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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

Through the State of California’s Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) program,
the Mokelumne-Amador-Calaveras (MAC) and Eastern San Joaquin (ES]J) IRWM Regions
have joined together to create a joint water resources plan for the Mokelumne River
watershed. The Mokelumne Watershed Interregional Sustainability Evaluation
(MokeWISE) Program was created to develop and evaluate alternatives to optimize water
resources management within the upper and lower watersheds of the greater Mokelumne
River watershed. The MokeWISE Program offers a bi-regional approach to managing
surface and groundwater resources in the watershed to benefit the needs of both regions
while maximizing water resource opportunities.

As shown in Figure ES-1, the eastern border of the ES] region is the western border of the
MAC region. The two IRWM regions have remained separate because of the differing
water supply issues, with the ESJ region predominately focused on groundwater and the
MAC region on surface water. Although they are separate IRWM regions, some of the
participants of the MAC and ESJ regions have been engaged in regular coordination and
communication (through the Mokelumne River Forum and other groups) for many years
regarding their common interests and issues, with the goal of evaluating interregional
opportunities to enhance integrated water management efforts.

The purpose of the MokeWISE Program is to provide interregional water supply, water
quality, and environmental benefits in Amador, Calaveras, and San Joaquin counties, and
within the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) service area. In developing the
MokeWISE Program, the MAC and ESJ Regions have a comprehensive understanding of
opportunities and alternatives for enhanced integrated water resource management,
which will ultimately strengthen both IRWM Plans. Implementing the MokeWISE Program
will demonstrate the success of bi-regional consensus with respect to managing surface
water and groundwater resources in the watershed.

The following sections provide an overview of the MokeWISE program process, as well as
the project list and implementation plan that evolved out of this effort.
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Figure ES-1: MAC and ES] IRWM Regional Boundaries
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STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
The MokeWISE Program is guided by the MokeWISE Planning Committee, comprised of
representatives from the grant recipient agencies, including the Upper Mokelumne River
Watershed Authority (UMRWA) and the Groundwater Basin Authority (GBA), and technical
and facilitation consultants. The MokeWISE Planning Committee conducted outreach and

invited a group of water agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), private

entities, resource agencies, and local and state agencies with a direct and expressed

interest in the Mokelumne River watershed to participate on the Mokelumne Collaborative
Group (MCG). The MCG was responsible for guiding the development of the MokeWISE
Program and initiating public outreach. Other stakeholder groups were classified into five

tiers to target outreach efforts based on their anticipated level of interest and ability to

engage in program development. These tiers included Tier 2 stakeholders, interested

parties, general public, disadvantaged communities (DACs), and Native American Tribes.

The strategy for obtaining input from stakeholder interests and the public is outlined in a

Public and Disadvantaged Community Outreach Plan.
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PROGRAM OUTCOMES AND MEASURES
The development of the MokeWISE Program was guided by established priorities
identified by the MCG. The MokeWISE Program Objectives to be Achieved and
Consequences to be Avoided (“Program Objectives”) were developed from the MCG’s
initial collection of thoughts related to benefits and consequences, as well as potential
ways of measuring these outcomes, in order to gauge the success of the MokeWISE
Program. The Program Outcomes and Measures are summarized in Table ES-1 and Table

ES-2 below.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBIJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Water Supply

Water
Demands

OBJECTIVE

WS-1: Promote
demand-side
management
strategies

WS-2: Increase supply
reliability

WS-3: Increase amount
of stored water

WS-4: Promote smart,
responsible
development

WS-5: Reduce reliance
on groundwater for
irrigation

WS-6: Promote a long-
term groundwater
balance

WS-7: Maximize water
resource availability
for all beneficial uses

WS-8: Decrease the
need to import water

WD-9: Review and
understand existing
agency demand
estimates

SUMMARY

The program should promote projects and policies that
support demand-side management strategies including
conservation, water use efficiency, peak period
rationing and leak detection.

The program should result in increased water supply
reliability for water purveyors.

The program should result in an increase in the amount
of water stored within the watershed and consider both
ground and surface options.

The program should promote projects and policies that
ensure that the water needs of new development are
met while limiting negative externalities and end use
harm.

The program should result in a reduced reliance on
groundwater for irrigation and explore surface water
alternatives.

The program should promote projects and policies that
seek to contribute to a positive long-term groundwater
balance.

The program should promote projects and policies that
allocate water to the full spectrum of beneficial uses
based on full analysis of all potential sources of supply.
The program should seek to implement state legislative
goals to improve self-sufficiency and reduce the need to
import water

The MCG should review and come to a common
understanding of water demand estimates described in
existing planning documents
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Water
Quality

Recreation

Water Rights

Flood
Management

OBJECTIVE

WD-10: To identify
water demand issues
for timely
consideration by the
water agencies during
their next Urban Water
Management Plan
(UWMP) update.
WQ-11: Protect and
improve surface and
groundwater quality
WQ-12: Match
delivered water
quality to use

WQ-13: Use water
purification
technology as a tool to
maximize beneficial
uses

R-14: Increase access
for water-based
recreation

R-15: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

R-16: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

R-17: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

R-18: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

WR-19: Resolve
existing water rights
conflicts in the
watershed

F-20: Enhance flood
protection and
management

SUMMARY

The program should identify issues and analyses for
water agencies to consider as they prepare demand and
population estimates.

The program should result in improved water quality
within the watershed for both surface water and
groundwater.

The program should try to avoid wasting high quality
water on uses that do not need it.

The program should seek to implement the state’s
legislative goals to use water purification technology as
a tool to increase the beneficial uses of water.

The program should result in increased access to the
Mokelumne River from Highway 12 to the headwaters.

The program should result in increased spawning
habitat, designating sections of the river for hatchery
and wild species, and designating appropriate
environmental flows.

The program should result in the stocking of hatchery-
raised trout in designated areas on the Upper
Mokelumne and designating and managing wild trout
sections.

The program should result in the reintroduction of
salmon in the Upper Mokelumne river.

The program should result in increased angling,
harvesting, and other recreational opportunities.

The program should seek to resolve existing water
rights protests and to achieve a common understanding
of the application of relevant water rights law in the
watershed.

The program should result in multi-benefit projects
which provide flood protection for residents and
businesses within the watershed and enhance
ecosystem function.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Data

Other Human
Values

Environment

Agricultural
Benefits

OBJECTIVE

D-21: Use sound,
agreed-upon data to
evaluate program
alternatives

D-22: Use sound,
agreed-upon data to
evaluate program
alternatives

D-23: Promote the
contribution of sound
scientific data to
current body of
knowledge

0O-24: Increase
investment in forest
management

0O-258: Maximize socio-
economic, cultural,
recreational, public
health, and public
safety benefits with a
particular emphasis on
DACs

O-26: Achieve equity

E-27: Protect and
enhance natural
environment
E-28: Protect and
enhance natural
environment

E-29: Protect and
restore fisheries

A-30: Enhance or
maintain the water
supply for beneficial
use of agricultural
practices

SUMMARY

The program should produce an agreed-upon
hydrology dataset and Water Availability Analysis

Program components should be described with
sufficient detail to allow for evaluation.

The program should generate and promote projects
with monitoring and reporting requirements to increase
water resources data

The program should promote forest management that
reduces the economic impact of wildfires and other
natural disasters, particularly on water supply.

The program should seek to design projects and
policies to improve socio-economic, cultural,
recreational, public health, and public safety benefits
with a particular emphasis on DACs.

The program should be designed to achieve equity
across regions, cultures, incomes, and time.

The program should result in the protection and
enhancement of the natural environment of the
Mokelumne watershed.

The program should include support for wild and scenic
designation of the Mokelumne River down to the Pardee
High Pool.

The program should protect, restore, and enhance
fisheries in the Mokelumne River downstream of
Woodbridge Dam.

The project should increase the current agricultural
water supply
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Collaboration

OBJECTIVE

C-31: Foster long-term
regional relationships
and avoid unnecessary
conflict and litigation
C-32: Promote
broadly-supported
outcomes that benefit
a wide range of
interests

C-33: Promote
broadly-supported
outcomes that benefit
a wide range of
interests

C-34: Promote
broadly-supported
outcomes that benefit
a wide range of
interests

C-35: Develop a
program consistent
with all existing
licenses, permits, and
agreements affecting
the River

C-36: Develop a
program consistent
with all existing
licenses, permits, and
agreements affecting
the River

SUMMARY

The program should foster long-term regional
relationships which will promote continued
collaboration on water management issues and reduce
unnecessary litigation.

The program should promote projects and policies that
support outcomes benefiting a wide range of interests
within the watershed.

The program should promote the least controversial
projects and policies.

The program should result in agreements that reduce
conlflict.

The program should facilitate a common understanding
of the requirements contained in all existing licenses,
permits, and agreements affecting the Mokelumne River
and ensure that MCG proposals will not interfere with
their implementation.

The program should adhere to all California
Environmental Quality Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act (CEQA/NEPA) regulations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-2: MOKEWISE PROGRAM CONSEQUENCES TO BE AVOIDED

CATEGORY

Data

Environment

Collaboration

Other Human
Values

CONSEQUENCE TO BE
AVOIDED

CA-37: Avoid basing
decisions on incomplete or
inaccurate information
CA-38: Avoid demand for
new or larger on-stream
dams

CA-39: Avoid harmful
impacts to fisheries and
other wildlife

CA-40: Avoid conversion of
agricultural lands to
developed uses

CA-41: Avoid shifting
environmental impacts
from one area to another
CA-42: No diminishment of
the benefits of existing
in-stream flow

CA-43: Avoid closing the
process to the public

CA-44: Avoid dependency
on potentially unreliable

supply

CA-45: Minimize adverse
socio-economic and public
health and safety impacts

CA-46: Avoid end use
harm

CA-47: Avoid violating
procedural or substantive
laws.

CA-48: Avoid interregional
inequity

SUMMARY

The program should avoid decision-making
based on incomplete or inaccurate information.

The program should avoid demand for new or
larger on-stream dams.

The program should avoid harming fisheries
and other aquatic and terrestrial wildlife.

The program should avoid urbanization of
agricultural lands.

The program should avoid shifting
environmental impacts from one sensitive area
to another.

The program should protect against any
decrease in benefits to public trust resources of
existing in-stream flows.

The program should avoid closing the process
to the public.

The program should support projects and
policies that will prevent downstream users
from becoming dependent on unreliable
supplies

The program should promote projects and
policies that limit or appropriately mitigate
adverse socio-economic and public health and
safety impacts.

The program should seek to allocate water in
ways that do the least end use harm.

The program should commit to completing
CEQA/NEPA analysis prior to the agencies
adopting and implementing the program.

The program should provide parity or equity
among the regions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WATERSHED CONDITIONS

Three documents related to the Mokelumne River watershed, its current conditions, and
water availability were developed to provide an understanding of baseline conditions
through preparation of three documents: the Baseline Environmental Conditions report,
the Water Availability Analysis, and the Climate Change Memorandum.

Baseline Environmental Conditions Report

The Baseline Environmental Conditions report provided the MCG with an initial
background on watershed environmental conditions, including the geomorphic work and
fisheries benefits provided by the watershed and the Mokelumne River. This analysis
discusses the physical aspects of the watershed, along with the various facilities and
projects that may affect natural flow. There are a number of PG&E hydropower facilities in
the upper watershed, as shown below in Figure ES-2. Pardee and Camanche Dams, both
owned and operated by East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD), serve as the
boundary between the upper and lower watersheds. The large dams and reservoir
systems diminish flow and sediment between the upper and lower watershed and provide
habitat for a number of native and introduced fish species. The Mokelumne River
downstream of Camanche Dam supports a diverse assemblage of resident and migratory
fish species including fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead.

Figure ES-2: PG&E Projects on the Upper Mokelumne River
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Water Availability Analysis

The Water Availability Analysis quantified potentially available supply from a variety of
sources, including the Mokelumne River, other surface water, groundwater, recycled water,
stormwater, agricultural drainage water, desalination, and conservation. This analysis was
performed at a feasibility level as part of the MokeWISE Program and was not designed to
serve as the basis for a water rights proceeding. Figure ES-3 shows components of
Mokelumne River flow in both wetter and drier years.

Figure ES-3: Mokelumne River Flow Components*

Wetter Year Drier Year

B Required Instream Flow M Unallocated Flow Water Supply Flow

* This figure is provided as an example to show components of Mokelumne River flow and does not represent
actual modeling results.

Climate Change Memorandum

The Climate Change Memorandum summarizes information developed by groups in the
upper and lower watersheds related to climate change vulnerabilities and strategies for
addressing these vulnerabilities. The Mokelumne River watershed was found to be most
vulnerable to a combination of the three metrics that were studied: diversions for water
supply, diversions for hydropower generation, and disruptions in ecosystems. This result
indicates that the Mokelumne River watershed is less resilient to climate change than
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some of the other Sierra watersheds. As such, a review of climate change information
developed by the MAC and ESJ] IRWM Regions and related subsequent publications was
conducted to determine how climate change may impact the upper and lower watersheds
in the future.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The MCG guided the development of the projects that were ultimately included in the
MokeWISE Implementation Plan. The MCG initially brainstormed, revised, and expanded
project concepts. To begin developing project concepts, MCG entities identified potential
projects and project ideas, referred to as “concepts,” that could provide water
management, environmental, or other benefits to the region and be included in the
MokeWISE program. These concepts were placed on a master list, which were reviewed
and refined by a subgroup of the MCG. From this master list, nine categories or project
types were created including Ecosystem and Habitat Restoration, Recycled Water,
Desalination, Groundwater Management, Water Conservation, Stormwater Management
and Flood Control, Surface Water, Local Infrastructure, and Policies and Initiatives. The first
eight categories were comprised of project concepts, while the Policies and Initiatives
category included supportive policy statements and initiatives for implementation.

Each of the project concepts was further evaluated by undergoing three sequential
assessments in order to determine whether or not the concept would be included in the
MokeWISE Implementation Plan.

Assessment 1: Preliminary Screening Assessment. The first assessment, Preliminary

Screening Assessment, consisted of four screening criteria to determine if the project
concepts were feasible, beneficial, attainable, and compatible. This assessment addressed
potential concept issues and ultimately removed any concepts which may have been
fatally flawed. The concepts were modified such that all concepts, as revised, passed all
four screening criteria and were carried forward for further analysis. The MCG-approved
Project Assessment Memorandum provides more information about this preliminary
screening assessment.

Assessment 2: Fishery and Geomorphic Benefits and Impacts Assessment. The second

assessment was based on the potential fishery and geomorphic benefits and impacts the
project concepts provided. Each concept was assessed on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1
indicating less potential benefit or greater potential impact and 5 indicating greater
potential benefit or less potential impact. Since the Policies and Initiatives are not actual
projects and would generally not have quantifiable environmental benefits and/or
impacts, they did not undergo this assessment.
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Assessment 3: MokeWISE Program Objectives Assessment. The information provided was

then incorporated in the third assessment which assessed the project concepts against the
objectives and consequences to be avoided. Each project concept was identified as fully
addressing, partially addressing, or not addressing each of the MokeWISE program
objectives and consequences to be avoided.

Following these three assessments, the MCG reviewed alternative ways of grouping
projects for further development and evaluation. Each project concept was evaluated to
resolve any conflicts for MCG members and determine whether it would potentially
provide a high value to the region. For a number of projects, workgroups consisting of a
subset of MCG members were formed to review edits and work through outstanding
issues. A Policies and Initiatives Workgroup, a subgroup of the MCG, expanded the
descriptions of policies and initiatives. Once the workgroup reached consensus on a
policy and initiative, the revised descriptions were reviewed and approved by the full
MCG.

The MCG identified a series of 21 projects for inclusion in the MokeWISE implementation
plan, based on their potential value to the region and broad support among the MCG
member agencies. Implementation of these projects will depend on a variety of factors,
including available funding. In addition to identifying broadly-supported projects, the
MCG identified a series of Policies and Initiatives with broad support which should be
furthered as part of program implementation. The following list includes all projects
included in the Implementation Plan; Figure ES-4 and Figure ES-5 graphically show these
projects. Some of these projects are feasibility studies only and do not have
implementation components; these projects are marked with an asterisks.
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MokeWISE Projects Included in the Implementation Plan
la: Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir
1b: High Country Meadow Restoration Program
lc: Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project
1d: Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in the Lower Mokelumne
1f: Riparian Restoration Program — Below Camanche
1g: Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion, & Sedimentation
Inventory/Monitoring
2a: Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program
2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse
2c: Amador County Regional Reuse
4a: Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin*
4b: Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment*
4d: NSJWCD Infrastructure Improvements
5a: Regional Urban Water Conservation Program
Bb: Regional Agriculture Conservation Program’
Ta: PG&E Storage Recovery*
Tb: Lower Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and Preliminary Engineering*
7d: Re-operation of Existing Storage*
7f: Blue and Twin Lakes Dams Reliability and Replacement Assessment*
8b: Rehab of Transmission Main
8c:Barney Way Septic System Conversion
8d: Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project*

MokeWISE Policies and Initiatives Included in the Implementation Plan
9a: Land Use Coordination
9b: Sustainable Forest - Watershed Management Project
9c: Watershed Coordinator
9f: Moke WISE Project Public Involvement Initiative

* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.

! This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been
characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Figure ES-4: Upper and Lower Watershed Projects Included in the MokeWISE Implementation Plan
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Figure ES-5: Regional Projects Included in the MokeWISE Implementation Plan
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

As described above, the MCG implemented a multi-step process to identify and develop
projects that have the potential to provide a significant range and magnitude of water
resources benefits to the upper and lower watersheds. The pathway to implement the
MokeWISE Program includes institutional arrangements, which must be identified to
further program implementation, and project implementation approach and
considerations.

Institutional capacities needed to ensure successful MokeWISE project implementation
include:

1. Legal ability to apply for and accept state and other grant funding

2. Authority and administrative capacity to; enter into contracts, account for receipt
and expenditure of funds, and implement water resource projects

3. Commitment to ensure continued opportunities for meaningful input from
stakeholders and the public

The MCG agreed on an implementation structure to advance project implementation
while providing for involvement by key stakeholders and interested parties, including two
main tiers of responsibility. The Implementation Tier would be responsible for pursuing
funding for and facilitating the implementation of projects and programs. The Stakeholder
and Public Involvement Tier would be responsible for providing input and serving in an
advisory capacity to the Implementation Tier.

Within the Implementation Tier, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the
GBA and UMRWA would be created specifying them as the lead agencies for soliciting,
securing, and administering funding for projects being implemented in each of their
regions. If funding were secured by UMRWA or the GBA for a project, a separate
contractual agreement would be developed between UMRWA or GBA and the project
sponsor, as appropriate, to clearly articulate the funding agreement terms, conditions, and
requirements.

The Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier would be engaged at two levels of
MokeWISE implementation, the regional level and the inter-regional level. At the region
level, existing committees (the Regional Participants Committee in the MAC Region and
the GBA Coordinating Committee in the ES] Region) would advise the Implementation Tier
on what projects to pursue funding for, changing needs for program implementation,
within each region. At the inter-regional level, a MCG legacy stakeholder group, which
will include current MCG members, potentially other members not currently involved in
the process, and the public, will be co-hosted annually by the GBA and UMRWA.
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The first step in implementing the institutional arrangement recommended by the MCG
involves drafting an MOU outlining the roles and responsibilities of the individual parties.

In order to implement some or all of the implementation projects, several steps must be
completed, including: securing funding, preliminary assessment and planning,
environmental documentation, design, construction contracting, permitting, land
acquisition, construction/project implementation, and post-construction monitoring and
reporting to relevant entities as deemed appropriate. Table ES-3 below indicates, for
each of the projects, which of these steps have been and remain to be completed.

