) $ 10,381 

Contracts  $ 159,775 $ 222,529 (over budget) $ (62,754) 

Total  $ 204,093 $ 256,466 (over budget) $ (52,373) 

 
The FY 19 expenses for the Coordination Committee reflect a total overrun of $52,373. This amount 
includes the invoice amount from January and February 2019 of $96,835, which was higher than the 
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estimated cost for the two remaining months of FY 19. Since the SLDMWA expenses were under budget, 
this helped reduce the total overrun for FY 19. The updated January and February invoice from Woodard 
& Curran is included in Exhibit 1. 

Table 2 provides an overview of the Coordination Committee’s expenses. These include the original fee 
approved by the Coordination Committee, the updated total estimate for the Coordination Committee, 
and the Amendment 3 cost request for each GSP group.  

Table 2: Updated Coordinated Plan Expenses and Amendment 3 Costs 

Cost Breakdown Original Approved 
Fee 

Updated Total 
Estimated Fee 

Amendment 3 
Coordinated Activities 
Increased Cost Request   
(Updated – Original) 

Subtotal – Coordinated 
Consultant Contract 
Cost 

$ 289,353 $ 705,938 $ 416,585 

Coordinated Plan 
Expenses Total* 

$ 726,045 $ 1,142,630 $ 416,585 

Cost per Year per GSP 
Group without Grant 
Funds 

$ 121,008 $ 190,438 $ 69,431 

*Coordinated Plan Expenses Total includes the Coordinated Consultant Contract Cost, the Consultant Subcontract 
Coordinated expenses (Houston Engineering and Stantec), and SLDMWA Coordinated expenses 
 
Amendment 3 is a reflection of the total Coordinated Plan Expense budget increase request. The initial 
Coordinated Plan Expenses was $726,045 for the Coordination Committee, and the updated total is now 
$1,142,630. Therefore, the total cost request for Amendment 3 is $416,585; each GSP group would be 
responsible for $69,431. The Amendment 3 total amount covers the total overrun in FY 19 of $52,373 as 
well as all additional anticipated contract expenses through the submittal of the GSP in January 2020. 

A summary of the tasks associated with the Amendment 3 request provided by Woodard & Curran is 
included in Exhibit 2. A breakdown of the past approved coordinated tasks and the pending Amendment 
3 cost request is included in Exhibit 3.  

RECOMMENDATION 

SLDMWA staff recommend that the Coordination Committee approve the $96,835 invoice total from 
January and February 2019 consultant expenses. This cost covers completed work, as requested by the 
Coordination Committee, required to refine the Subbasin-wide water budgets for inclusion in the GSP. 
The Coordination Committee determined that improving the water budgets was necessary in order for 
the Coordination Committee and each of the six GSP groups to proceed with GSP development in an 
accurate and informed manner.  

SLDMWA staff also recommend that the Coordination Committee approve the Amendment 3 cost 
request total of $416,585 if the scope of work is agreed upon. 

EXHIBITS 

1. January and February 2019 Invoice from Woodard & Curran 
2. Amendment 3 Coordinated Activities Cost Request from Woodard & Curran 
3. Summary of Past and Pending Coordinated Task Expenses  



Amendment 3 Fee Estimate
San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority

GSP Development Amendment for SGWP Projects

Tasks Total Total

Leslie Dumas
Reza 

Namvar
Ian Jaffe

Technical 

Lead

Natalie 

Cochrane
Zachary Roy Staff Support Graphics Admin. Stantec

Project 

Manager

Modeling 

Lead
Project Controls 

/ Technical Lead

Data Collection 

and Analysis

Technical 

Lead

Modeling 

Support
Misc. Outreach

$282 $282 $212 $266 $187 $162 $162 $110 $110

Phase 1:  Northern and Central GSP

1.3  Flow Modeling 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $376,131 $436,311

Finalize Historical and Current Water Budgets 4 8 12 24 48 $9,516 $0 $0 $0 $9,516

Develop Future Baseline Water Budgets 2 8 2 16 28 $5,786 $0 $0 $0 $5,786

Develop Future Baseline Water Budgets with Climate Change 2 8 2 20 32 $6,434 $0 $0 $0 $6,434

Develop Scenarios using Future with CC Water Budgets 4 12 12 32 60 $11,940 $0 $0 $0 $11,940

Prepare Water Budgets TM 4 12 16 16 48 $10,096 $0 $0 $0 $10,096

Attend meetings and Conference Calls 8 8 8 8 32 $7,304 $0 $0 $0 $7,304

Additional Documentation 4 8 40 52 $9,104 $0 $0 $0 $9,104

1.5  Intrabasin Coordination 320 120 80 520 $130,640 $0 $0 $150 $165 $130,805 $152,188 $282,993
Covers additional meetings/coordination