The first step for many of these projects will be to secure funding for project
implementation. The Implementation Tier will work with the project sponsors and the
Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier to identify appropriate funding mechanisms and
projects for funding pursuit. It is anticipated that a high degree of outside funding will be
necessary to implement the MokeWISE program, since many areas within the MAC and
ES] Regions are severely disadvantaged as shown in the following figure.

Figure ES-6: Disadvantaged Communities in the MlokeWISE Study Area
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TABLE ES-3: STAGES REMAINING TO COMPLETE MOKEWISE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

PROJECT STAGES COMPLETED

FUNDING
PLANNING
ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION
O00 OO0 0O0O0O0O0O O OO0 OO O O O O DESIGN
PERMITTING
ACQUISITION
CONSTRUCTION
MONITORING

LAND

POST-

OO0 O OO OLOOLOLOOL O LOODOL O O O O O O CONSTRUCTION

MOKEWISE IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT

1a Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of
Pardee Reservoir

1b High Country Meadow Restoration Program

1c Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat
Restoration Project

1d Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in the Lower
Mokelumne

O"

1f Riparian Restoration Program - Below Camanche
1g Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion, & Sedimentation
Inventory/Monitoring

2a Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program
2b Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse

2c Amador County Regional Reuse
4a Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Basin*

4b Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment*
4d NSJWCD Infrastructure Improvements

5a Regional Urban Water Conservation Program

5b Regional Agriculture Conservation Program?

7a PG&E Storage Recovery*

7b Raise Lower Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and
Preliminary Engineering*

7d Re-operation of Existing Storage*

7f Blue and Twin Lakes Dams Reliability and Replacement
Assessment*

8b Rehab of Transmission Main

8c Barney Way Septic System Conversion

OO0 O OO OOOOO O OOO OO O O 0 O0
OO0 O OO OO0 O OOO O O O O o0 o0
OO0 O OO OOOOO O OOO OO O O 0 o0
OO0 O OO OOOOO O OOO OO O O 0 O0
OO0 O OO OO0OOO O OOO OO O O 0o

OCoOe O O O0OLOO O & e O v v©"

8d Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project*
O =no/limited work completed
D = some degree of work completed
@ = project stage completed
* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.

% This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been
characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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It will be necessary for the Implementation Tier to stay informed of the various funding
programs available and any specific requirements to receive funding. In particular, the
passage of Proposition 1 will result in an influx in State funding to support much-needed
water projects statewide. The categories within this funding cover the full range of project
types represented in the MokeWISE Program, and the funds could potentially offset a
significant portion of the cost to implement the recommended projects.

IRWM PLAN INTEGRATION

The MAC and ESJ IRWM Regions jointly developed this effort to functionally integrate this
program into each respective regional effort. The Integration section provides a pathway
for integrating MokeWISE into the respective regional plans.

NEXT STEPS

With MokeWISE Program development complete, MCG member entities will introduce the
MokeWISE Implementation Plan to their respective Boards and draft a resolution and/or
letter of support appropriate for their Board. The Board-approved resolutions will be
included in the final MokeWISE plan. In order to ensure MokeWISE projects are
implemented in the future, three major next steps are envisioned.

Step 1: Form Structure for Implementation

The initial step in MokeWISE program implementation involves the GBA and UMRWA
working together to identify agencies, organizations, and other members of the public that
are interested in participating in the Implementation Group. An MOU will be executed
between UMRWA and the GBA that will provide guidance for the MokeWISE Program
implementation by specifying project sponsors responsible for implementing their
respective projects. Project sponsors may also sign the MOU, but this is not a prerequisite
for receiving funding.

Step 2: Develop and Formalize Stakeholder Group

The second step involves assembling a stakeholder group (agencies, organizations, and
members of the public) tasked with providing guidance during implementation of
projects. After this group is assembled, process protocols will be developed to guide the
Stakeholder and Public Involvement group.
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Step 3: Identify and Secure Funding for Project Implementation

The third and final step includes identifying funding opportunities for each MokeWISE
project, compiling funding applications, and securing and administering funding for
project implementation. For each MokeWISE project, the Implementation Tier would
identify those funding opportunities providing the greatest potential. When appropriate,
the GBA and UMRWA, in coordination with project sponsors, the Implementation Tier, and
the Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier, would pursue these funding opportunities.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Each day, water resource managers are faced with the challenge of balancing competing
needs for increasingly precious water supplies between drinking water, environmental
needs, recreation, and other uses. Integrated water resource management techniques
allow optimization of limited supplies by identifying multi-benefit solutions that
incorporate the needs and concerns of a variety of stakeholders.

The Mokelumne Watershed Interregional Sustainability Evaluation (MokeWISE) Program
emerged following years of dialogue among a diverse set of stakeholders in the Upper
and Lower Mokelumne River watersheds. The Program is intended to develop and
evaluate alternatives to optimize water resources management within the Mokelumne
River watershed by developing a broadly-supported preferred water resources program
that meets the needs of the upper and lower watersheds as well as the needs of regional
stakeholders and interest groups.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Nearly ten years ago, the State of California embarked on a new venture to implement
integrated planning at the regional level, known as Integrated Regional Water
Management (IRWM) planning. Over time, this program has evolved into a major water
resources planning framework implemented statewide, and the California Water Plan cites
IRWM as a new paradigm for water planning. Through the IRWM program, the State of
California has encouraged collaboration among water supply and wastewater agencies,
flood control and stormwater protection districts, resource and regulatory agencies, non-
governmental organizations, local governments, and volunteer groups to enhance
integration in water management planning — all at the regional level. Through this
planning framework, the efforts of individual entities and communities are combined to
leverage resources and meet multiple water resource management objectives.

MokeWISE was initiated by two adjacent IRWM Regions: the Mokelumne-Amador-
Calaveras (MAC) and Eastern San Joaquin (ES]) IRWM Regions. Together, these regions
applied for and received a grant from the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) through Proposition 84 to develop a joint plan for water resources management in
the Mokelumne River watershed.

The objectives of the MokeWISE Program were to develop and evaluate alternatives to
optimize water resources management within the MAC and ESJ Regions and to develop a
broadly-supported preferred water resources program that meets both regions’ needs as
well as the needs of regional stakeholders and interest groups.
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SETTING AND PROJECT NEEDS

As shown in Figure 1, the eastern border of the ESJ region is the western border of the
MAC region. The county line between Amador County and San Joaquin County and the
county line between Calaveras County, Stanislaus County, and portions of San Joaquin
County constitute the interface between the two regions. The two IRWM regions have
remained separate because of the differing water supply issues, with the ES] region
predominately focused on groundwater and the MAC region on surface water. In addition,
the significant number of agencies and non-governmental organizations interested in
water resource issues in both the valley and the foothills and the large physical distance
between the outlying areas of the two regions would impede effective stakeholder
participation.

Although they are separate IRWM regions, some of the participants of the MAC and ES]J
regions have been engaged in regular coordination and communication (through the
Mokelumne River Forum and other groups) for many years regarding their common
interests and issues, with the goal of evaluating interregional opportunities to enhance
integrated water management efforts. Through the regular dialogue that has taken place
over this time, the two regions have recognized a need for effective interregional
coordination as the basis for evaluating potential opportunities and establishing multi-
benefit interregional programs and projects. The two regions realize that working
together, rather than independently, is the most promising approach to addressing critical
water resource issues spanning the two adjoining regions. They also understand that
broad and diverse stakeholder agreement is key to the success of any interregional
project.

ESJ and MAC Interregional Conflicts and Synergies

While each of the respective IRWM Plans focuses on meeting needs within the individual
region, the different water resource characteristics of the two regions pose a unique
opportunity to meet a broader range of needs and provide greater benefits through
interregional cooperation. Because the ES] and MAC IRWM regions are adjacent and share
common interests and issues, the two IRWM Plans include a joint chapter regarding
interregional projects. The MokeWISE Program represents the culmination of years of
collaboration and agreement by a diverse group of stakeholders in the Mokelumne River
watershed. The MokeWISE Program provides a scientifically-based and broadly-
supported comprehensive and sustainable interregional program with water supply, water
quality, and environmental benefits throughout the Mokelumne River Watershed, including
Amador, Calaveras, and San Joaquin Counties, and within the East Bay Municipal Utility
District (EBMUD) service area.
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Figure 1:
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Mokelumne River Forum

The interregional sections of both the MAC and ESJ IRWM Plans identify the Mokelumne
River Forum (MRF) as the appropriate venue for working with stakeholders to develop

potential interregional projects that improve water resources management within the two

adjacent planning regions. Before MokeWISE, the MRF had been the vehicle for both

regions to coordinate beyond IRWM regional boundaries.

The MRF provided an

opportunity for ongoing coordination and exploration of potential interregional water
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resource project alternatives, specifically for agencies that rely on the Mokelumne River as
a water supply. The MRF aimed to improve water reliability by:

e Developing regionally-supported projects

e Creating long-term, cooperating working relationships among Mokelumne water
interests

¢ Maintaining and improving regional economic health

e Preventing environmental degradation that can affect water quality

The MRF was an open stakeholder process intended to resolve conflicts and improve
water supply availability and reliability in the Mokelumne River basin. In April 2005,
members of the MRF signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and agreed to work
cooperatively to develop mutually beneficial solutions to meet water supply and related
needs of the region that can be widely accepted. MOU signatories included:

¢ The State of California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
¢ Alpine County, Amador County

e Amador Water Agency

e Calaveras County Water District

e Calaveras Public Utilities District (CPUD)

e The City of Lodi

e The City of Stockton

e East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)

e Jackson Valley Irrigation District (JVID)

e North San Joaquin Water Conservation District

¢ San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (SJCFCWCD)
¢ Mokelumne River Water and Power Authority

e Stockton East Water District (SEWD)

e Central San Joaquin Water Conservation District

e Woodbridge Irrigation District

e The San Joaquin Farm Bureau Federation

The MRF was also open to other organizations and groups that were not MOU signatories
but had a direct interest in the Forum’s goals. Prior to the beginning of MokeWISE, a
collaborative planning process had been underway in which MRF participants were
coordinating various water resources planning efforts across regional boundaries with
respect to river hydrology, facilities, infrastructure and institutional arrangements required
for the interregional projects. The MRF was very effective in developing improved
understanding and expanded purpose among the valley interests (within the ES] region)
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and the foothill interests (within the MAC region). Indeed, the MRF was instrumental in
brokering a more comprehensive approach to integrated management of the Mokelumne
River to extend beyond the confines of a conjunctive use project.

This improved understanding is evidenced by an MOU between the two regions to move
forward with this grant application for the Mokelumne WISE Program. Upper Mokelumne
River Watershed Authority (UMRWA) and the North Eastern San Joaquin County
Groundwater Basin Authority (GBA) entered into an MOU on October 10, 2011 agreeing to
prepare and submit a joint Proposition 84 interregional planning grant application to seek
funding for investigating interregional opportunities that further the water supply, water
quality, and environmental stewardship objectives of each region.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

Given the nature of water resources in the MAC and ESJ Regions — with the MAC region
largely dependent on surface water and the ES] region largely dependent on
groundwater — evaluating water supply, water quality, and environmental stewardship
opportunities within a single region limits each region’s ability to optimize water resources
for maximum benefit. Developing a program that uses a bi-regional approach helps to
build on the strengths of both regions while maximizing water resource, flood
management, and environmental stewardship opportunities.

The MokeWISE Program offers this bi-regional approach by bringing together
stakeholders from both regions, including water agencies, non-governmental
organizations, agricultural interests, and planning organizations. In developing the
MokeWISE Program, the MAC and ESJ Regions will have a comprehensive understanding
of opportunities and alternatives for enhanced integrated water resource management,
which will ultimately strengthen both IRWM Plans. Implementing the MokeWISE Program
will further provide a blueprint for achieving bi-regional consensus with respect to
managing surface water and groundwater resources in the watershed.
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2 STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Stakeholder and Public Involvement

Stakeholder and public involvement was a foundational component in the MokeWISE
program process and outcome. Stakeholder and community input and involvement in the
MokeWISE process helped to bring water resource issues of concern to the broader
public forward to be addressed by the MokeWISE program. There are two broad
components of MokeWISE stakeholder and public involvement, including the Mokelumne
Collaborative Group (MCG) and the general public. The MCG was responsible for
guiding the development of the MokeWISE program and for initiating public outreach.
The following sections highlight the development and role of the MCG, as well as the
public outreach process implemented by the MCG.

MOKELUMNE COLLABORATIVE GROUP

During July and August 2013, the MokeWISE Planning Committee, comprised of
representatives from the grant recipient agencies (UMRWA and the GBA) and the technical
and facilitation consultants, met to identify potential organizations for inclusion in the
stakeholder group tasked with guiding the MokeWISE program. Extensive phone
outreach was performed to identify which agencies and entities had an interest in
participating. Once these interested stakeholders were identified, one-on-one in-person
and telephone interviews were conducted by members of the Planning Committee to
review stakeholder group member commitment expectations, collect initial thoughts
regarding stakeholder group process and organization, and answer any questions.
Stakeholders were also asked to identify other potential organizations for outreach and
inclusion in the effort. Once all interested organizations had been contacted and
interviewed, an initial stakeholder meeting was scheduled.

The MCG is the stakeholder body that was established as a result of this outreach and
provided the primary direction in formulating the MokeWISE program. Comprised of
organizations with a direct and expressed interest in the Mokelumne River watershed and
the MokeWISE program, the MCG provided direction for developing the MokeWISE
program. MCG members committed to an intensive work schedule that included monthly
group meetings and regular document review for a 22-month period. MCG members
included water agencies; non-governmental organizations (NGOs); private entities;
resource agencies; and local and state agencies. The MCG member agencies are listed
below (refer to Appendix B).

e Amador County
¢ Amador Water Agency

e Calaveras County
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e Calaveras County Water District

e Calaveras Planning Coalition

e Calaveras Public Utility District

e California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
e City of Lodi, Public Works

e City of Stockton, Municipal Utilities

e Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

e East Bay Municipal Utility District

¢ Foothill Conservancy

e Jackson Valley Irrigation District

e MyValleySprings.com

¢ North San Joaquin Water Conservation District
e Pacific Gas and Electric

¢ Restore the Delta

e San Joaquin County

¢ San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District
e San Joaquin County, Public Works

¢ San Joaquin Farm Bureau

e Sierra Club California

e Sierra Nevada Conservancy

e Stockton East Water District

¢ Trout Unlimited (state level)

e Woodbridge Irrigation District

The overall outcome of the MokeWISE program required MCG members to work together
in a respectful, collaborative environment, with the diversity of the MCG contributing to a
more complete and inclusive program. To begin fostering relationships and developing
common understandings, MCG members were asked to draft interest statements that were
distributed to the entire MCG. This exercise helped individual MCG member entities
clarify for other MCG members their overarching interest in and desired outcomes for the
MokeWISE program.

With this initial understanding in place, the MCG established a structure and forum in
which they could work together in a respectful, collaborative manner. One early task
completed by the MCG involved developing procedures and guidelines by which the
MCG would manage its organizational composition, participation, decision-making,
documents, and the media. The MCG Charter and Protocols was developed to guide the

PAGE 7



STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

MCG process with the intention of developing a broadly-supported preferred water
resources program that meets the needs of regional stakeholders and interest groups. The
MCG Charter and Protocols can be found in Appendix B.

MCG Structure and Organization

MCG meetings began at 9AM on the second Friday of each month and were typically held
at the San Joaquin Farm Bureau. Two meetings were held at EBMUD’s Pardee Center in the
upper watershed. Each meeting was open to the public with a designated public
comment period. High level summaries of each meeting were prepared incorporating
what was discussed, key factors considered during discussions, and the ultimate decision
and rationale. Meeting summaries, once approved by the MCG, were posted onto the
public portion of the MokeWISE website. Summaries from each of the MCG meetings can
be found in Appendix C.

In an effort to foster collaboration and understanding between and among MCG member
entities, members were invited to give presentations about their entities to the MCG.
These presentations provided an opportunity to share information about each entity with
the larger MCG. Presentations often included the history, mission, and current programs of
individual member entities of the MCG. With approval from each participating entity,
presentations were posted to the protected portion of the website for reference by the
MCG.

The MCG decision-making and approval process was built on consensus with an “I/we can
live with it” standard. Once a document was approved, it would be posted to the public
portion of the website. The MCG approved Protocols Memorandum stated that if the MCG
failed to reach consensus on a discrete issue, outstanding concerns or opinions were to be
characterized and attached to the document in question. All documents prior to the
Implementation Plan were approved without exception. The MCG agreed that when
communicating with the media, members would only express their own concerns and
interests and would refrain from characterizing the interests, intentions, or motivations of
other stakeholders in the process.

All MCG-approved documents developed in support of the effort are included on the
project webpage, which is accessible to the public.

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND INVOLVEMENT

To formalize a public outreach and involvement process, the MCG outlined a Public and
Disadvantaged Community Outreach Plan. This Plan describes the strategy that was
followed to obtain input from stakeholder interests and the public, referred to as
stakeholder tiers. The MCG identified five tiers of stakeholders, each requiring varying
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levels of public outreach. The five tiers included: Tier 2 stakeholders, interested parties,
the general public, disadvantaged communities (DACs), and Native American tribes.
Through various outreach methods including public workshops, press releases, flyers,
website postings, and email notifications, the stakeholder tiers were made aware of the
MokeWISE program and progress. The Public and Disadvantaged Community Outreach
Plan can be found in Appendix D. Additional information on each stakeholder tier and
associated outreach efforts is provided in the following sections.

Stakeholder Tiers

Outreach was performed to target the following discrete “tiers” of stakeholders, based on
their anticipated level of interest and ability to engage in program development.

e Tier 2 stakeholders included state and federal resource agencies, cities or other
organizations that, due to budgetary and/or staffing restrictions, were unable to
participate in the MCG. While Tier 2 stakeholders had no decision-making
authority in the MCG, the MCG solicited feedback from these stakeholders at
various program milestones. A Tier 2 stakeholder from the California Department
of Fish and Game was part of the Modeling Workgroup and provided insight for
that effort (see Mokelumne River).

e Interested parties included agencies, organizations and individuals that had
registered their interest in the MokeWISE program but were neither members of
the MCG nor Tier 2 stakeholders.

e General public included residents living in the upper and lower watershed and
others with a potential and general interest in the MokeWISE program.

¢ Disadvantaged communities (DACs) were defined consistent with the definition
established by the State of California as communities with an annual median
household income (MHI) that is less than 80 percent of the statewide MHI. Based on
current U.S. Census data, a community with an MHI of $48,706 or less is considered
a DAC. DAC participation in the MokeWISE program was achieved at two levels: by
MCG members and Tier 2 stakeholders who, in conjunction with their official
agency duties, represented DAC communities while developing the various
milestone MokeWISE program components; and by conducting some of the
planned public workshops in DAC communities.

e Native American tribes in the region included the Ione and Jackson Rancheria
Native American Bands. Direct outreach was performed to gage the interest of
these entities in participating in the program. Given the requirements necessary for
MCG participation, the Jackson Rancheria Band opted to participate as Tier 2
stakeholders; no response was received from the Ione Band.
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Outreach Methods

Public workshops were held at strategic points throughout the MokeWISE program. These
meetings were held to keep the general public, including DACs, informed of project status
and provide a structured opportunity for the public to offer comments, questions, and
concerns. All public meetings were held in communities classified as DACs.

The public outreach meetings were held as follows:

4. February 19, 2014; overview of MokeWISE program and purpose; held at Amador
County Board of Supervisors Building in Jackson, CA. There were three members of
the public present, in addition to a number of MCG member entities.

5. July 10, 2014; finalized program objectives, finalized baseline environmental
conditions, and water availability approach; held at San Joaquin Farm Bureau in
Stockton, CA. There were four members of the public in attendance, in addition to
several MCG member entities.

6. January 8, 2015; program options and preliminary assessment of options; held at
Calaveras County Water District Boardroom in San Andreas, CA. There were 12
members of the public present, in addition to a number of MCG member entities.

7. April 9, 2015; concept development; held at San Joaquin Farm Bureau in Stockton,
CA. This meeting was tailored to resource agencies. Personal email invitations and
phone calls where appropriate were made to all resource agencies on the Tier 2
stakeholder list. There were four members of the public in attendance, in addition
to several MCG member entities. No representatives from resource agencies were
present.

8. June 1, 2015; implementation plan and final report; held at San Joaquin Farm Bureau
in Stockton, CA. There was one member of the public present, in addition to one
MCG member.

Prior to each public outreach meeting, emails were sent to the Tier 2 and Interested Parties
lists alerting each stakeholder of the time, date, and location of the public meeting.
Additionally, press releases suitable for posting on agency and NGO websites were
prepared in advance of each of the five public workshops; these releases were posted to
the MokeWISE website and given to MCG members for posting. The press releases were
also sent to major newspapers within the watershed, including the Lodi Sentinel, Stockton
Record, Calaveras Enterprise, and Amador Dispatch. Flyers for each public outreach
meeting were posted to the MokeWISE website and provided to MCG members to send to
their constituents. At each of the public meetings, copies of the meeting agenda and
PowerPoint slides were provided to attendees. Sign-in sheets were used to collect emails
which were then added to the Interested Parties list.
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In addition to public meetings, stakeholders were also invited to participate in MCG
meetings. Every regularly scheduled MCG meeting was open to the public and included
a specified public comment period. This period provided an opportunity for members of
the public to speak directly to the MCG and offer comments, questions, suggestions, or
other guidance.

The MokeWISE stakeholder involvement process also provided avenues for stakeholder
comment on documents. After documents were approved by the MCG and posted on the
MokeWISE website, the public and Tier 2 stakeholders were given the opportunity to
respond with comments. Email notifications were sent to both Tier 2 and Interested Parties
stakeholders when approved deliverables were posted to the website. Tier 2 stakeholders
and Interested Parties were given two weeks to provide comments on milestone
documents, including the Baseline Environmental Conditions Technical Memorandum and
the Water Availability Analysis, which are both discussed in Section 4.
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Program Outcomes and Measures

The MCG established priorities for the MokeWISE program intended to guide
development of the MokeWISE program and provide a structure for gauging its success.
As discussed in Section 2, MCG members were asked to provide interest statements
summarizing their general interest in the MokeWISE program. As part of this exercise,
MCG members were also asked to include initial thoughts related to potential benefits to
be achieved.

After this initial collection of thoughts related to benefits and consequences, members of
the MCG were then asked to complete a table further summarizing their entities’ desired
benefits to be achieved and potential consequences to be avoided by the program, as well
as potential ways of measuring these outcomes. The information provided through this
exercise was compiled with the goal of identifying areas of common interest, which were
used to develop joint program objectives and measures.

The compiled information was ultimately used to formulate the MokeWISE Program
Objectives to be Achieved and Consequences to be Avoided (“Program Objectives”),
which were modified, revised, and accepted by the MCG. The Program Objectives served
as a guide to determine how well the MokeWISE program addressed the priorities and
objectives of the MCG. The Program Outcomes and Measures Memorandum, which details
the process and includes the interest statements provided by MCG members, can be
found in Appendix E. Table 1 presents the MCG approved MokeWISE Program
Objectives to be Achieved and Table 2 presents the MCG approved MokeWISE Program
Consequences to be Avoided which together constitute the Program Objectives.

The Program Objectives served as a basis for assessing project concepts developed by
the MCG. This is further discussed in Section 5.
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TABLE 1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBIJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Water Supply

Water
Demands

Water
Quality

OBJECTIVE

WS-1: Promote
demand-side
management
strategies

WS-2: Increase supply
reliability

WS-3: Increase amount
of stored water

WS-4: Promote smart,
responsible
development

WS-5: Reduce reliance
on groundwater for
irrigation

WS-6: Promote a long-
term groundwater
balance

WS-7: Maximize water
resource availability
for all beneficial uses

WS-8: Decrease the
need to import water

WD-9: Review and
understand existing
agency demand
estimates

WD-10: To identify
water demand issues
for timely
consideration by the
water agencies during
their next Urban Water
Management Plan
(UWMP) update.
WQ-11: Protect and
improve surface and
groundwater quality
WQ-12: Match
delivered water
quality to use

SUMMARY

The program should promote projects and policies that
support demand-side management strategies including
conservation, water use efficiency, peak period
rationing and leak detection.

The program should result in increased water supply
reliability for water purveyors.

The program should result in an increase in the amount
of water stored within the watershed and consider both
ground and surface options.

The program should promote projects and policies that
ensure that the water needs of new development are
met while limiting negative externalities and end use
harm.

The program should result in a reduced reliance on
groundwater for irrigation and explore surface water
alternatives.

The program should promote projects and policies that
seek to contribute to a positive long-term groundwater
balance.

The program should promote projects and policies that
allocate water to the full spectrum of beneficial uses
based on full analysis of all potential sources of supply.
The program should seek to implement state legislative
goals to improve self-sufficiency and reduce the need to
import water

The MCG should review and come to a common
understanding of water demand estimates described in
existing planning documents

The program should identify issues and analyses for
water agencies to consider as they prepare demand and
population estimates.

The program should result in improved water quality
within the watershed for both surface water and
groundwater.

The program should try to avoid wasting high quality
water on uses that do not need it.
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TABLE 1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBIJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Recreation

Water Rights

Flood
Management

Data

OBJECTIVE

WQ-13: Use water
purification
technology as a tool to
maximize beneficial
uses

R-14: Increase access
for water-based
recreation

R-15: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

R-16: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

R-17: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

R-18: Increase angling
and other recreational
opportunities

WR-19: Resolve
existing water rights
conflicts in the
watershed

F-20: Enhance flood
protection and
management

D-21: Use sound,
agreed-upon data to
evaluate program
alternatives

D-22: Use sound,
agreed-upon data to
evaluate program
alternatives

D-23: Promote the
contribution of sound
scientific data to
current body of
knowledge

SUMMARY

The program should seek to implement the state’s
legislative goals to use water purification technology as
a tool to increase the beneficial uses of water.

The program should result in increased access to the
Mokelumne River from Highway 12 to the headwaters.

The program should result in increased spawning
habitat, designating sections of the river for hatchery
and wild species, and designating appropriate
environmental flows.

The program should result in the stocking of hatchery-
raised trout in designated areas on the Upper
Mokelumne and designating and managing wild trout
sections.

The program should result in the reintroduction of
salmon in the Upper Mokelumne river.

The program should result in increased angling,
harvesting, and other recreational opportunities.

The program should seek to resolve existing water
rights protests and to achieve a common understanding
of the application of relevant water rights law in the
watershed.

The program should result in multi-benefit projects
which provide flood protection for residents and
businesses within the watershed and enhance
ecosystem function.

The program should produce an agreed-upon
hydrology dataset and Water Availability Analysis

Program components should be described with
sufficient detail to allow for evaluation.

The program should generate and promote projects
with monitoring and reporting requirements to increase
water resources data
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TABLE 1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBIJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY

Other Human
Values

Environment

Agricultural
Benefits

Collaboration

OBJECTIVE

0O-24: Increase
investment in forest
management

O-25: Maximize socio-
economic, cultural,
recreational, public
health, and public
safety benefits with a
particular emphasis on
disadvantaged
communities (DACs)

O-26: Achieve equity

E-27: Protect and
enhance natural
environment
E-28: Protect and
enhance natural
environment

E-29: Protect and
restore fisheries

A-30: Enhance or
maintain the water
supply for beneficial
use of agricultural
practices

C-31: Foster long-term
regional relationships
and avoid unnecessary
conflict and litigation
C-32: Promote
broadly-supported
outcomes that benefit
a wide range of
interests

C-33: Promote
broadly-supported
outcomes that benefit
a wide range of
interests

C-34: Promote
broadly-supported
outcomes that benefit
a wide range of
interests

SUMMARY

The program should promote forest management that
reduces the economic impact of wildfires and other
natural disasters, particularly on water supply.

The program should seek to design projects and
policies to improve socio-economic, cultural,
recreational, public health, and public safety benefits
with a particular emphasis on DACs.

The program should be designed to achieve equity
across regions, cultures, incomes, and time.

The program should result in the protection and
enhancement of the natural environment of the
Mokelumne watershed.

The program should include support for wild and scenic
designation of the Mokelumne River down to the Pardee
High Pool.

The program should protect, restore, and enhance
fisheries in the Mokelumne River downstream of
Woodbridge Dam.

The project should increase the current agricultural
water supply

The program should foster long-term regional
relationships which will promote continued
collaboration on water management issues and reduce
unnecessary litigation.

The program should promote projects and policies that
support outcomes benefiting a wide range of interests
within the watershed.

The program should promote the least controversial
projects and policies.

The program should result in agreements that reduce
conlflict.
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TABLE 1: MOKEWISE PROGRAM OBIJECTIVES TO BE ACHIEVED

CATEGORY OBJECTIVE SUMMARY

C-35: Develop a
program consistent
with all existing
licenses, permits, and
agreements affecting
the River

C-36: Develop a
program consistent
with all existing
licenses, permits, and
agreements affecting
the River

The program should facilitate a common understanding
of the requirements contained in all existing licenses,
permits, and agreements affecting the Mokelumne River
and ensure that MCG proposals will not interfere with
their implementation.

The program should adhere to all California
Environmental Quality Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act (CEQA/NEPA) regulations.
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TABLE 2: MOKEWISE PROGRAM CONSEQUENCES TO BE AVOIDED ‘

CATEGORY

Data

Environment

Collaboration

Other Human
Values

CONSEQUENCE TO BE
AVOIDED

CA-37: Avoid basing
decisions on incomplete or
inaccurate information
CA-38: Avoid demand for
new or larger on-stream
dams

CA-39: Avoid harmful
impacts to fisheries and
other wildlife

CA-40: Avoid conversion of
agricultural lands to
developed uses

CA-41: Avoid shifting
environmental impacts
from one area to another
CA-42: No diminishment of
the benefits of existing
in-stream flow

CA-43: Avoid closing the
process to the public

CA-44: Avoid dependency
on potentially unreliable

supply

CA-45: Minimize adverse
socio-economic and public
health and safety impacts

CA-46: Avoid end use
harm

CA-47: Avoid violating
procedural or substantive
laws.

CA-48: Avoid interregional
inequity

SUMMARY

The program should avoid decision-making
based on incomplete or inaccurate information.

The program should avoid demand for new or
larger on-stream dams.

The program should avoid harming fisheries
and other aquatic and terrestrial wildlife.

The program should avoid urbanization of
agricultural lands.

The program should avoid shifting
environmental impacts from one sensitive area
to another.

The program should protect against any
decrease in benefits to public trust resources of
existing in-stream flows.

The program should avoid closing the process
to the public.

The program should support projects and
policies that will prevent downstream users
from becoming dependent on unreliable
supplies

The program should promote projects and
policies that limit or appropriately mitigate
adverse socio-economic and public health and
safety impacts.

The program should seek to allocate water in
ways that do the least end use harm.

The program should commit to completing
CEQA/NEPA analysis prior to the agencies
adopting and implementing the program.

The program should provide parity or equity
among the regions.
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4 WATERSHED CONDITIONS

Watershed Conditions

In an effort to establish a common understanding of baseline conditions in the Mokelumne
River watershed, the MCG directed development of three documents related to the
watershed, its current conditions, and water availability. The Environmental Conditions
Overview Technical Memorandum highlights current watershed conditions, explores
interactions between flow, sediment, geomorphology, and ecological water needs, and
discusses geomorphic and fisheries related opportunities, challenges, and trade-offs. This
technical memorandum, included as Appendix F, provided the MCG with an initial
background on watershed environmental conditions, including the geomorphic work and
fisheries benefits provided by the watershed and the Mokelumne River. The Water
Availability Analysis, included as Appendix G, quantified potentially available supply
from a wvariety of sources, including the Mokelumne River, other surface water,
groundwater, recycled water, stormwater, agricultural drainage water, desalination, and
conservation. The Climate Change Memorandum summarizes information developed by
groups in the upper and lower watersheds related to climate change vulnerabilities and
strategies for addressing these vulnerabilities. This memorandum is included as
Appendix H. Each of these three documents, discussed in further detail below, was
approved by the MCG to define baseline conditions as a starting point for identifying
opportunities and constraints for water management project concepts in the watershed
(see Section 5 for more information about the project concepts).

BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

The Mokelumne River drains about 627 square miles in the central Sierra Nevada. Mean
precipitation in the watershed during 1981-2001 was 48 inches, with a range of 23-65
inches depending on geographic location (Null and others, 2010). In the Mediterranean-
montane climate, most precipitation occurs October through May and generally falls as
snow above about 3,000 to 5,000 feet in elevation, depending on temperature. As with all
other Sierran watersheds, the flow regime of the Mokelumne River is highly dependent on
annual snowpack.

The natural flow regime for the Mokelumne River has been highly altered by existing
projects, including 13 impoundments that each hold greater than one thousand acre-feet
(TAF) of water (Null and others, 2010) (see Figure 2). The facilities that support this
degree of water management have dramatically altered natural flows. On the other hand,
the flow schedule for Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) facilities was designed to mimic the
natural hydrograph both in seasonal magnitude and in ramping rates, and to provide
hydropower and water to around 1.5 million California residents. Other significant
alterations to the natural environment include gold mining, gravel extraction, logging,
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channelization, and conversion of floodplains and riparian corridors to agricultural fields
via shallow floodplain lake infill, channel cutoff, and levee building (Kattelmann, 1996).

Figure 2: PG&E Projects on the Upper Mokelumne River
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Source: EDF and CHRC, 2000. Modified.

Pardee and Camanche Dams, both owned and operated by EBMUD serve as the boundary
between the upper and lower watersheds. The storage volume, landscape position, and
dam operations at Pardee and Camanche Dams are highly disruptive to the geomorphic
continuity of the Mokelumne River watershed. Functions that are disrupted include flow
magnitude, frequency, duration, timing and rate of change, which as a group are defined as
flow attenuation features that can alter ecological and geomorphic processes (Poff and
others, 1997).

Pardee Dam was completed in 1929. EBMUD has the right to divert 325 million gallons of
water per day (mgd) from this facility to Alameda and Contra Costa Counties (EBMUD,
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2013). Camanche Dam was completed in 1964 to provide flood control and to help meet
downstream water demands. A large proportion of the available water is stored and later
released to the Mokelumne River, while larger organic materials (biological sediments)
and inorganic sediments are mostly captured within the reservoirs. This watershed-scale
discontinuity prevents the natural flow regime from maintaining the geomorphic and
ecological integrity of the watershed.

Although the Mokelumne River and its waters provide for consumptive water use, more
water is often desired than is available from surface water alone. Agriculture and other
developments have come to depend on groundwater as a reliable supplemental water
source. Prior to development, groundwater generally infiltrated into the subsurface and
moved from uplands areas to lowland areas further downstream. Below Camanche Dam,
the Mokelumne River tends to be a losing stream (i.e., one in which surface water
infiltrates into the groundwater system through the channel bed rather than groundwater
filtering up into the wetted channel).

On the Mokelumne River, all of the dams and reservoirs in the upper and lower watershed
create sediment and flow discontinuities within the channel network. The large dams and
reservoir systems of Pardee and Camanche Dams diminish flow and sediment between the
upper and lower watershed. The watershed issues that arise from the discontinuity of
sediments and water are fundamentally linked to the overall geomorphic health of the
river-hillslope-floodplain ecosystem.

The Mokelumne River supports a diverse assemblage of resident and migratory fish
species. Resident rainbow trout and other native fish inhabit the upper basin watershed.
While impoundments such as Camanche and Pardee reservoirs prevent sediment from
traveling downstream, they also provide habitat for a number of native and introduced fish
species, including largemouth bass that support recreational fisheries. The Mokelumne
River downstream of Camanche Dam supports a diverse assemblage of resident and
migratory fish species including fall-run Chinook salmon and steelhead, which - prior to
construction of the river’s dams - continued where they spawned upstream in the upper
watershed. Changes in geomorphic function can lead to loss of habitat or populations of
fish or amphibians.

Adaptive management of limited water supplies can be and has been used as a
management tool for improving habitat conditions (e.g., providing pulse flows in the fall
for adult Chinook salmon upstream attraction and migration and flows related to instream
conditions for Foothill Yellow-Legged Frogs in the upper watershed). Challenges exist in
providing more reliable habitat conditions over a range of hydrologic conditions as well as
meeting institutional and regulatory needs for a variety of beneficial uses.
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WATER AVAILABILITY

In order to develop effective water resource management projects that could benefit both
regions, there is a need to identify and quantify water currently flowing in the Mokelumne
River. The Water Availability Analysis determined the quantity of water expected to be
present in the river at multiple locations under historical hydrological conditions, as well
as water potentially available for use in a MokeWISE project from a variety of sources,
including groundwater, agricultural drainage, stormwater, recycled water, conservation,
desalination, the Mokelumne River, and other surface water. These sources were
investigated over the 30 year planning horizon from 2010 to 2040 for their potential to
provide supply to a new project in the upper and/or lower Mokelumne watershed.

The Water Availability Analysis was performed at a feasibility level as part of the
MokeWISE Program. It was not designed, nor was it intended to, serve as the basis for a
water rights proceeding. Any future water rights application must undergo a separate
water availability analysis. The following sections summarize the findings of the Water
Availability Analysis, which is provided in Appendix G.

Groundwater

Aside from the groundwater currently used and planned for use, groundwater was not
considered a viable additional water supply in the upper watershed for a MokeWISE
project primarily due to limited potential yield. Based on water age findings, large-scale
natural groundwater recharge was found unlikely to be viable in the Calaveras County
portion of Eastern San Joaquin subbasin. Total agricultural and municipal groundwater
pumping in Eastern San Joaquin County is estimated to have averaged 870,000 AFY since
the 1970s, which has contributed to overdraft conditions. The groundwater basin is
currently overdrafted at a rate of 70,000 to 80,000 AFY (GBA 2014). Continuing these rates
of extraction will further impact groundwater levels, and saline groundwater will continue
to migrate east into the basin (GBA 2004). This will continue to impact the availability of
groundwater in the future. Conjunctive management strategies (i.e., management of
groundwater and surface water resources) and groundwater recharge opportunities may
help to mitigate groundwater overdraft conditions.

Agricultural Drainage Water

Agricultural drainage water was assumed to be decreasing. In addition, use of agricultural
drainage has the potential to pose challenges for downstream water users. In many cases,
downstream users divert agricultural drainage water that was discharged by upstream
users. As agricultural efficiencies are realized, this source is naturally decreasing, while
potentially increasing the concentrations of contaminants. Capture and reuse of
agricultural drainage water was not considered a viable alternative for a MokeWISE
project because such use would further decrease this source for downstream users,
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thereby potentially decreasing the supplies available for downstream water users and
groundwater users.

Recycled Water

Potentially available recycled water was determined by quantifying treated wastewater
within the watershed and the volume of recycled water that is currently used or planned
for future use. The difference between these two amounts, after considering constraints,
was considered potentially available for reuse.