2.9 (New Task)  Annual Reporting $135,136

Data collection and analysis 32 72 80 68 80 332 $71,244 $0 $0 $342 $84 $71,328

Annual Report Documentation 48 80 16 80 80 4 4 312 $63,552 $0 $0 $233 $256 $63,808

Subtotal Phase 1: 424 60 272 96 288 156 160 4 4 1464 $325,616 0 0 0 $725 $505 $326,121 $854,440

Phase 2:  Coordinated Activites

2.2  Coordinated DMS (Category 1 Project) 10 32 32 74 $13,288 $0 $0 $0 $13,288 $28,614 $41,902

2.5  Intrabasin Coordination 320 120 80 520 $130,640 $0 $0 $329 $362 $131,002 $139,564 $270,566 Covers additional meetings/coordination

2.6  (New Task) Coordinated Flow Modeling

2.6.1  D-M Water Budgets & Scenarios $0 $44,604

Compile Historical and Current Water Budgets and Compare Total Storage 4 8 16 32 60 $11,560 $0 $0 $0 $11,560

Compile Future Baseline Water Budgets 2 4 2 16 24 $4,658 $0 $0 $0 $4,658

Compile Future Baseline Water Budgets with Climate Change 4 8 2 24 38 $7,646 $0 $0 $0 $7,646

Compile Scenarios using Future with CC Water Budgets 4 8 8 16 36 $7,472 $0 $0 $0 $7,472

Prepare Water Budgets Sections of GSP Common Chapter 4 4 12 16 36 $7,092 $0 $0 $0 $7,092

Attend meetings and Conference Calls 8 4 8 8 28 $6,176 $0 $0 $0 $6,176

2.6.1 Interbasin Underflows and Water budgets $0 $50,326

Evaluate neighboring Subbasins Water Budgets and Underflows 8 24 60 92 $18,744 $0 $0 $0 $18,744

Technical Support for Preparation for meetings with Neighboring Subbasins 8 16 24 48 $10,656 $0 $0 $0 $10,656

Update D-M Water Budgets, as needed 8 16 2 32 58 $12,326 $0 $0 $0 $12,326

Attend Meetings and Conference Calls 8 8 8 16 40 $8,600 $0 $0 $0 $8,600

2.7 (New Task)  Annual Reporting $0 $51,900

Coordinate data collection and analysis 8 24 20 20 32 104 $21,588 $0 $0 $18 $20 $21,608

Roll-up and Submit Annual Report to DWR 24 20 24 24 40 8 8 148 $30,120 $0 $0 $156 $172 $30,292

Subtotal Phase 2: 410 100 174 44 214 244 104 8 8 1306 $290,566 $0 $0 $0 $503 $554 $291,120 $459,298

Phase 3:  Facilitation and Outreach Support

SDAC Engagement and Education Program (Category 1 Project) 0 $0 $35,568 $35,568 $39,125 $0 $39,125 $48,442 $99,695

Public Meeting Support 40 4 44 $12,128 $0 $0 $0 $12,128

SDAC Representation (Category 1 Project) 0 $0 -$8,078 -$8,078 -$8,886 $0 -$8,886 $44,984 $37,694

Technical Assisstance Request 4 4 8 $1,596 $0 $0 $0 $1,596

Vulnerability Assessment and Project Development (Category 1 Project) 0 $0 $41,216 $41,216 $45,338 $0 $45,338 $25,370 $106,872

Component Administration 8 32 40 $9,040 $0 $0 $0 $9,040

Rapid Appraisal Form 4 8 12 24 $5,068 $0 $0 $0 $5,068

Vulnerability Assessment Report of SDAC 4 8 12 28 52 $9,604 $0 $0 $0 $9,604

Conceptual Project Development Memos 8 16 42 66 $12,452 $0 $0 $0 $12,452

Subtotal Phase 3: 64 0 72 0 28 0 70 0 0 234 $49,888 68,706 $68,706 $75,577 $0 $0 $125,465 $244,261

TOTAL 474 100 246 44 242 244 174 8 8 3004 $666,070 68,706 $68,706 $75,577 $0 $0 $742,706 <--Amendment Request

2.  Subconsultants will be billed at actual cost plus 10%.  

This estimate was prepared based on current budget status 

and the additional scope covered in January and February 

2019. The amendment should carry us to task completion.

Outside Services ODCs 

Total Hours
Total Labor 

Costs (1)
Subtotal

Sub Consultant 

Total Cost (2)
ODCs

Total ODCs 

(3)

Total 

New

Fee

Existing

Fee

Total 

Fee

(with 

reallocation)

Notes

Graphics and Support

4.  The RMC/W&C Team reserves the right to adjust its hourly rate structure and ODC markup at the beginning of the calendar year for all ongoing contracts. 