Recycled water potentially available for a MokeWISE project was estimated to be 222,500
acre-feet per year (AFY). However, due to constraints and challenges associated with
treating and delivering recycled water, the total potentially available supply decreased to
approximately 169,400 AFY. This includes an estimated 126,720 AFY in secondary treated
recycled water and roughly 42,680 AFY in tertiary treated recycled water available.
Future recycled water opportunities within the upper and lower watersheds accounts for
roughly 6,500 AFY of the total recycled water potentially available, while the remaining
approximately 162,900 AFY is generated in the EBMUD retail service area. It is anticipated
that social and economic issues will delay reuse of much of the potentially available
supply. There are also sensitivities surrounding the use of recycled water outside the area
of origin.

Stormwater

In order to identify the potential supply available from stormwater capture, the amount of
stormwater runoff that is not captured or infiltrated was estimated. For residential areas in
the upper and lower watersheds, this was estimated by identifying impervious areas and
estimating the average annual rainfall and snowmelt in those areas and assuming that
some residential homes would participate in a rain barrel program. On a large-scale,
stormwater from the municipal systems in Lodi and Stockton was estimated; it was
assumed that municipal systems in the upper watershed would not contribute a substantial
amount of stormwater for the MokeWISE program. As a final step, large-scale and small-
scale stormwater capture programs were evaluated and existing stormwater programs in
the MAC and ES]J regions were reviewed.

Total stormwater potentially available for reuse within the region from residential and
municipal sources was estimated to be roughly 15,100 AFY. Stormwater that could
potentially be captured and reused within residential areas was estimated to be 640 AFY.
Stormwater capture from municipal systems was estimated to be 14,920 AFY. Residential
areas within the upper watershed could potentially capture up to 90 AFY, while residential
areas in the lower watershed could potentially capture 550 AFY, assuming rainwater
capture occurs all year long. The cities of Stockton and Lodi discharge approximately
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11,370 AFY and 3,550 AFY of stormwater within their municipal systems, respectively.
These amounts could potentially be captured and reused.

Conservation and Efficiency

The amount of supply potentially available through conservation was determined by
quantifying water that could be conserved through the expansion of conservation
programs within the MokeWISE region, after accounting for those measures that are
currently being implemented or are planned for implementation. Conservation programs
considered included plumbing retrofits, landscape conversions, public outreach
programs, and leak detection programs. Two levels of conservation savings were
calculated. One assumed that current program levels doubled and the second assumed 85
gallons per capita per day (gpcd). Table 3 provides a summary of the potential future
water savings.

TABLE 3: POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL FUTURE SUPPLY AVAILABLE THROUGH EXPANDED

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS*

TOTAL SAVINGS TOTAL SAVINGS ACHIEVABLE
AGENCY ACHIEVABLE (AFY) UNDER (AFY) UNDER THEORETICAL
EXPANDED PROGRAM MAXIMUM (85 GPCD)
AWA 449-97.2 4,030.7
CCWD 1,385.0 - 1,485.4 5,106.9
CPUD Not quantified 1,077.1
JVID 212.5 Not quantified
City of Stockton 587.7-1,671.3 23,508.2
City of Lodi 301.6 - 603.5 10,945.0
WID Not quantified Not quantified
NSJWCD Not quantified Not quantified
EBMUD -- 135,263.0
Agricultural 170,826 170,826.0**
Total 173,357.7 - 174,895.9 350,756.9

*  The numbers presented do not include Best Management Practices (BMPs) that could not be quantified
due to limited available data.

*% This figure does not reflect 85 gpcd. It is assumed here that this agricultural program would be
implemented in both the expanded program scenario and the theoretical maximum program scenario.

Desalination and Demineralization

Because groundwater within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin is considered
“critically overdrafted,” groundwater demineralization was not considered a viable supply.
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While small-scale, local opportunities may exist, additional withdrawal from the
groundwater basin would likely exacerbate the groundwater conditions. As such,
groundwater demineralization was not anticipated to provide a long-term, regional supply
for a new MokeWISE project.

While the Mokelumne River watershed is not located near a source for desalination,
desalination exchange could potentially be a viable water supply in the future through a
program such as the Bay Area Regional Desalination Program (BARDP). Currently,
however, the BARDRP is designed to meet the needs of all current partners; any additional
partners would require a modification of the design capacity. As such, desalination
exchange was not considered a viable supply alternative.

Mokelumne River

MCG members were tasked with developing a definition of ‘“available water” for
Mokelumne River supply. The MCG assembled a Modeling Workgroup (a subset of the
MCQG), tasked with developing a mutually agreeable definition of available water. Based on
recommendations from the Modeling Workgroup, the MCG ultimately decided to quantify
“unallocated water” within the Mokelumne River in lieu of defining “available water,”
because the definition of “available” is heavily dependent on one’s perspective and value
assigned to various existing uses. Unallocated water, as it is used within MokeWISE, was
defined as that quantity of water in the Mokelumne River that is not diverted pursuant to a
riparian, pre-1914, or appropriative water right and that is not explicitly required to be in
the river pursuant to a prescribed regulatory requirement®.

Unallocated water was simulated using the Mokelumne-Calaveras Simulation Model
(MOCASIM), which simulates in-river flow conditions over the period of record (1953-
2010) under specific diversion assumptions representative of the years 2010 and 2040
(referred to as the 2010 and 2040 baselines, respectively). Channel losses and instream
flows required by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) requirements for
Project 137, Lodi Decrees and Joint Settlement Agreement (JSA) are automatically
accounted for by the model logic based on hydrologic and storage conditions. Diversions
are included as a primary input to the model. Figure 3 illustrates the three major
components that generally make up Mokelumne River supply.

% The Modeling Workgroup agreed to look at various ways of defining “available water” in
the Mokelumne River in the context of specific projects, particularly projects relating to
groundwater recharge in San Joaquin County. However, such recharge projects were not
sufficiently defined by the County to allow for this analysis during MokeWISE. The
County and interested stakeholders plan to complete this analysis during the
implementation of Project 4a (“Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the Eastern San
Joaquin Groundwater Basin”).
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Figure 3: Mokelumne River Flow Components*

Wetter Year Drier Year

B Required Instream Flow  ® Unallocated Flow Water Supply Flow

* This figure is provided as an example to show components of Mokelumne River flow and does not represent
actual modeling results.

To help facilitate the modeling effort, review preliminary simulation results, and make
modeling-related recommendations to the MCG, a Modeling Workgroup was formed. The
workgroup consisted of MCG members with a general interest in and understanding of
modeling and its principles. The Modeling Workgroup met seven times in person and by
telephone to review the MOCASIM model, discuss inputs, and review results. All decisions
made by the Modeling Workgroup were brought back to the MCG for approval prior to
implementation.

The amount of unallocated Mokelumne River water was found to be highly variable
depending on demand/diversion assumptions, location along the River, and simulated
hydrologic year type. Generally, there was more unallocated water present in the river
further downstream and there was generally more unallocated water in the river in wetter
than in drier years. Additionally, under both the 2010 and 2040 base case, more water was
being released than is required as part of the JSA. There was also generally less
unallocated water under the 2040 baseline condition than in the 2010 baseline condition,
due to the assumed increases in diversions in the 2040 baseline condition.
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Other Surface Water

WATERSHED CONDITIONS

Other (non-Mokelumne River) surface water potentially available for use in a MokeWISE
project was estimated based on a review of transfers tracked by the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) from 2012 to 2014, combined with information on known, recent
water exchanges (Figure 4). Of the data reviewed, the greatest quantity of water transfers
occurred in 2014, totaling nearly 412,000 acre-feet (AF) in that year.

Figure 4: Examples of Recent Water Transfers in Relation to the MIAC and ESJ Regions
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In order for the region to utilize a water transfer to supply a MokeWISE project,
conveyance infrastructure would be needed to convey the supply to the region. One
option for conveying transfer supplies could be the use of EBMUD’s Freeport facilities.
Freeport facilities can convey roughly 185 MGD, with Sacramento County Water Agency
(SCWA) receiving 85 MGD in all years and EBMUD receiving 100 MGD in dry years only
(San Joaquin County 2009, ES-1). In normal and wet years, if EBMUD’s 100 MGD were used,
approximately 112,000 AFY of conveyance capacity would be potentially available for use
by a MokeWISE program. As such, the potentially available supply from other surface
water was assumed to be limited to the conveyance capacity of Freeport facilities.

Summary of Potentially Available Supply

Estimated quantities of supplies potentially available from each of the sources considered,
including groundwater, agricultural drainage water, recycled water, stormwater,

conservation, desalination, Mokelumne River, and other surface water, are summarized
below and in Table 4.

Groundwater

¢ While currently used in the upper watershed, groundwater is not considered a
viable additional source in Amador and Calaveras counties due to low yield,
unreliability, age of groundwater, and limited storage opportunities.

e The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin is considered critically overdrafted.

¢ Groundwater is not considered a viable additional supply source, although
conjunctive use and recharge opportunities may be available.

Agricultural Drainage Water

e While quantities of agricultural drainage water are unknown, it is assumed that they
are currently minimal and decreasing due to investments in agricultural irrigation
efficiency practices and technologies. As such, this is not considered a viable
source.

e Some local, small-scale applications may be viable for capturing agricultural
drainage, but it is not expected to provide a viable regional water supply.

e It is generally accepted that there is usually a user that will take agricultural
drainage water downstream for use.

Recycled Water

¢ The total quantity of potentially available recycled water is estimated to be 222,500
AFY; however, that amount is reduced to roughly 169,400 AFY after accounting for
challenges and constraints associated with the treatment and distribution of
recycled water.
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¢ Potential recycled water available in the future within the upper watershed, lower
watershed, and EBMUD service area is estimated to be 3,489 AFY, 3,050 AFY, and
162,857 AFY, respectively. However, full use of this supply is not currently deemed
realistic due to costs associated with infrastructure and coordinating with partner
agencies. Additionally, the total demand for the recycled water may limit how much
can be used.

e Of the up to 169,400 AFY potentially available, an estimated 126,720 AFY of
secondary treated and 42,680 AFY of tertiary treated recycled water is available in
the future.

Stormwater

e Total potentially available stormwater within the MokeWISE region is between
14,939 AFY and 15,560 AFY. This amount includes the municipal systems in Lodi
and Stockton and the residential areas in both the upper and lower watersheds.

¢ The municipal system in Lodi could potentially yield 3,550 AFY and the system in
Stockton could potentially yield 11,370 AFY, totaling 14,920 from municipal
systems.

¢ Residential areas in the MokeWISE region could potentially yield an estimated 20
AFY, with 3 AFY from the upper watershed and 17 AFY from the lower watershed,
assuming rainfall capture occurred from April to October. If rainfall capture
occurred all year long, the upper watershed could capture 90 AFY and the lower
watershed could capture roughly 550 AFY.

Conservation

e Using water savings assumptions from the California Urban Water Conservation
Council (CUWCC) and the applicable agencies, the estimated quantity of water
that could potentially be available in the future under expanded implementation of
BMPs is between 173,000 and 175,000 AFY. This number is assumed to be low, as
the savings for several BMPs were unable to be determined due to data gaps.

e Under a theoretical maximum conservation program where agencies could reduce
to 85 gpcd, anticipated future savings in 2040 would be roughly 350,000 AFY.

e Agricultural efficiency could potentially conserve roughly 170,000 AFY by 2030.

Desalination
¢ Groundwater demineralization requires additional withdrawal from the
groundwater basin, which could exacerbate the existing overdraft condition.
e While desalination exchange could potentially yield available water in the future,

the BARDP as currently sized is designed to meet the needs of all current partners.
Additional partners would require a modification of the design capacity.
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e At this time, neither groundwater demineralization nor desalination exchange are
considered viable supplies.

Mokelumne River

e Supply of unallocated water is highly variable based on year type and River
location.

e Generally, there is more unallocated water in wet and above normal years than in
below normal, dry, and critically dry years.

e Modeling indicates that under both 2010 and 2040 baselines, more water is being
released at both JSA compliance points than is required as part of the JSA.

Other Surface Water

e The total estimated quantity of short-term transfers available is 85,325 AFY, while
long-term transfers potentially provide an additional 127,261 AFY. However, more
information on availability under various seasonal conditions and year types is
needed to refine this estimate.

e Other surface water may include unappropriated flood flows or water that may
potentially be available under a new flow regime. These quantities, while variable
and difficult to determine, may potentially provide additional available water to the
MokeWISE program.
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TABLE 4: POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE SUPPLIES

SUPPLY TYPE

Groundwater

Agricultural
Drainage Water

Recycled Water

Stormwater

TYPE OF SUPPLY
AVAILABLE

N/A

N/A

Secondary treated
Tertiary treated

Municipal
Residential

AMOUNT OF

SUPPLY
AVAILABLE
(AFY)

Not quantified

Not quantified

169,499

14,939

CHALLENGES

Availability

Groundwater basin
conditions

Downstream impacts
Treatment

Timing and storage
Economic feasibility
Coordination costs

Infrastructure
requirements

Benefit allocation
Market potential
Local considerations
Scalability
Groundwater basin
proximity
Downstream impacts

Storage and timing of
demand

Downstream impacts
Rain barrel requirements

Treatment and
conveyances for large-scale
systems

Groundwater recharge

OPPORTUNITIES

Direct/in-lieu banking
Direct injection

Soil flushing

Non-potable uses
Saline intrusion barrier

Indirect potable reuse/direct
potable reuse

Direct injection

Large-scale detention basins

Low impact development
(LID)

Land purchases

Formal on-site reuse
programs

Offset surface water
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TABLE 4: POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE SUPPLIES

SUPPLY TYPE

Conservation

Desalination

Mokelumne River

Other Surface
Water

TYPE OF SUPPLY
AVAILABLE

Municipal
Agricultural

Groundwater
demineralization

Desalination exchange

Unallocated water

Short-term transfers
Long-term transfers

Unappropriated Delta
water

AMOUNT OF
SUPPLY
AVAILABLE

(AFY)

173,357.7 -
350,756.9

Not quantified

Variable*

212,585**

*  Dependent on year type and location on the Mokelumne River.
** Dependent on flood flows, hydrologic year type, and/or amount of water in Delta.

CHALLENGES

Downstream impacts
Growth impacts
Economic feasibility

Institutional challenges

Groundwater basin
conditions

Waste stream

Balancing competing
interests

Variable flow
New diversions
Banking

Infrastructure
requirements

Economic feasibility

Ecosystem/wildlife harm

Downstream impacts
Growth impacts
Economic feasibility

Infrastructure
requirements

OPPORTUNITIES

Further implementation of
BMPs

Implementation of additional
BMPs

Infrastructure improvements
Altering rate structures

Use of saline supplies

Solar desalination

Supply source for
direct/in-lieu banking
Ecosystem/wildlife benefits

Further implementation of
BMPs

Implementation of additional
BMPs

Infrastructure improvements
Altering rate structures
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CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITY

The State of California, along with scientific organizations, including the International
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), have documented changes in both global and local
climate over the past 100 years and anticipate even more changes in air temperature,
precipitation, and mean sea levels in the coming decades. In California, warming
temperatures are expected to raise the snowfall elevation, causing more winter
precipitation in the Sierra Nevada to occur as rainfall. As a result of these changes, several
million acre-feet (MAF) of natural snowpack storage could be lost annually, reducing
available water supply. In addition, the increasing severity of storms and increased runoff
could overwhelm existing reservoir flood protection capacity and increase flood risks
downstream. Rising sea levels may increase the scope of saltwater intrusion challenges in
the Delta.

An analysis using a rainfall-runoff model has been used to better understand how
individual watersheds might be affected with changes in runoff quantity and timing due to
climate warming (Null et al. 2010). The Mokelumne River watershed was found to be most
vulnerable to a combination of the three metrics that were studied: water supply,
hydropower generation, and montane ecosystems. This result may indicate that the
Mokelumne River watershed is less resilient to climate change than some of the other
Sierran watersheds.

Planning for these changes is necessary in order to ensure a reliable water supply,
maintain water quality, protect against flooding, and protect and restore ecosystems and
habitat. Climate change will likely affect the upper and lower watersheds differently. As
such, a review of climate change information developed by the MAC and ES] IRWM
Regions and related subsequent publications was conducted to determine how climate
change may impact the upper and lower watersheds. Table 5 shows the climate change
vulnerabilities by region, including those that are shared by both regions.

The MAC Region’s highest priority vulnerabilities are water supply, water quality,
ecosystem and habitat, increased water demand to fight wildfires, and hydropower. The
ES] Region’s highest priority vulnerabilities include water reserve storage and
management, water demand uncertainty, water quality and saline intrusion, and flooding
and water logging in agricultural areas.
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TABLE 5: CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITIES BY IRWM REGION

Water Demand

Water

Water

Supply

Quality

VULNERABILITY

Increased water demand to fight increase in wildfires

Increased demand for process cooling water for food
processing industries with increased surface water
temperatures

Increased domestic demands with increased
evapotranspiration

Increased agricultural demands due to longer growing
season, increased temperatures and evapotranspiration, and
more frequent/severe drought

Vulnerability of agricultural products to continued high
temperature and changes to chilling hours (e.g., grapes for
wine production, cherries)

Harm to grapes vines and impacts to harvest due to excessive
winter precipitation

Increased power demands due to increased cooling needs in
buildings

Increased power demands at vineyards to use power
operated cooling equipment

Decreased water supply due to decreased snowpack in the
Sierra Nevada Mountains and shift in timing of seasonal runoff

Water table decline due to inadequate recharge

Reduced water quality due to saline water intrusion from sea-
level and from lowered water tables/reduced streamflow
Higher concentrations of surface and groundwater
contaminants due to lower surface water flows and lower
groundwater tables

MAC
REGION

ES]
REGION

BOTH
REGIONS

v

v
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TABLE 5: CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITIES BY IRWM REGION

Flood
Management

Hydro-

Ecosystem

power

and Habitat

VULNERABILITY

Increased pesticide contamination to surface waters due to
increased pesticide use (higher temperatures are more
conducive to pests)

Reduced dissolved oxygen content due to increased surface
water temperatures

Increased nutrient load to surface waters due to increase in
wildfires

Increased nutrient loading due to increased urban and
agricultural seasonal runoff

Degraded surface and groundwater quality due to reduction
of meadow area that can provide contaminant reduction

Increased flooding in low-lying areas due to sea level rise and
sea water intrusion into Delta

Increased flood inundation due to increased runoff in the
winter and potentially fall

Increased seasonal flooding due to increases in seasonal
precipitation during winter and fall

Increased flooding due to reduction of meadow area which
help reduce floods in winter

Reduced hydropower generation due to lower reservoir
levels caused by increased customer demand and changes in
timing of seasonal runoff/flasher storm systems

Impacts to vegetation due to increased temperatures and
evapotranspiration, changes in precipitation patterns and
distribution, and more frequent/severe droughts and
wildfires

Reduced quality of fish habitat due to reduced water quality,
lower flows and warmer water temperatures

MAC
REGION

ES]
REGION

BOTH
REGIONS

v
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TABLE 5: CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITIES BY IRWM REGION

VULNERABILITY MAC ESJ BOTH
REGION REGION REGIONS
Hindered upward migration of anadromous fish due to low v
spring flow
Shift of freshwater-saltwater habitat due to lower summer v
stream flows

Impacts to agricultural land in the Delta’s reclaimed regions
due to sea level rise

Exacerbated saline intrusion to surface and groundwater

Sea Level
Rise

Greater risk of levee overtopping or failure due to sea level
rise
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Identifying strategies that address the climate change vulnerabilities described above is a
key step in adapting to climate change as well as mitigating greenhouse gas emissions.
The MAC Region and the ES] Region each identified Resource Management Strategies
(RMS) from the 2009 California Water Plan (CWP) Update that would help them to meet
their water resource management objectives, including identifying RMS that could address
the Regions’ climate change vulnerabilities. In addition, the RMS were evaluated for their
ability to potentially reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and mitigate climate
change impacts of the energy needed to treat and distribute water.

Since selection of these strategies, the 2013 CWP Update was published. The following 10
“Essential Actions” are from the California Water Action Plan (CWAP) released by the
California Governor in 2014, which align with the CWP. These essential actions are
considered priorities for the State of California.

¢ Make Conservation a California way of life

¢ Invest in integrated water management and increase regional self-reliance

e Achieve the coequal goals for the Delta

¢ Protect and restore important ecosystems

e Manage and prepare for dry periods

e Expand water storage capacity and improve groundwater management

e Provide safe drinking water and secure wastewater systems to all communities
e Increase flood protection

¢ Improve operational and regulatory efficiency

» Identify sustainable and integrated financing
Within these Essential Actions there are 17 objectives:

e Strengthen Integrated Regional Water Management Planning
¢ Use and Reuse Water More Efficiently

e Expand Conjunctive Management of Multiple Supplies (groundwater & surface
storage)

e Protect and Restore Surface Water and Groundwater Quality

e Practice Environmental Stewardship

¢ Improve Flood Management Using an Integrated Water Management
¢ Manage the Delta to Achieve the Coequal Goals for California

e Prepare Prevention, Response, and Recovery Plans

¢ Reduce the Carbon Footprint of Water Systems and Water Uses

e Improve Data, Analysis, and Decision-Support Tools

e Invest in Water Technology and Science
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e Strengthen Tribal/State Relations and Natural Resources Management

e Ensure Equitable Distribution of Benefits

e Public Access to Waterways, Lakes, and Beaches

e Strengthen Alignment of Land Use Planning and Integrated Water Management
e Strengthen Alignment of Government Process and Tools

¢ Improve Integrated Water Management Finance Strategy and Investments

There are more than 300 specific actions in Update 2013, Vol. 1, Ch. 8, “Roadmap for
Action” and Vol. 3, “Resource Management Strategies (RMS).” The strategies in the 2013
CWP Update are largely the same as those listed in the 2009 CWP Update, but with some
additional strategies added including sediment management, outreach and engagement,
and water and culture. The 2013 CWP Update strategies will be considered in detail in the
next update of each regions’ IRWM Plans.

RMS selected for inclusion in the MAC and ESJ] Regions’ Plans, the climate change
vulnerabilities they help to address, and their contribution to GHG emissions mitigation in
the Regions are shown in Table 6.

The categories identified in this table correspond to the major areas identified in the CWP
Update. Note that these RMS, defined in the 2009 CWP Update, were identified as relevant
in the respective IRWM Plans, and reference in the MokeWISE program does not reflect
endorsement of the strategies by any or all MCG members.
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TABLE 6: RMS THAT ADDRESS CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITIES
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REDUCE WATER DEMAND

Agricultural Water Use Efficiency v 4 4 v v v

Urban Water Use Efficiency 4 4 v v v v

IMPROVE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY AND TRANSFERS

Conveyance - Regional/Local v v v v v v

System Reoperation v v v v v

Water Transfers v * *

INCREASE WATER SUPPLY

Conjunctive Management and Groundwater v v v v * *

Storage

Precipitation Enhancement v v v

Recycled Municipal Water v v * *

Surface Storage - Regional/Local v v v v v

IMPROVE WATER QUALITY

Drinking Water Treatment and Distribution v v v

Groundwater Remediation/Aquifer Remediation 4 v * *

Matching Quality to Use v v v v *

Pollution Prevention v v v v

Salt and Salinity Management 4 v v v

Urban Runoff Management v v v v v
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TABLE 6: RMS THAT ADDRESS CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITIES

PRACTICE RESOURCE STEWARDSHIP
Agricultural Lands Stewardship
Economic Incentives

Ecosystem Restoration

Forest Management

Land Use Planning and Management
Recharge Area Protection
Water-dependent Recreation
Watershed Management

IMPROVE FLOOD MANAGEMENT
Flood Risk Management

OTHER STRATEGIES

Irrigated Land Retirement

Rain-fed Agriculture

Strategies identified in the 2009 California Water Plan Update (Bulletin 160-09)

Key:

WATER DEMAND

AN

v
v

WATER SUPPLY

ASANENENEN

\

v
v

v’ Indicates that, in general, this will provide a beneficial effect

X Indicates that, in general, this will provide an adverse effect

* Indicates that this may provide either beneficial or adverse effects

WATER QUALITY

NANENENENENENEN

AN

v
v

FLOOD
MANAGEMENT

NANENENENEN

HYDROPOWER

AN NI NN

ECOSYSTEM &
HABITAT

SEA LEVEL RISE

<\

ENERGY

EFFICIENCY

EMISSIONS
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SEQUESTRATION
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5 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Program Development

MokeWISE program development was guided by the MCG. Initial project concepts were
proposed by individual MCG members. With the aid of the Baseline Environmental
Conditions Technical Memorandum (see Section 4), the MCG then brainstormed project
concepts and revised or expanded these concepts. Concepts were then preliminarily
screened, assessed for their environmental benefits and impacts, and assessed against the
MokeWISE program objectives and consequences to be avoided (see Section 3).

With the aid of the Water Availability Analysis (see Section 4), the MCG then determined
which of the project concepts would move forward for further analysis. The Climate
Change Memorandum (see Section 4) was used to confirm the climate change reduction
and adaptation benefits of the project concepts. Those project concepts selected
underwent scope development and further refinement to better characterize the project
concept into an implementable project. Budgets for each project were also developed to
support the scope level. From these further analyzed projects, the MCG selected which
projects would move forward to be included in the MokeWISE Implementation Plan. The
following list includes all projects included in the Implementation Plan; those denoted with
an asterisk are studies and do not include implementation components.

MokeWISE Implementation Projects
¢ la:Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir
e 1b: High Country Meadow Restoration Program
e lc:Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project
e 1d:Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in the Lower Mokelumne
e 1lf:Riparian Restoration Program — Below Camanche
¢ 1g: Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion, & Sedimentation Inventory/Monitoring
e 2a:Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program
e 2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse
e 2c: Amador County Regional Reuse
e 4a: Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin*
e 4b: Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment*
e 4d:NSJWCD Infrastructure Improvements

¢ 5a:Regional Urban Water Conservation Program
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+ 5b:Regional Agriculture Conservation Program*

e Ta:PG&E Storage Recovery*

e Tb:Lower Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and Preliminary Engineering*
e 1d:Re-operation of Existing Storage*

e 7f:Blue and Twin Lakes Dams Reliability and Replacement Assessment*

¢ 8b:Rehab of Transmission Main

¢ 8c:Barney Way Septic System Conversion

e 8d:Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project*

MokeWISE Policies and Initiatives
¢ 9a:Land Use Coordination
¢ 9b: Sustainable Forest - Watershed Management Project
e 9c:Watershed Coordinator

e 9f: MokeWISE Project Public Involvement Initiative

* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.

Implementation Plan projects are those that are generally supported by a cross section of
Mokelumne River watershed stakeholders and may be more attractive for funding. The
institutional structure charged with implementing MokeWISE will focus on seeking
funding for projects within the Implementation Plan. The following sections further discuss
program development, including how Implementation Plan projects were selected.

PROJECT CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT

To begin developing project concepts, MCG entities identified potential projects and
project ideas, referred to as “concepts,” that could provide water management,
environmental, or other benefits to the region and be included in the MokeWISE program.
Submitted project concepts ranged from preliminary thoughts or ideas for new projects to
programs or management actions that were currently in planning stages and could move
forward independently of the MokeWISE program. Information including a concept
name, description, potential partners, and status was collected for each of the 60 concepts
submitted. Those submitting concepts were also asked to indicate if the concept would

address any of the MokeWISE program objectives or consequences to be avoided
(Section 3).

* This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been
characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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Each submitted concept was added to a master concept list, which established a starting
point for MCG discussion. MCG members reviewed concepts on the master list to
determine potential synergies. In the subsequent months, a subgroup of the MCG met
twice to review the concept list and identify questions or areas of clarification for each
concept. Concepts and concept descriptions were further refined by the MCG based on
information provided.

As a result of the MCG discussions, the master list was synthesized to 36 projects, which
were grouped into 9 categories or project types (Table 1 and Figures 5 and 6). These
categories include Ecosystem and Habitat Restoration, Recycled Water, Desalination,
Groundwater Management, Water Conservation, Stormwater Management and Flood
Control, Surface Water, Local Infrastructure, and Policies and Initiatives. The first eight
categories were comprised of project concepts, while the Policies and Initiatives category
included supportive policy statements and initiatives for implementation. The concept list,
with brief descriptions of each concept, is included in Appendix I.

TABLE 7: REVISED MASTER PROJECT CONCEPT LIST

ECOSYSTEM AND HABITAT RESTORATION

Upper Mokelumne Anadromous Fish Restoration

High Country Meadow Restoration Program

Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project
Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in the Lower Mokelumne
Riparian Restoration Program - Upstream of Pardee Reservoir
Riparian Restoration Program - Below Camanche Reservoir

RECYCLED WATER

Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program

Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse

Amador County Regional Reuse

Mokelumne Hill Sanitary District (MHSD) Reclaimed Wastewater

DESALINATION

Solar-Powered Desalination Study
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT

Groundwater Banking within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin
Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment

San Joaquin County Groundwater Banking and Exchange

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District Infrastructure Improvements
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TABLE 7: REVISED MASTER PROJECT CONCEPT LIST

WATER CONSERVATION

Regional Urban Water Conservation Program
Amador Canal Conversion to Pipeline
Regional Agriculture Conservation Program

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND FLOOD CONTROL

Cosgrove Creek Flood Management Project
Mokelumne Stormwater Capture and Reuse
Mokelumne Floodplain Management Plan - Camanche to Below Woodbridge Dam

SURFACE STORAGE
PG&E Storage Recovery

Raise Lower Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and Preliminary Engineering
Surface Storage Regional Assessment
Re-operation of Existing Storage

LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Jeff Davis Water Treatment Plant Replacement
Rehab of Transmission Main

Barney Water Septic System Conversion

Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project

POLICIES & INITIATIVES

Land Use Coordination

State Wild and Scenic River Designation

Sustainable Forest - Watershed Management Project

Watershed Coordinator

Groundwater Management Tools

Mixed-Use Project Concept for Calaveras County Mokelumne Reservation
MokeWISE Public Interest Profile Enhancement (PIPE) Project
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Figure 5: Upper and Lower Watershed Project Locations (from Revised Master Project Concept List)

Legend

] Lower watershed

[ upper watershed
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Figure 6: Regional Project Locations (from Revised Master Project Concept List)
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] Lower watershed
[ upper watershed
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A project sponsor was identified as a champion or lead for each project concept. Project
sponsors were asked to respond to requests for information, including estimated costs,
potential funding sources, project location, and studies completed to-date. Sponsors were
requested to provide quantitative information that could be used to assess the concepts
and to identify whether and how the projects are consistent with MokeWISE program
objectives and consequences to be avoided.

The results from the Water Availability Analysis also provided information used to further
refine project concept descriptions. Information including potential yields and project
locations was incorporated into relevant project concept descriptions. The information
collected during the project development process was used to assess each of the 36
project concepts.

CONCEPT ASSESSMENT

Each project concept underwent three assessments. The assessment information was
ultimately used by the MCG to determine whether or not a specific project concept would
be included in the MokeWISE Implementation Plan. Project concepts were initially
assessed to determine if they were feasible, beneficial, attainable, and compatible.
Projects passing all four screens moved forward for further analysis. Those projects that
did not were either revised to address the issue and comply with all four screening
criteria, or were deemed to have a fatal flaw and were not moved forward. Projects
passing this preliminary assessment were assessed based on their potential fishery and
geomorphic benefits and impacts. This assessment did not result in any projects being
removed from the process, but provided the MCG with information about the
environmental merits of each project. The information provided in this environmental
assessment was then incorporated into the third assessment. The third and final
assessment incorporated the MokeWISE Program objectives and consequences to be
avoided by assessing the project concepts against the objectives and consequences to be
avoided. This assessment was used to determine the degree to which project concepts
fulfilled program objectives and avoided negative consequences. Each of these three
assessments is described below in further detail.
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Preliminary Screening Assessment

The preliminary screening assessment was designed to identify and address “fatal flaws”
associated with preliminary project concepts. Project concepts were qualitatively assessed
against four screening criteria: feasible, beneficial, attainable, and compatible. The
overarching purpose of this screening process was to address potential concept issues
such that concepts which may not have universal support could be modified to be retained
in the process longer to allow time and space for creative discussion about these concepts
with the goal making changes that would allow broad support. Each criterion is described
below.

e Screen 1, Feasible: Concepts were determined to pass the preliminary technical
feasibility screen if the project concept, or similar projects/concepts, have been
demonstrated to be technically feasible and no technical “fatal flaws” have been
identified which would suggest the project may not be able to be implemented. The
purpose of this screen was to remove concepts which were fatally flawed. This screen
was not used to remove concepts which may not have had universal support.

¢ Screen 2, Beneficial: A project was determined to be beneficial if it achieved or
helped to achieve one or more of the desired project outcomes established by the
MCG (see Section 3). If a project or concept achieved one or more of the desired
project outcomes and is therefore beneficial, it passed this screen.

e Screen 3, Attainable: If a project was reasonably expected based on engineering
judgment to provide the benefits it proposed to achieve (Screen 2), it was preliminarily
determined to be attainable and therefore passed this screen.

¢ Screen 4, Compatible: A project was determined to be compatible if it had no
benefits or impacts that were contrary to the objectives, desired outcomes, and
consequences to be avoided set forth by the MCG (see Section 3).

MCG members, after reviewing the initial screening assessment, provided comments and
revisions were made where necessary and appropriate. Concepts were modified such that
all concepts, as revised, passed all four screening criteria and were carried forward for
further analysis. Appendix J, the MCG approved Preliminary Project Assessment
Memorandum, provides more information about this preliminary screening assessment.
Appendix K includes the MCG approved results of the preliminary screening assessment.
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Environmental Assessment

Revised project concepts, after passing the preliminary screening assessment, were
assessed for environmental effects, including fishery and geomorphic benefits and
impacts. Using the information collected during the project development process and
past experience on similar projects, each concept was assessed on a scale from 1 to 5, with
1 indicating less potential benefit or greater potential impact and 5 indicating greater
potential benefit or less potential impact. This assessment included a narrative
explanation of anticipated feasibility, potential geomorphic benefit/impact, and potential
fisheries benefit/impact. Table 8 presents the general approach to the environmental
assessment, including each of the categories against which the concepts were assessed.
Appendix L includes the MCG approved Environmental Assessment for each of the
screened concepts. Since the policies and initiatives are not actual projects and would
generally not have quantifiable environmental benefits and/or impacts, they did not
undergo this assessment.
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CONCEPT
NAME

Name

FEASIBILITY GEOMORPHIC

Benefit
assessment (#
from 1-5)

Explanation of
benefit
assessment

BENEFIT

Benefit
assessment (#
from 1-5)

Explanation of
benefit
assessment

FISHERIES
BENEFIT

Benefit
assessment (#
from 1-5)

Explanation of
benefit
assessment

ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSIDERATIONS

Qualitative discussion
of other
environmental
considerations of the
project concept

GENERAL
COMMENTS

General
comments
regarding the
project concept

POTENTIAL DIRECTION
FOR CONCEPT
DEVELOPMENT

Discussion of potential areas
for concept development,
including areas that could
help mitigate negative fishery
or geomorphic impacts
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Objectives Assessment

The objectives assessment involved assessing project concepts against the MokeWISE
program objectives and consequences to be avoided (see Section 3). Using the
information provided by project sponsors and included in the environmental assessment,
each project concept was identified as fully addressing, partially addressing, or not
addressing each of the MokeWISE program objectives and consequences to be avoided.
These assessments were represented as a full moon, half-moon, or no moon, and an
explanation was provided for each assessment. Table 9 presents the general layout of the
objectives assessment. Appendix M includes the MCG approved Objectives Assessment
Project Concept Briefs. Since the policies and initiatives are not actual projects and would
generally not provide quantifiable contributions to the program objectives or
consequences to be avoided, they did not undergo this assessment.

OBJECTIVE JUSTIFICATION
® » O
Objective Name Moon (indicating degree to which project Explanation for moon
addresses objective) assessment

IDENTIFICATION OF CONCEPTS FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

Following the various analyses conducted on the concepts, the MCG reviewed alternative
ways of grouping projects for further development and evaluation. Initially, the MCG
attempted to group projects into “portfolios,” or project groupings, to assess opportunities
for enhanced benefits through project synergies. However, because many of the project
concepts are preliminary and information is qualitative in nature, assessing projects in
groupings did not generate additional insights or identify any quantifiable synergistic
effects. As such, the MCG opted to discuss and assess each project individually to
determine whether or not it should be moved forward for further analysis.

The MCG reviewed each project concept to determine whether it would potentially
provide a high value to the region and whether each MCG member could potentially “live
with” the project — meaning it may have the potential to be modified to address any
apparent issues that might prevent an MCG member entity from allowing it to move
forward to implementation.

For each projects identified as potentially providing high value to the region and which
each MCG member entity could potentially live with, an expanded project description, or
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preliminary project scope of work/preliminary engineering, was developed to further
refine the project and clarify outstanding questions and issues to enable MCG members to
make decisions concerning support for or opposition to each project. Because so many
project concepts are conceptual in nature, preliminary engineering could not be
completed and the expanded descriptions were developed in lieu of preliminary
engineering. In addition, many project concepts were converted into feasibility studies to
help answer the outstanding questions critical to future support or opposition to the
project itself. The preliminary descriptions were revised at length by the MCG until all
outstanding points were clarified and each MCG member was in a position to determine
whether or not their respective entity would ultimately be able to support the project or
feasibility study. For a number of projects, workgroups consisting of a subset of MCG
members were formed to review edits and work through outstanding issues. The MCG
approved scopes of work/preliminary engineering are presented in Appendix N°.

The descriptions of policies and initiatives were also expanded by the Policies and
Initiatives Workgroup, a subgroup of the larger MCG. This workgroup met and held
conference calls several times to discuss each policy and initiative, determine how best to
develop or not develop each, and expand upon the preliminary conceptual descriptions.
Once the workgroup reached consensus on a policy and initiative, the revised descriptions
were reviewed and approved by the full MCG. The MCG-approved policies and initiatives
are presented in Appendix O.

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN PROJECTS

The MCG identified a series of 21 projects for inclusion in the MokeWISE implementation
plan, based on their potential value to the region and broad support among the MCG
member agencies. Brief project summaries are provided on the following pages, and
expanded project descriptions and scopes of work are included in Appendix N. As noted
in the Implementation Plan (Section 6), implementation of these projects will depend on a
variety of factors, including available funding.

In addition to identifying broadly-supported projects, the MCG identified a series of
policies and initiatives with broad support which should be furthered as part of program
implementation. MokeWISE Policies and Initiatives are described following the project
summaries.

% Included at the beginning of the scopes for the majority of the projects is a section titled
“Problem Statement and MokeWISE Stakeholder Interests.” This section is provided to
highlight why the project provides value and characterizes MCG member interests in
the project. This “Problem Statement and MokeWISE Stakeholder Interests” section is
included as context and is not part of the scope of work for each project.
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The following projects and policies and initiatives were identified for inclusion in the
MokeWISE Implementation Plan, and are summarized in the following sections and shown
in Figure 7 and Figure 8. Those denoted with an asterisk are studies and do not have

implementation components.