This new task covers the Annual Reporting requirements for 

the N&C group (the 2020 report and template development).

This new task covers the model effort to roll up and coordinate 

the individual GSP water budgets and underflows.

This new task covers the Annual Reporting requirements for 

the Coordinated roll up (2020 report and template 

development). Assumes all GSP groups will provide final 

values/reports in the format requested.

Stantec has requested shifting some of their existing budget off 

of the SDAC Representation task.

Subtasks listed here represent expanded W&C scope.

1.  The individual hourly rates include salary, overhead and profit.

3. Other direct costs (ODCs) such as  reproduction, delivery, mileage (rates will be those allowed by current IRS guidelines), and travel expenses, will be billed at actual cost plus 10%.

SLDWMA Amendment 3 Fee Estimate 4/22/2019
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EXHIBIT 2: AMENDMENT 3 COORDINATED ACTIVITIES COST REQUEST FROM WOODARD & CURRAN 



Delta-Mendota Subbasin Coordination Committee

Amendment 3 Coordinated Activities Cost Request

Updated Amendment 3 Requested Amounts 416,585$                  

Cost per Year per GSP Group 69,431$                    

Original Approved 

Fee

Updated Total 

Estimated Fee

Amendment 3 

Coordinated 

Activities Cost 

Request

Consultant Contract Coordinated Plan Expenses

Task 1: Funding Administration

1.2 Basinwide Grant Administration and Coordination 39,980$                    39,980$                    -$                           

Subtotal Task 1 Coordinated Expenses 39,980$                    39,980$                    -$                           

Task 2: Data Management

2.4  Coordinated Data Management System (Category 1) 28,614$                    41,902$                    13,288$                    

Subtotal Task 2 Coordinated Expenses 28,614$                    41,902$                    13,288$                    

Task 3: Flow Modeling

3.4 Coordinated Flow Modeling (Water Budgets)

DM Water Budgets & Scenarios -$                           44,604$                    44,604$                    

Interbasin Underflows and Water Budgets -$                           50,326$                    50,326$                    

Subtotal Task 3 Coordinated Expenses -$                           94,930$                    94,930$                    

Task 4: Monitoring: Interbasin Coordination 

Subtotal Task 4 Coordinated Expenses -$                           -$                           

Task 5: Intrabasin Coordination and Program Management

5.1  Intrabasin Coordination

Technical & Policy GSP Coordination Meetings (21 technical 

meetings; 21 policy meetings) 81,640$                    212,642$                  131,002$                  

5.4 Technical Memoranda and Common Chapter 57,923$                    57,923$                    -$                           

Subtotal Task 5 Coordinated Expenses 139,563$                  270,565$                  131,002$                  

Task 6: Interbasin Coordination

5.3 Technical Workshops 15,526$                    15,526$                    -$                           

Coordination 55,030$                    55,030$                    -$                           

Subtotal Task 6 Coordinated Expenses 70,556$                    70,556$                    -$                           

Task 9: Outreach and Education

9.2 Public Outreach Workshops

Bi-Annual Public Workshops (5) 10,640$                    10,640$                    -$                           

9.3 Facilitation and Outreach Support (Category 1 Project) -$                           125,465$                  125,465$                  

Subtotal Task 9 Coordinatd Expenses 10,640$                    136,105$                  125,465$                  

Task 10: Annual Reporting

10.2 Coordinated Roll-Up and Reporting -$                           51,900$                    51,900$                    

Subtotal Task 10 Coordinated Expenses -$                           51,900$                    51,900$                    

Subtotal - Coordinated Contract Cost 289,353$              705,938$              416,585$              

Consultant Subcontract Coordinated Plan Expenses

Houston Engineering (Data Management System) 196,350$                  196,350$                  -$                           

Stantec (Communication and Outreach) 130,676$                  130,676$                  -$                           

Subtotal - Coordinated Subcontract Cost 327,026$              327,026$              -$                       

SLDMWA Coordinated Expenses 109,666$                  109,666$                  -$                           

Subtotal - SLDMWA Coordination Cost 109,666$              109,666$              -$                       

Coordinated Plan Expenses Total 726,045$            1,142,630$        416,585$            

Original Approved 

Fee

Updated Total 

Estimated Fee

Amendment 3 

Coordinated 

Activities Cost 

Request

Coordinated Totals without Grant Funds 726,045$              1,142,630$           416,585$              

Cost per Year per GSP Group without Grant Funds 121,008$              190,438$              69,431$                 

Coordinated Totals with Sustainable GW Planning Grant Funds 370,405$              648,237$              277,832$              

Cost per Year per GSP Group with Grant Funds 61,734$                 108,040$              46,305$                 
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