MokeWISE Implementation Projects

la: Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir
1b: High Country Meadow Restoration Program

lc: Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project

1d: Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in the Lower Mokelumne

1f: Riparian Restoration Program — Below Camanche

1g: Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion, & Sedimentation Inventory/Monitoring
2a: Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program

2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse

2c: Amador County Regional Reuse

4a: Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin*

4b: Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment*

4d: NSJWCD Infrastructure Improvements

Ba: Regional Urban Water Conservation Program

Bb: Regional Agriculture Conservation Program®

Ta: PG&E Storage Recovery*

Tb: Lower Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and Preliminary Engineering*
7d: Re-operation of Existing Storage*

7f: Blue and Twin Lakes Dams Reliability and Replacement Assessment*

8b: Rehab of Transmission Main

8c:Barney Way Septic System Conversion

8d: Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project*

* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.

® This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been
characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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MokeWISE Policies and Initiatives

9a:Land Use Coordination
9b: Sustainable Forest - Watershed Management Project
9c: Watershed Coordinator

9f: Moke WISE Project Public Involvement Initiative

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
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Figure 1: Upper and Lower Watershed MokeWISE Implementation Projects
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Figure 8: Regional MokeWISE Implementation Projects
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

1a: Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of
Pardee Reservoir

DESCRIPTION:

The Reintroduction of Fall-Run Chinook
Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir
Project will conduct a study to determine
the feasibility of transporting adult fall-run
Chinook salmon upstream of Pardee
reservoir and transporting the juvenile
salmon back downstream of Camanche
Dam. The study will evaluate the benefits
of and clarify the short and long-term
operations and any mitigation required to
support the proposed project. The study
will also seek to identify any potential
impacts and constraints of proposed
actions on domestic water supply, river
flows, technical, political, environmental,
economic, legal, and recreational issues.
The project includes data collection and

PROJECT:
REINTRODUCTION OF FALL-RUN CHINOOK
SALMON UPSTREAM OF PARDEE RESERVOIR

PROJECT TYPE:
ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT PROTECTION

SPONSOR(S):
FOOTHILL CONSERVANCY; CALIFORNIA
SPORTFISHING PROTECTION ALLIANCE (CSPA)

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$180,000 (INCLUDES $80,000 FOR PLANNING
AND $100,000 FOR IMPLEMENTATION)

analysis, capture and transport system design, as well as an alternatives analysis. Based
on the alternatives analysis, a final design will be selected. Implementation of the project
includes environmental documentation and permitting, stakeholder outreach and

coordination, construction, and monitoring.

LOCATION:
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1a: Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of
Pardee Reservoir
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

1b: High Country Meadow Restoration

DESCRIPTION:

The High Country Meadow Restoration | PROJECT:

Project will identify and assess potential | HIGH COUNTRY MEADOW RESTORATION
meadows for restoration to functioning
condition as well as seek funding for the | PROJECT TYPE:

planning phases of identified meadows in ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT PROTECTION
the upper Mokelumne River watershed.
The project includes involving a | SPONSOR(S):
stakeholder group and compiling existing | roOTHILL CONSERVANCY
data with additional, new meadows
identified as in need of restoration in the | ESTIMATED COSTS:

watershed. Once meadows have been $40,000 + $10,000 * NUMBER OF ACRES
compiled, assessment by a specialist team ! !

will be conducted to recommend the type RESTORED
and amount of restoration, and the
potential expected benefits to be achieved
in each meadow. The collaborative group, potentially the Amador Calaveras Consensus
Group (ACCG), will work with the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and
other interested former parties from the MCG, to prioritize the meadows on the list for
implementation.

LOCATION:

Source: Sierra Nevada Conservancy 2014
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1b: High Country Meadow Restoration
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

1c: Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project

DESCRIPTION:

The juvenile lifestage of both salmon and
steelhead/rainbow trout is widely believed
by resource managers of the Mokelumne
River to be their most vulnerable lifestage.
Riparian and channel improvements in the
lower Mokelumne River can help improve
juvenile survival by providing both cover
and edgewater habitat. The Mokelumne
River Day Use Area (MRDUA) Floodplain
Habitat Restoration Project will reconfigure
lands included in the MRDUA to create 1
acre of seasonal floodplain that would also
serve as habitat for juvenile salmonids and
other native fish species within the lower
Mokelumne River. The project would

PROJECT:
MOKELUMNE RIVER DAY USE AREA FLOODPLAIN
HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECT

PROJECT TYPE:
ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT PROTECTION

SPONSOR(S):
SJICRCD, CSPA (CO-SPONSOR)

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$150,000, INCLUDING $111,000 FOR
IMPLEMENTATION AND A 30% CONTINGENCY.

include conducting site excavation and materials screening, which will determine which
materials are appropriate for use. Finally, the project will conduct gravel placement and
recontouring per work previously conducted by EBMUD.

LOCATION:
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT
1c: Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

1d: Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions
in the Lower Mokelumne River

DESCRIPTION:

The Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in
the Lower Mokelumne River Project will
develop and implement a program to
identify and prioritize riparian diversions on
the lower Mokelumne River for installation of
new fish screens. This includes conducting a
diversion assessment and establishing
screening design criteria for individual
diversions. The project would conduct a
funding assessment to determine potential
funding sources for screen installation.
Working with willing landowners, the project
will secure necessary permits, install fish
screens, and develop a monitoring strategy.

EXAMPLES OF TYPICAL CYLINDRICAL FISH
SCREENS:

PROJECT:
FISH SCREENS FOR RIPARIAN DIVERSIONS IN THE
LOWER MOKELUMNE RIVER

PROJECT TYPE:
ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT PROTECTION

SPONSOR(S):
TROUT UNLIMITED

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$10,000 PER CFS SCREENEDTOTAL PROJECT
COSTS ARE ESTIMATED TO BE $300,000 FOR THE
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT AND
PRIORITIZATION AND $10,000 MULTIPLIED BY
THE NUMBER OF CFS SCREENED

Cylindrical Screen Gallery

Cylindrical Screenvinclined Track

Evep,
Voy
Ociy
Oistrity gyt
Internal Brush
Docking Inlet
with Trashrack

Hydraulic Motor Attached to Manifold
B, Wedgewire Cylind

Cut-Away View of Cylindrical Fish Screen
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1d: Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions
in the Lower Mokelumne River
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

1f: Riparian Restoration Program — Below Camanche Reservoir

DESCRIPTION:

The Riparian Restoration Program below
Camanche Reservoir will support the
implementation efforts of the Lower Mokelumne
Watershed Stewardship Plan, which analyzes
and addresses riparian restoration needs. The
program will study and evaluate potential areas
for restoration below Camanche Reservoir, with
a focus on the area from the base of the
Camanche Dam to the confluence of the
Cosumnes and Mokelumne Rivers.

Using previous efforts as a guide, this project
seeks to build on the successful template for
ecosystem-based watershed restoration efforts
including the continued encouragement and
implementation of voluntary restoration and
monitoring activities. Implementation could be
scaled or conducted in phases depending on
funding availability.

LOCATION:

PROJECT:
RIPARIAN RESTORATION PROGRAM BELOW
CAMANCHE RESERVOIR

PROJECT TYPE:
ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT PROTECTION

SPONSOR(S):
SICRCD, FHC (CO-SPONSOR)

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$10,000 FOR RANKING AND EVALUATION OF
EACH PROPOSED RESTORATION SITE AND
$8,000 PER ACRE RESTORED
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1f: Riparian Restoration Program — Below Camanche Reservoir
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1g: Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion &

Sedimentation Inventory/Monitoring

DESCRIPTION:

This project will identify, assess, prioritize,
and publish a report on areas of soil
erosion-sedimentation reduction in the
368,000 acres of the Mokelumne Watershed
above Pardee Reservoir. The project
includes establishing and coordinating with
a stakeholder group and evaluating existing
data and setting priorities for soil erosion
and sedimentation reduction or any other
source of pollutants entering the river or
tributaries. Once sources of soil erosion
and delivery to the Mokelumne River or
tributaries have been mapped and digitized
for analysis and future reference, a method
for prioritizing these for restoration will be
developed. Sources of restoration work
based on the information produced by this
project, would be primarily focused on
property owners.

LOCATION:

PROJECT:
MOKELUMNE WATER QUALITY, SOIL EROSION &
SEDIMENTATION INVENTORY/MONITORING

PROJECT TYPE:
ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT PROTECTION

SPONSOR(S):
AWA

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$1,080,000 FOR OUTREACH, MAPPING,
ASSESSING, PRIORITIZING, PUBLISHING RESULTS
IN A USEABLE FORMAT, AND SEEKING FOLLOW-
UP EROSION-SEDIMENTATION WORK
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1g: Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion &
Sedimentation Inventory/Monitoring
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

2a: Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program

DESCRIPTION:

The  Municipal Recycled Wastewater
Recharge Program will investigate the
potential for wusing treated, disinfected
wastewater to recharge groundwater
aquifers in the wvalley, either directly or
indirectly through in-lieu use of the recycled
water. This project includes a feasibility
study and implementation of the
recommendations outlined in the feasibility
study. The feasibility study will include
completing a groundwater flow analysis,
determining the potential for direct
recharge, and developing a recycled water
demand analysis. This information will
inform the development of project
alternatives. The recommended project will

PROJECT:
MUNICIPAL RECYCLED WASTEWATER RECHARGE
PROGRAM

PROJECT TYPE:
RECYCLED WATER

SPONSOR(S):
CITY OF LODI

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$15.15 MILLION (INCLUDES $150,000 FOR THE
FEASIBILITY STUDY AND $15 MILLION FOR
IMPLEMENTATION)

be further developed through design work. Implementation will include permitting, site

preparation, construction, and testing.

LOCATION:
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2a: Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program
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2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse

DESCRIPTION:

The Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse
Project will expand the distribution of treated
wastewater from Constellation’s Woodbridge
Winery to the NSJWCD’s distribution system
for use by other entities within NSJWCD’s
service area. Implementing this project
would require connecting the NSJWCD’s non-
potable water conveyance system to
Woodbridge Winery’s treated wastewater
system, and connecting the NSJWCD’s 4th
diversion point from the Mokelumne River
this joint conveyance system for blending.
The project would include developing a
conceptual design report that would include
an assessment of feasibility. Pending
feasibility, final design and environmental
documentation will be conducted and
necessary permits will be secured.
construction, testing.

LOCATION:

PROJECT:
CONSTELLATION WINERY WASTEWATER REUSE

PROJECT TYPE:
RECYCLED WATER

SPONSOR(S):
CONSTELLATION WINERY

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$16.16 MILLION (INCLUDES $35,000 FOR THE
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN REPORT, $100,000 FOR
SECURING THE WASTE DISCHARGE REPORT
PERMIT, $25,000 FOR SECURING FUNDING, AND
$16 MILLION FOR CONSTRUCTION)

Implementation will include site preparation,
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2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse
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2c: Amador County Reuse

DESCRIPTION:

The Amador County Regional Reuse Project
will implement Alternative 3 as developed in
the 2013 Regional Approach for Reuse Study
by Amador Water Agency. The Study
considered the feasibility and options for
increasing tertiary-treated recycled water
production and use in the region. It was
determined that the Alternative 3, the
decentralized alternative, is the preferred
alternative. This would upgrade the recycled
water treatment plant located in the City of
Jackson to serve local users and construct a
recycled water treatment plant located in the
City of Sutter Creek to serve users located in
Sutter Creek, Amador City, Martell, and the

PROJECT:
AMADOR COUNTY REUSE

PROJECT TYPE:
RECYCLED WATER

SPONSOR(S):
AWA

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$21.75 MILLION (INCLUDING $400,000 FOR THE
REFINEMENT STUDY AND $21.35 MILLION FOR
IMPLEMENTATION)

Gold Rush Ranch Development. The project will conduct a refinement study to develop a
more detailed project description for Alternative 3. After the refinement study, the project
will undergo design and construction, as well as salt and nutrient management planning,
permitting and user agreements, and environmental documentation. A recycled water
rules and mandatory use ordinance will be finalized and adopted.

LOCATION:
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2c: Amador County Reuse
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4a: Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin

DESCRIPTION:

This study will determine the basis for and
feasibility of groundwater banking within
the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Subbasin with the objective of improving
reliable water supplies for not only Eastern
San Joaquin County, but also the East Bay
Municipal Utility District and the Upper
Mokelumne River Watershed region. The
desired outcomes of a potential project are
improved groundwater levels in the vicinity
of the groundwater banking location, the
development of a reliable alternative water
supply for agencies who rely on
Mokelumne River water, and also increased
flexibility to provide environmental benefits
to the Mokelumne watershed. Consistent

PROJECT:

GROUNDWATER BANKING EVALUATION WITHIN
THE EASTERN SAN JOAQUIN GROUNDWATER
BASIN

PROJECT TYPE:
GROUNDWATER

SPONSOR(S):
SIC GBA, CCWD, NSJWCD

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$3,605,000 (INCLUDES FIELD INVESTIGATIONS,
STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION, ETC.)

with the intent of MokeWISE, the study will also consider impacts and benefits to the
environment, conduct an analysis of the feasibility of alternative supplies to the
Mokelumne River including stormwater capture, locally-generated recycled water, and
conserved water, and identify climate change adaptation. This document summarizes the
approach for analyzing and developing the proposed project concept in the form of a

feasibility study.

POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER BANKING SCHEMATIC:
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4a: Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin
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4b: Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment

DESCRIPTION:

Very little quantitative information is available on the
carrying capacities of the local groundwater
systems within Sierra Nevada foothill areas. Those
groundwater systems occur mostly in poorly
permeable fractured rock, within which groundwater
storage is limited to the small volume represented
by the fracture openings. Natural recharge occurs
seasonally from the deep percolation of
precipitation during the winter. However, the
recharge is the small percentage of precipitation
remaining after the loss of precipitation to runoff or
the consumptive wuse of vegetation. This
characteristic makes the foothill groundwater
systems very sensitive to seasonal, year-to-year, and

PROJECT:
AMADOR AND CALAVERAS COUNTIES
HYDROLOGIC ASSESSMENT

PROJECT TYPE:
GROUNDWATER

SPONSOR(S):
AWA, CCWD

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$600,000

long-term changes in precipitation. This study seeks to answer questions regarding
groundwater recharge in Amador and Calaveras Counties so that sustainable groundwater
evaluations can be determined to guide land use decisions and provide direction to water

agencies to meet planned water needs.

LOCATION:
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4b: Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment
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4d: North San Joaquin Water Conservation District

Infrastructure Improvements

DESCRIPTION:

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District’s (NSJWCD’s) existing surface water
source is Permit 10477, which allows the
district to extract water from the Mokelumne
River in years when water surplus to the
needs of EBMUD and other prior right
holders is available. Rehabilitation of the
South Pump and Distribution System will
help enable NSJWCD to put the water
available under Permit 10477 to beneficial
use. This Project could also allow NSJWCD
to leverage its improved distribution system
for groundwater banking. Groundwater
banking projects would involve the delivery
of additional surface water into the NSJWCD
service area, from another source (such as
EBMUD). NSJWCD would require that some

PROJECT:
NORTH SAN JOAQUIN WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

PROJECT TYPE:
GROUNDWATER

SPONSOR(S):
NSJWCD

ESTIMATED COSTS:

$20,000,000 ($2.2 MILLION TO IMPLEMENT
INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS AND $10-18
MILLION FOR THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
REHABILITATION)

of the banked water be left in the NSJWCD service area and not extracted, as a condition,
in order to obtain local benefits from the banking and assist in correcting overdraft. Such
an arrangement would bring additional surface water into the NSJWCD region to help
reduce groundwater demand, and would allow NSJWCD to spread the costs of its
distribution system and operations among additional users, thereby making the use of the

system by local farmers more economical.

LOCATION:

NORTH SAN JOAQUIN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT R

N
EAN JIAOUIN COUNTY RECISTIAR OF YOTERS. ¢ s ;‘
44 K BAK JOAGUIN ST SUITE 338, STOOATON CA 93302 .-
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4d: North San Joaquin Water Conservation District
Infrastructure Improvements
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

5a: Regional Urban Water Conservation Program

DESCRIPTION:

The Regional Urban Water Conservation
Program will develop a program to reduce
demand through implementation of efficient
urban water use practices. The program
will evaluate  existing conservation
measures and programs being
implemented in the region and identify
opportunities for further water efficiency
gains. The program will develop a regional
conservation plan to pursue funding
opportunities, which would then be
distributed among participating agencies to
fund municipal conservation plan
implementation.

LOCATION:

Lower Wstershed
Upper Watershed

S:rojz 150122 UMRNRWO 122 CE Mok s SE'E, GISimx2 sWok: WSE round:water.mad

PROJECT:
REGIONAL URBAN WATER CONSERVATION
PROGRAM

PROJECT TYPE:
WATER CONSERVATION

SPONSOR(S):
UMRWA, SIC GBA, CITY OF STOCKTON, CITY OF
LODI

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$80,000 (560,000 FOR PLANNING AND $20,000
TO A FUNDING APPLICATION)
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT
5a: Regional Urban Water Conservation Program
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5b: Regional Agricultural Water Conservation Program

DESCRIPTION:

The Regional Agriculture Conservation
Program will develop a program to reduce
agricultural water use through evaluation and
testing of agricultural management practices
for irrigation water management efficiency.
The program will evaluate existing
conservation measures and programs already
being implemented in the region and identify
opportunities for further water efficiency
gains. Based on identified opportunities, the
program would develop a regional
agricultural water conservation plan to
implement the identified strategies that would
enhance irrigation efficiency. The plan would
be used as the basis for pursuing funding

PROJECT:
REGIONAL AGRICULTURAL WATER
CONSERVATION PROGRAM

PROJECT TYPE:
WATER CONSERVATION

SPONSOR(S):
SICRCD

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$100,000 (580,000 FOR PLANNING AND
$20,000 TO A FUNDING APPLICATION)

opportunities, which would be distributed among participating members to fund program
agricultural water conservation project implementation.

LOCATION:

ot »
@ > e
P I ] IS T |

E Agncuttural L and
D Lot Wararshad
D Upper Walurshud

SR 0feusC 22 NV E 32 INIEE

* This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been
characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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5b: Regional Agricultural Water Conservation Program
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7a: PG&E Reservoir Storage Recovery

DESCRIPTION:

Amador Water Agency uses some of PG&E’s
hydroelectric reservoirs and related facilities
for the Agency’s water supply. Unfortunately,
erosion, and sedimentation in the Mokelumne
watershed has, to varying degrees, gradually
filled PG&E reservoirs with sediment. This
project will assess the feasibility of and
potential environmental effects of removing
sediment from seven PG&E reservoirs in the
upper Mokelumne watershed.

LOCATION:

PROJECT:
PG&E RESERVOIR STORAGE RECOVERY

PROJECT TYPE:
STORAGE

SPONSOR(S):
AWA

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$350,000 TO COMPLETE THE STUDY

Tger Creek
Regulafor
Ressrvoir

Wokelumne RVl

Calaveras County

D Upper Watershed

Upper Blue Lake >

2 —
gl Rivel Lower Blue Lal; oo,
Meadow Lake *
4 o Twin Lake
pper Cear
Reservoir

PAGE 84



PROJECT SPOTLIGHT
7a: PG&E Reservoir Storage Recovery
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7b: Raise Lower Bear Feasibility Study

DESCRIPTION:

The study will evaluate the feasibility of enlarging
Lower Bear Reservoir by raising the existing dam
(embankment) by up to 32 feet to increase surface
water storage capacity within the upper
Mokelumne River watershed and operating the
enlarged reservoir to protect the Mokelumne River
and its resources consistent with the existing
licenses, permits, legal agreements, legal
decisions, and operating regimes that currently
protect the river’s water quality, cultural and
historical resources, recreational uses, scenic
values. In addition to modifications to the dam
itself, the study will evaluate construction of an

PROJECT:
RAISE LOWER BEAR FEASIBILITY STUDY

PROJECT TYPE:
STORAGE

SPONSOR(S):
AWA, JVID, CCWD, CPUD

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$750,000 TO COMPLETE THE STUDY

updated intake structure and spillway, and relocation of adjacent roads and existing
recreation facilities. This feasibility study will be a continuation of previous studies and
serve to address previously unanswered questions and unresolved issues.

LOCATION:

Amador Courty

3 -@t.‘o 12625 5 Miks
L3 .L—J—l—*——l
— ) AT
- Ressver
DUppor Watargheg r
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT
7b: Raise Lower Bear Feasibility Study
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

7d: Re-operation of Existing Storage

DESCRIPTION:

The study will evaluate opportunities for re- PROJECT:

operating and diversifying existing storage in | RE-OPERATION OF EXISTING STORAGE
PG&E’s Mokelumne River Project (FERC No. 137)
and in East Bay Municipal Utility District’s two PROJECT TYPE:
large storage reservoirs further downstream, | STORAGE
consistent with the existing licenses, permits,
legal agreements, legal decisions, and operating | SPONSOR(S):

regimes that currently protect the river’s water | UMRWA, CSPA (CO-SPONSOR)
quality, cultural and historical resources,
recreational uses, scenic values. ESTIMATED COSTS:

$750,000 TO COMPLETE THE STUDY

LOCATION:
® Dieiors
B Poweriousas
A Water rasdment Plar:
¥ Wastewater Treatmeznt Tacility

PGAECunvey

] uocer watersnaa

Pl;ﬁngrl:\! CRayln Nunnr
WHITF,
oA \‘

Calaveras
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7d: Re-operation of Existing Storage
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

7f: Reliability and Replacement Assessment for Dams
at Blue and Twin Lakes

DESCRIPTION:

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) owns and
operates Upper and Lower Blue and Twin
Lakes Reservoirs. Total storage capacity of
these three reservoirs is 13,176 AF. At
present, PG&E nearly empties these
reservoirs in the fall because of safety issues
in the winter. In addition, all three of the
dams on these lakes are classified as an
ERRK (earth and rock) type by the California
Division of Dam Safety, and could be at risk
of failure during a seismic event. This study
will evaluate potential to replace these old
dams to achieve increased stability during
an earthquake and to improve local water

PROJECT:
RELIABILITY AND REPLACEMENT ASSESSMENT
FOR DAMS AT BLUE AND TWIN LAKES

PROJECT TYPE:
STORAGE

SPONSOR(S):
AWA

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$2,500,000 TO COMPLETE THE STUDY

supply reliability by providing “carry-over” storage water through the winter.

LOCATION:

%

-@. 0 12525 6 Miles
e | ] -

V| a— R er
- Resevon
D Upper Watershad
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7f: Reliability and Replacement Assessment for Dams
at Blue and Twin Lakes
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

8b: Rehabilitation of Transmission Main

DESCRIPTION:

The Rehabilitation of Transmission Main
Project will conduct a study to determine the
benefits of replacing all or a portion of the
transmission main that conveys treated water
from the Jeff Davis Water Treatment Plant
(WTP) to Mokelumne Hill, Paloma, and San
Andreas. The study will include assessment of
areas that are reaching life expectancy, areas
of water loss, and recommendations for
rehabilitation. Upon completion of the study,
the project includes replacing or lining the
recommended portions of the current
transmission main.

LOCATION:

a

CALAVERAS PUBLIC
| UTILITY DISTRICT

PROJECT:
REHABILITATION OF TRANSMISSION MAIN

PROJECT TYPE:
LOCAL INFRASTRUTURE

SPONSOR(S):
CPUD

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$1.03 MILLION (INCLDUES $30,000 FOR THE
STUDY AND $1 MILLION FOR IMPLEMENTATION)

7y b s A
Yo 708 ._‘?‘?r.s‘.”),was*%

£ > Y 8
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT
8b: Rehabilitation of Transmission Main
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8c: Barney Way Septic System Conversion

DESCRIPTION:

The Barney Way Septic System Conversion
Project will convert 40 residences along
Barney Way from individual septic systems
either to a sanitary sewer, which would
convey wastewater to the West Point
treatment facility, or to a new community
septic system. This would result in the
decommissioning or abandoning of existing
septic systems. The project includes
conducting a preliminary evaluation to
determine feasibility, engaging in public

PROJECT:
BARNEY WAY SEPTIC SYSTEM CONVERSION

PROJECT TYPE:
LOCAL INFRASTRUTURE

SPONSOR(S):
CCWD

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$4.3 MILLION (INCLUDES PLANNING,

outreach, ~ design,  permitting,  and | p\GINEERING, CONSTRUCTION, AND A 10%
construction.
CONTINGENCY)
LOCATION:
b
/ /CS\!\EC’ TO )}
_" TEXIATING FM LECTION ‘
|

CONSTRUCT -
SEPT L TANKS
FOR & LOTS

SCALE
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8c: Barney Way Septic System Conversion
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8d: Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project

DESCRIPTION:

The Lake Camanche Village Recycled
Water project will develop a study to
explore the feasibility of upgrading the
Lake Camanche Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WWTP) to tertiary treatment and
providing recycled water for local use. The
feasibility study will include a treatment
plant update assessment and demand
assessment. The study would also identify
project alternatives and conduct an
alternatives assessment in order to select a
preferred alternative.

LOCATION:

PROJECT:
LAKE CAMANCHE VILLAGE RECYCLED WATER
PROJECT

PROJECT TYPE:
LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE

SPONSOR(S):
AWA

ESTIMATED COSTS:
$150,000 FOR PLANNING

Prsran lmmm‘ h‘?
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT
8d: Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT

Policies and Initiatives

POLICY 9A: LAND USE COORDINATION
Sponsors: CPC, MyValleySprings.com

Description: MokeWISE Stakeholders support a more defined and transparent approach to
improving the coordination between willing water agencies and local land use agencies to
ensure that there is adequate water supply to serve existing and future needs and the
public interest.

POLICY 9B: SUSTAINABLE FOREST - WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROJECT
Sponsor: none identified

Description: MokeWISE Stakeholders support the development and implementation of
sustainable forestry practices within the upper portion(s) of the Mokelumne River
Watershed. MokeWISE Stakeholders support the Amador-Calaveras Consensus Group’s
Principles and Policies to Guide Operation as adopted on August 18, 2010.

POLICY 9C: WATERSHED COORDINATOR
Sponsor: SJCRCD and UMRWA

Description: MokeWISE Stakeholders support funding efforts to retain one or more
watershed coordinators to work under the direction of the San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District (lower watershed) and/or UMRWA (upper watershed) to facilitate
collaborative interregional efforts to improve and sustain the health of the Mokelumne
Watershed.

POLICY 9F: MOKEWISE PROJECT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT INITIATIVE
Sponsor: UMRWA and the GBA

Description: MokeWISE stakeholders support ongoing participation of interested
stakeholders and members of the public to oversee MokeWISE implementation and track
implementation of individual MokeWISE projects. Continuing engagement with former
Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG) members and the public on a regular basis
constitutes an important element needed for success of MokeWISE projects.
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PROGRAM COSTS AND ANTICIPATED BENEFITS

As discussed previously, MokeWISE projects and initiatives were identified for
implementation in the MokeWISE program based on their ability to provide significant
value to the Region. The projects, together, would achieve program objectives developed
by the MCG and discussed in Section 3 of this document.

The implementation projects that included implementation elements and had a well-
defined project area underwent a preliminary cultural assessment. These projects
included Project la (Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of Pardee
Reservoir), Project 1c (Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat Restoration
Project), and Project 8b (Rehabilitation of Transmission Main).

A records search was performed on 8,400 acres and found that 34 cultural resource studies
have been performed, which cover 37% of the 8,400 acre area. Results of the cultural
assessment identify 24 archeological resources within this area. Of these, 17 are historic-
era, four are pre-historic, and three contain both historic and prehistoric components.
Most of the historic-era sites are related to mining activities and associated settlements
along the Mokelumne River. In addition, the historic-era resources include a rock
foundation, a bridge, a highway culvert, and historic landscaping. The prehistoric
resources are primarily food production sites, with at least one site having a small
habitation area. The three resources with both historic and prehistoric archeological
deposits and features include remains from historic settlements, homesteads, and mining
camp operations, built in area containing other prehistoric bedrock milling sites.

CEQA Guidelines require that the significance of potential project impacts to these
cultural resources needs to be considered. Public agencies must avoid damaging effects
on these cultural resources whenever feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, the
significance of the resource shall be evaluated to determine impacts and develop
mitigation measures.

In total, full implementation of the MokeWISE program would be expected to cost more
than $100,000,000. Benefits of program implementation would be expected to include:

¢ Enhanced municipal and industrial water supply
e Enhanced agricultural water supply

¢ Improved recreation

¢ Increased hydropower generation

¢ Increased opportunities for nature tourism

¢ Reduced energy costs

¢ Improved flood management

PAGE 99



PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

¢ Local economic benefits
¢ Environmental enhancement and habitat restoration

e Improved source water quality

Table 10 summarizes anticipated project costs, type and extent of potential project
benefits. Additional project information and analysis would be required to determine the
extent and magnitude of benefits. Those projects with an asterisk are studies and do not
have implementation components. For these projects, the benefits are estimated and
assume implementation of study outcomes.

PAGE 100



PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

TABLE 10: ESTIMATED MOKEWISE PROJECT COSTS AND POTENTIAL BENEFITS

PROJECT

1a Re-Introduction of Fall-Run
Chinook Salmon Upstream of
Pardee Reservoir

1b High Country Meadow
Restoration Program

1c Mokelumne River Day Use
Area Floodplain Habitat
Restoration Project

1d Fish Screens for Riparian
Diversions in the Lower
Mokelumne

1f Riparian Restoration
Program - Below Camanche

1g Mokelumne Water Quality,
Soil Erosion, & Sedimentation
Inventory/Monitoring

2a Municipal Recycled
Wastewater Recharge Program

ESTIMATED PROJECT
COST

$180,000 (includes $80,000

for planning and $100,000
for implementation)

$40,000 for assessment
plus $10,000 per acre
restored

$150,000 (including
$111,000 for
implementation and 30%
contingency)

$300,000 for the
preliminary assessment
and prioritization plus
$10,000 per cubic feet per
second (cfs) of diversions
screened

$10,000 for ranking and
evaluation of proposed
restoration sites plus
$8,000 per acre restored

$1,080,000 for planning,
inventory, mapping,
assessment of erosion-
sedimentation reduction
options, prioritization,
stakeholder coordination,
publishing the results, and
outreach

$150,000 for the feasibility

study and $15 million for
implementation

MUNICIPAL AGRICULTURAL RECREATION HYDROPOWER NATURE ENERGY FLOOD ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVED
AND WATER SUPPLY TOURISM COST MGMT BENEFITS ENHANCEMENT SOURCE
INDUSTRIAL AND HABITAT WATER
WATER RESTORATION QUALITY
SUPPLY
v v v v

The project would provide recreation benefits by increasing angling opportunities in the upper watershed. This could also create additional nature tourism opportunities.
Increased tourism could provide economic benefits. The project will contribute to increased fish habitat in the upper watershed.
v v v v v v v v v v

The project would provide water supply benefits to municipal and agricultural customers by mitigating flood flows and increasing the portion of flood water able to be stored for
later use. Increasing water in the system could provide hydropower benefits, which could lead to reduced energy costs. Reducing flood peaks could provide flood management
benefits. Creation of new meadows could increase recreation and nature tourism opportunities. Increased tourism could provide economic benefits. The project would enhance the
environment and habitat in the upper watershed by creating/restoring meadows. Water quality could be enhanced by greater natural filtration.

v v v v v v

The project would restore floodplain downstream of Camanche Reservoir, thereby mitigating flood flows. Reducing flood peaks could provide flood management benefits. Creation
of new meadows could increase recreation and nature tourism opportunities. Increased tourism could provide economic benefits. The project would enhance the environment and
habitat in the upper watershed by restoring the floodplain. Water quality could be enhanced by greater natural filtration.

v v v v v v

The project would increase supply reliability by assuring diverters that their use of the diversion would not be restricted due to potential impacts to fish. Implementing fish screens
on currently unscreened lower Mokelumne River diversions would reduce entrapment and entrainment, leading to enhanced fish populations and associated recreation and nature
tourism benefits. Increased tourism could provide economic benefits. By reducing entrapment and entrainment issues, the project would provide enhanced fish habitat.

v v v v v v v v

The project provide groundwater recharge opportunities which would help water supply for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses. The project would restore riparian habitat
downstream of Camanche Reservoir, providing environmental restoration and potential flood management benefits. This could result in enhanced recreational opportunities
associated with improved habitat and environmental conditions, and an associated increase in nature tourism. Increased tourism could provide economic benefits. Water quality
could be enhanced by greater natural filtration.

v v v v v v v v v v

The project would improve water quality by addressing erosion and reduce sediment loading to the Mokelumne River. This could provide supply, flood management, and
hydropower benefits by reducing reservoir siltation and reducing cost of filtering water for domestic use. Hydropower benefits could in turn lead to reduced energy costs.
Improved water quality resulting from reduced sediment loading could result in improved habitat and associated nature tourism, as well as related recreational opportunities.
Increased tourism could provide economic benefits.

v v v v

Using recycled water provides a supply benefit by increasing overall supply availability. Recycled water can help reduce utility rates, which would provide an economic benefit.
The project improves water quality by recharging the groundwater basin, which would dilute harmful constituents.
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TABLE 10: ESTIMATED MOKEWISE PROJECT COSTS AND POTENTIAL BENEFITS

PROJECT

2b Constellation Winery
Wastewater Reuse

2c Amador County Regional
Reuse

4a Groundwater Banking
Evaluation within the Eastern
San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin*

4b Amador and Calaveras
Counties Hydrologic
Assessment*

4d NSJWCD Infrastructure
Improvements

5a Regional Urban Water
Conservation Program

5b Regional Agriculture
Conservation Program?

ESTIMATED PROJECT
COST

$35,000 for the conceptual
design report, $100,000 for
securing the Waste
Discharge Report permit,
$25,000 for securing
funding, and $16 million for
construction

$400,000 for the
refinement study and
$21.35 million for
implementation
$3,605,000 for study
preparation

$600,000 for study
preparation

$20,000,000 for
implementation

$80,000 (includes $60,000
for planning and $20,000 to
prepare materials for a
funding application)

$100,000 (includes $80,000
for planning and $20,000 to
prepare materials for a
funding application)

MUNICIPAL AGRICULTURAL RECREATION HYDROPOWER NATURE ENERGY FLOOD ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVED
AND WATER SUPPLY TOURISM COST MGMT BENEFITS ENHANCEMENT SOURCE
INDUSTRIAL AND HABITAT WATER
WATER RESTORATION QUALITY
SUPPLY
v v v v v

Using recycled water provides a supply benefit by increasing overall supply availability. If recycled water use offsets Mokelumne River supplies, leaving additional supply in the
river, the project could provide a recreational benefit associated with improving instream habitat. Increased recreation can provide an economic benefit. If the project reduces
withdrawals from the Mokelumne River, there would be an environmental impact associated with greater instream flows. Greater instream flows would provide a water quality
benefit.

v v v v v v

Using recycled water in the upper watershed provides a supply benefit by increasing overall supply availability and could provide hydropower benefits if the recycled water supply
is used in lieu of Mokelumne River supply. If there is a hydropower benefit, this could result in reduced energy costs. Reduced energy costs can provide an economic benefit. If the
project reduces withdrawals from the Mokelumne River, there could be a water quality benefit to the River associated with greater instream flows.

v v v v v v v

Implementing groundwater recharge could provide a supply benefit by increasing overall ability to store available supplies for use when needed. Having improved supply
reliability provides a recreation benefit (and associated economic benefit) by potentially leaving additional supply in the Mokelumne River when being conveyed for groundwater
storage. Increased groundwater levels can result in enhanced environmental conditions, which generates a recreation and nature tourism benefit. Managing flood flows for
recharge could provide a flood management benefit. If the project reduces withdrawals from the Mokelumne River during certain year types, there could be a water quality benefit
to the River associated with greater instream flows.

v v v v v v

Completing the hydrologic assessment could enable expanded groundwater use and /or groundwater banking in the upper watershed. Implementing groundwater recharge could
provide a supply benefit by increasing overall ability to store available supplies for use when needed. Having improved supply reliability provides a recreation benefit (and
associated economic benefit) by potentially leaving additional supply in the Mokelumne River when being conveyed for groundwater storage. Increased groundwater levels can
result in enhanced environmental conditions, which generates a recreation and nature tourism benefit. If the project reduces withdrawals from the Mokelumne River during certain
year types, there could be a water quality benefit to the River associated with greater instream flows.

v v v

The project would enable NSJWCD to use surface water in lieu of groundwater when it is available. This could provide a supply benefit by increasing overall ability offset
groundwater pumping, which has associated economic benefits of reduced pumping. Increased groundwater levels can dilute constituents, which can result in increased water
quality.

v v v v v v v
Conserving water can reduce withdrawals from the Mokelumne River, providing a supply benefit by increasing overall supply availability and a potential hydropower benefit by
reducing withdrawals from the Mokelumne River. If there is a hydropower benefit, this could result in reduced energy costs. Reducing River withdrawals could result in improved
water quality associated with increased in stream flow and associated environmental and habitat improvement. Improved habitat could provide an increase in nature tourism and
associated economic benefit.

v v v v v v v

Conserving water can reduce withdrawals from the Mokelumne River, providing a supply benefit by increasing overall supply availability and a potential hydropower benefit by
reducing withdrawals from the Mokelumne River. If there is a hydropower benefit, this could result in reduced energy costs. Reducing River withdrawals could result in improved
water quality associated with increased in stream flow and associated environmental and habitat improvement. Improved habitat could provide an increase in nature tourism and
associated economic benefit.

T'This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.

PAGE 102



PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

TABLE 10: ESTIMATED MOKEWISE PROJECT COSTS AND POTENTIAL BENEFITS

PROJECT

7a PG&E Storage Recovery*

7b Raise Lower Bear Reservoir
Feasibility Update and
Preliminary Engineering*

7d Re-operation of Existing
Storage*

7f Blue and Twin Lakes Dams
Reliability and Replacement
Assessment*

8b Rehab of Transmission Main

8c Barney Way Septic System

Conversion

8d Lake Camanche Village
Recycled Water Project*

ESTIMATED PROJECT

COST

$350,000 for study
preparation

$750,000 for study
preparation

$750,000 for study
preparation

$2,500,000 for study
preparation

$1,030,000 ( (includes
$30,000 for planning and
$1 million for
implementation)

$4.3 million (includes
planning, engineering,
construction, and a 10%
contingency)

$150,000 for study
preparation

MUNICIPAL AGRICULTURAL RECREATION HYDROPOWER NATURE ENERGY FLOOD ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVED
AND WATER SUPPLY TOURISM COST MGMT BENEFITS ENHANCEMENT SOURCE
INDUSTRIAL AND HABITAT WATER
WATER RESTORATION QUALITY
SUPPLY
v v v v v v v v

Increasing existing storage by desilting reservoirs would provide a supply benefit by increasing available storage. Capturing additional supply could provide increased instream
flows for fisheries and environmental purposes when needed. Improved environmental conditions could result in increased nature tourism. Ability to capture and manage flood
flows would be enhanced with greater storage capability. In addition, hydropower operations could be enhanced, resulting in a potential decrease in energy costs, which could yield
economic benefits.

v v v v v v v v v v

Increasing existing storage by raising Lower Bear Reservoir could provide a supply benefit by increasing available storage. Capturing additional supply could provide a recreational
benefit by providing increased instream flows for fisheries and environmental purposes when needed. Improved environmental conditions could result in increased nature
tourism. Increased instream flows could provide enhanced recreational opportunities and associated economic benefits. Ability to capture and manage flood flows would be
enhanced with greater storage capability. In addition, hydropower operations could be enhanced, resulting in a potential decrease in energy costs.

v v v v v v v v

Optimizing existing storage through reoperation of existing reservoirs could provide a supply benefit by increasing/optimizing available storage capacity. Capturing additional

supply could provide a recreational benefit by providing increased instream flows for fisheries and environmental purposes when needed. Improved environmental conditions

could result in increased nature tourism. Increased instream flows could provide enhanced recreational opportunities and associated economic benefits. Ability to capture and

manage flood flows would be enhanced with greater storage capability. In addition, hydropower operations could be enhanced, resulting in a potential decrease in energy costs.
v v v v v v v v v

This project would reduce the possible earthquake risk associated with one or more of these dams and allow carryover storage, increasing supply reliability and available storage
for the entire Mokelumne River system. This could provide a supply benefit by increasing available storage capacity. Capturing additional supply could increase instream flows for
fisheries and environmental purposes when needed. Improved environmental conditions could result in increased nature tourism, recreation, and associated economic benefits.
Ability to capture and manage flood flows would be enhanced with greater storage capability. In addition, hydropower operations could be enhanced, resulting in a potential
decrease in energy costs.

v v v v v v v v

Rehab of this transmission main would provide a water conservation benefit. Conserving water can reduce withdrawals from the Mokelumne River, providing a supply benefit by
increasing overall supply availability and a potential hydropower benefit by reducing withdrawals from the Mokelumne River. If there is a hydropower benefit, this could result in
reduced energy costs. Reducing River withdrawals could result in improved water quality associated with increased in stream flow and associated environmental and habitat
improvement. Improved habitat could provide greater recreational opportunities and an increase in nature tourism and associated economic benefit.

v v v v

Reducing pollution to the Mokelumne River associated with failing onsite septic systems could provide a water quality benefit, which could in turn provide environmental and
habitat improvements. These improvements could generate increased recreational and nature tourism opportunities and an associated economic benefit.

v v v v v v v v

Using recycled water in the upper watershed provides a supply benefit by increasing overall supply availability and could provide hydropower benefits if the recycled water supply
is used in lieu of Mokelumne River supply. If there is a hydropower benefit, this could result in reduced energy costs. If the recycled water offsets Mokelumne River supplies, leaving
additional supply in the river, the project could increase recreation and provide an economic benefit. If the project reduces withdrawals from the Mokelumne River, there could be a
water quality benefit to the River associated with greater instream flows.

* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.
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The benefits of implementing the MokeWISE program would be expected to accrue to a

wide variety of parties, including the following.

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County Water District

Calaveras Public Utility District

East Bay Municipal Utility District

City of Lodi

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District
City of Stockton

Stockton East Water District

Woodbridge Irrigation District

San Joaquin County

General public in the upper watershed
General public in the lower watershed
Natural environment in the upper watershed

Natural environment in the lower watershed

Table 11 identifies which beneficiaries would be expected to receive the benefits

identified above; those denoted with an asterisk are studies and do not include

implementation components.

PAGE 104



PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

TABLE 11: POTENTIAL MOKEWISE PROJECT BENEFICIARIES

POTENTIAL PROJECT BENEFICIARIES

crry NS CITYOF PUBCIN  PUBLICIV ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT
AWA - CCWD - CPUD - EBMUD ngl JVID WCD STOCKTON SEWD - WiIb THE UPPER THE LOWER IN THE UPPER IN THE LOWER
MOKEWISE PROJECT WATERSHED WATERSHED WATERSHED WATERSHED
1a Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook v v v v
Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir
1b High Country Meadow Restoration v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
Program
1c Mokelumne River Day Use Area v v v v v v v
Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project
1d Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in v v
the Lower Mokelumne
1f Riparian Restoration Program - Below v v
Camanche
1g Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion, v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
& Sedimentation Inventory/Monitoring
2a Municipal Recycled Wastewater v v v v
Recharge Program
2b Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse v v
2c Amador County Regional Reuse v v v v v v v v v v 4 4 4 v
4a Groundwater Banking Evaluation within v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin*
4b Amadqr and Calaveras Counties v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
Hydrologic Assessment*
4d NSJWCD Infrastructure Improvements 4 4 4
5a Regional Urban Water Conservation v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
Program
5b Regional Agriculture Conservation v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
Programs?
7a PG&E Storage Recovery* v v v v v v v v v v 4 4 4 4
7b Raise Lower l_3ea_|r Reservt_)ir Fe?sibility v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
Update and Preliminary Engineering*
7d Re-operation of Existing Storage* v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
7f Blue and Twin Lakes Dams Reliability v v v v v v v v v v v v v v
and Replacement Assessment*
8b Rehab of Transmission Main 4 v v v v v v 4 v v 4 4 4 v
8c Barney Way Septic System Conversion v v v v v v v v v v 4 4 4 4
8d Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water v v v v v v v v v v v v v v

Project*

8 This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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CLIMATE CHANGE BENEFITS

In addition to the benefits identified above, the implementation projects would be
expected to provide significant climate change adaptation and mitigation benefits to the
regions. Table 12 summarizes potential climate change adaptation and mitigation benefits

projected to be generated through program implementation.
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TABLE 12: POTENTIAL CLIMATE CHANGE BENEFITS

PROJECT

1a. Re-Introduction of
Fall-Run Chinook Salmon
Upstream of Pardee
Reservoir

1b. High Country Meadow
Restoration Program

1c. Mokelumne River Day
Use Area Floodplain
Habitat Restoration
Project

1d. Fish Screens for
Riparian Diversions in the
Lower Mokelumne River

1f. Riparian Restoration
Program - Below
Camanche River

1g. Mokelumne Water
Quality, Soil Erosion &
Sedimentation Inventory/
Monitoring

RELATED VULNERABILITIES

Impacted ecosystem and habitat

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality Impacted
ecosystems and habitat

Increased flooding
Impacted ecosystem and habitat

Impacted ecosystems and
habitat

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality Increased
flooding

Impacted ecosystems and
habitat

Decreased surface water quality

RMS IMPLEMENTED

Ecosystem Restoration
Water-Dependent Recreation

Ecosystem Restoration
Recharge Area Protection
Watershed Management
Flood Risk Management
Ecosystem Restoration
Recharge Area Protection
Watershed Management
Flood Risk Management
Ecosystem Restoration
Watershed Management

Ecosystem Restoration
Recharge Area Protection
Watershed Management
Flood Risk Management

Sediment Management
Watershed Management

GHG MITIGATION
EFFECTS

None

Carbon Sequestration

Carbon Sequestration

None

Carbon Sequestration

None
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TABLE 12: POTENTIAL CLIMATE CHANGE BENEFITS

PROJECT

2a. Municipal Recycled
Wastewater Recharge
Program

2b.Woodbridge Winery
Wastewater Reuse

2c. Amador County Reuse

4a. Groundwater Banking
Evaluation within the
Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Basin*

4b. Amador and Calaveras
Counties Hydrologic
Assessment*

RELATED VULNERABILITIES

Decreased water supply/Water
table decline

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

Decreased water supply

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

Decreased water supply

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

Decreased water supply/Water
table decline

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

Decreased water supply/Water
table decline

Degraded surface and
groundwater quality

RMS IMPLEMENTED

Conjunctive Management and
Groundwater Storage

Recycled Municipal Water
Matching Quality to Use
Pollution Prevention

Conjunctive Management and
Groundwater Storage

Recycled Municipal Water
Matching Quality to Use
Pollution Prevention

Recycled Municipal Water
Matching Quality to Use
Pollution Prevention

Water Transfers

Conjunctive Management and
Groundwater Storage

Recharge Area Protection

Water Transfers

Conjunctive Management and
Groundwater Storage

Flood Risk Management

GHG MITIGATION
EFFECTS

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction
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TABLE 12: POTENTIAL CLIMATE CHANGE BENEFITS

PROJECT

4d. NSJWCD Infrastructure e
Improvements

5a. Regional Urban Water °
Conservation Program

5b. Regional Agriculture
Conservation Program® °

7a. PG&E Storage °
Recovery* °

7b. Raise Lower Bear °
Feasibility Study* °

® This project was identified as having outstanding concerns.

RELATED VULNERABILITIES

Decreased water
supply/Decreased water
supply/Water table decline

Increased domestic/urban and
commercial, industrial and
institutional (CII) demands

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

Increased agricultural demands
Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality
Decreased water supply
Increased seasonal flooding

Decreased water supply
Increased seasonal flooding

the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.

RMS IMPLEMENTED

Conveyance — Regional/Local

Conjunctive Management and
Groundwater Storage

Recharge Area Protection

Urban Water Use Efficiency
Matching Quality to Use
Pollution Prevention

Urban Runoff Management
Economic Incentives
Agricultural Water Use Efficiency

Surface Storage - Regional/Local
Flood Risk Management

System Reoperation
Water Transfers

Conjunctive Management and
Groundwater Storage

Surface Storage - Regional/Local
Watershed Management
Flood Risk Management

GHG MITIGATION
EFFECTS

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction
Carbon Sequestration
Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

These concerns have been characterized and appended to
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TABLE 12: POTENTIAL CLIMATE CHANGE BENEFITS

PROJECT

7d. Re-operation of
Existing Storage*

7f. Blue & Twin Lakes
Dams Reliability &
Replacement Assessment*
8b. Rehabilitation of
Transmission Main

8c. Barney Way Septic
System Conversion

8d. Camanche Village
Recycled Water Project*

RELATED VULNERABILITIES

Increased seasonal flooding
Reduced hydropower generation

Decreased water supply
Increased seasonal floods

Decreased water supply

Decreased water supply

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

Decreased water supply

Degraded surface water and
groundwater quality

RMS IMPLEMENTED

System Reoperation

Surface Storage - Regional/Local
Flood Risk Management

Surface Storage - Regional/Local
Flood Risk Management

Urban Water Use Efficiency
Conveyance - Regional/Local
Pollution Prevention
Recharge Area Protection

Recycled Municipal Water
Matching Quality to Use
Pollution Prevention

* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.

GHG MITIGATION
EFFECTS

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction
None

Energy Efficiency
Emissions Reduction
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6 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Implementation Plan

As discussed in Section 5, the MCG implemented a multi-step process over a series of
months to identify and develop projects that, together, have the potential to provide a
significant range and magnitude of water resources benefits to the upper and lower
watersheds. This section identifies the pathway to implement the MokeWISE Program. Key
components of the implementation plan include:

e Institutional Arrangements. Following completion of the MokeWISE program
development process, new institutional arrangements must be identified and
implemented to oversee and further program implementation. This section
provides an overview of the recommended institutional arrangements for program
implementation as well as initial steps needed to implement the recommended
arrangements.

¢ Project Implementation Approach and Considerations. Each project is currently
at a different state of development and carries with it a unique set of requirements
and considerations for implementation. This section identifies potential
considerations for implementing the projects identified in the MokeWISE Program.

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

To achieve MokeWISE Program implementation, it is necessary to establish an institutional
arrangement capable of securing funding, and facilitating and overseeing project
implementation. The institutional arrangement must have the following attributes:

9. Legal ability to apply for and accept state and other grant funding

10. Authority and administrative capacity to; enter into contracts, account for receipt
and expenditure of funds, and implement water resource projects

11. Commitment to ensure continued opportunities for meaningful input from
stakeholders and the public

The MCG considered six potential arrangement options for project implementation,
including three inter-regional approaches and three bi-regional approaches centered on
either a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) or MOU structure. The MCG formed a workgroup to
recommend a preferred approach. Based on the workgroup’s recommendations and
subsequent discussion, the MCG identified that implementation structure which would
potentially be most beneficial for project implementation while providing an appropriate
level of involvement by key stakeholders and interested parties.

The MCG determined that the preferred approach would involve two main tiers of
responsibility. One tier would be responsible for pursuing funding for and facilitating the
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implementation of projects and programs (Implementation Tier), and the other tier would
be responsible for providing input and serving in an advisory capacity to the
implementation tier (Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier). These tiers would be
organized as follows.

Implementation Tier

The Implementation Tier of the proposed institutional arrangement would be achieved
through an MOU between the GBA and UMRWA. The MOU would specify that the GBA and
UMRWA would act as the lead agencies for soliciting, securing, and administering funding
for projects being implemented in each of their regions, respectively. The MOU would
characterize the roles and responsibilities of all the MOU signatories and would specify
that project sponsors would be ultimately responsible for implementing their respective
projects. Project sponsors and other governmental and non-governmental stakeholders
would also be able to sign on to the MOU but would not be required to do so.

If funding were secured by UMRWA or the GBA for a project, a separate contractual
agreement would be developed between UMRWA or GBA and the project sponsor, as
appropriate, to clearly articulate the funding agreement terms, conditions, and
requirements. It should be noted that being included in the MokeWISE implementation
plan does not mean that a project cannot be initiated by a project sponsor independently
from this process. It simply means that the project is a high priority for the region and that
the institutional group, charged with implementing MokeWISE will lead or assist in
pursuing funding for the project, as appropriate and in coordination with the project
sponsor.

Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier

The Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier of the proposed institutional arrangement
would engage at two levels of MokeWISE implementation.

At the region level, existing committees (the Regional Participants Committee in the MAC
Region and the GBA Coordinating Committee in the ES] Region) would advise the
Implementation Tier on what projects to pursue funding for, changing needs for program
implementation, etc. within each region.

At the inter-regional level, a MCG legacy stakeholder group will be co-hosted annually by
the GBA and UMRWA. This MCG legacy stakeholder group would presumably include
current MCG members and potentially other members not currently involved in the
process, including individual members of the public. The legacy stakeholder group would
adopt or adapt the MCG’s protocols for decision-making and organization, and would
meet at least annually to review MokeWISE implementation. Recommendations made by
the legacy stakeholder group would be brought back to and considered by both the
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existing committees within each region and the Implementation Tier. As determined
appropriate by the MCG legacy stakeholder group, public workshops may be held to
provide status updates and solicit input from the public on the projects being
implemented, similar to those being held under the current structure used by the MCG.

The first step in implementing the institutional arrangement recommended by the MCG
involves drafting an MOU outlining the roles and responsibilities of the individual parties.
Table 13 summarizes roles and responsibilities of each party involved in the institutional
structure. Sample MOUs for several Regional Water Management Groups have been
provided in Appendix P for use as a basis when developing an MOU for MokeWISE
implementation.

TABLE 13: INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

MEMBER ROLE/REPONSIBILITIES
IMPLEMENTATION TIER
UMRWA e Enters into MOU with GBA to administer MokeWISE program

implementation for upper watershed projects

e Solicits input from stakeholders and public related to upper watershed
MokeWISE implementation projects for grant funding

e Pursues and administers grant funding for upper watershed MokeWISE
implementation projects

o Contracts with project sponsors to provide funding for implementation of
upper watershed MokeWISE implementation projects

e Reports to DWR on project implementation status for upper watershed
projects on behalf of the project sponsors

o Works with GBA to convene annual MCG legacy stakeholder group
meetings

GBA e Enters into MOU with UMRWA to administer MokeWISE program

implementation for lower watershed projects

e Solicits input from stakeholders and public related to lower watershed
MokeWISE implementation projects for grant funding

e Pursues and administers grant funding for lower watershed MokeWISE
implementation projects

e Contracts with project sponsors to provide funding for implementation of
lower watershed MokeWISE implementation projects

e Reports to DWR on project implementation status for lower watershed
projects on behalf of the project sponsors

e Works with UMRWA to convene annual MCG legacy stakeholder group

meetings
Project e May sign onto MOU with UMRWA and GBA (optional)
Sponsors e Contract with UMRWA or GBA as appropriate to accept funding for

implementation own project(s)
e Implement projects for which funding has been secured
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TABLE 13: INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

MEMBER ROLE/REPONSIBILITIES

Other Entities ¢ May sign onto MOU with UMRWA and GBA (optional)
STAKEHOLDER/PUBLIC OUTREACH TIER
Stakeholder e Participate on GBA and UMRWA region IRWM stakeholder committees and
Organizations attend periodic stakeholder meetings and public workshops

e Participate on the MCG legacy stakeholder group

e Use internal networks to disseminate program-related information

e Provide input related to implementation projects for grant funding
Members of e Participate on GBA and UMRWA region IRWM stakeholder committees and
the Public attend periodic stakeholder meetings (optional)

e Participate on the MCG legacy stakeholder group

e Attend public workshops

e Use internal networks to disseminate program-related information

e Provide input related to implementation projects for grant funding

It is recommended that UMRWA and the GBA undertake the following actions following
completion of MokeWISE Program development to implement the institutional structure
and continue program implementation (see Table 14).

TABLE 14: NEXT STEPS FOR INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION

ACTION RESPONSIBLE TARGET
PARTY(IES) COMPLETION
DATE

Meet to initiate MOU development UMRWA and GBA July 9, 2015

Draft MOU complete UMRWA and GBA August9, 2015

Outreach to other potential signatories UMRWA and GBA September 9, 2015

UMRWA, GBA, and other signatories sign MOU UMRWA, GBA, other December 31, 2015

signatories
Convene first annual MCG legacy stakeholder UMRWA, GBA June 2016

group meeting

Implementing the actions identified above will establish the basis for continuing the
MokeWISE Program beyond program development and into implementation.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION APPROACH AND CONSIDERATIONS

Section 6 identifies a suite of projects for implementation, which, taken together, constitute
implementation of the MokeWISE Program. It is recognized that funding will be necessary
to enable some or all of the implementation projects to move forward, and the main charge
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of the Implementation Tier will be to work with the project sponsors and the Stakeholder
and Public Involvement Tier to identify candidate projects for outside funding and to
pursue funding to assist project sponsors in implementing those projects. There are
several steps that must be completed for each planning and implementation project prior
to moving forward. These are summarized below.

Funding Pursuit

As discussed previously, many of the projects identified in the MokeWISE Program require
funding assistance to enable project implementation. The first step for these projects may
be to secure funding for project implementation (or for project planning to proceed).
Depending upon the type of funding programs open at any given time, the specific
preferences of those funding programs, eligible project types, and quantities of funding
available, some projects may be better aligned than others. The Implementation Tier will
work with the project sponsors and the Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier to identify
appropriate funding mechanisms and projects for funding pursuit.

Planning and Assessment

Each project, prior to moving forward into design and preparing environmental
documentation, requires preliminary assessment and planning. Preliminary assessment
and planning provide the basis for determining whether a project is feasible for future
implementation, and provides guidelines and basic information on how a project may
proceed. Many of the projects included in the MokeWISE Program have some or no
preliminary planning completed. Planning and assessment is a critical first step to
determine how a project might proceed to provide benefits, and this must be completed
prior to determining whether the project should be fully implemented.

Environmental Documentation

Some projects included in the implementation plan have environmental documentation in
place, meeting the requirements of the CEQA/NEPA, and are ready to proceed. However,
the majority of projects will require environmental documentation to be completed prior
to implementing construction. Depending upon the project type (planning or
implementation) and the funding source, environmental documentation may be required
prior to becoming eligible for grant funding.

Design

Project design typically involves furthering assessment and planning work to develop
detailed plans and specifications for how a project would be constructed. Design is often
completed in increments such as 10 percent, 30 percent, 60 percent, and 90 percent, prior
to completing final design and preparing bid documents suitable for contractors to bid on
the work.
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Following preparation of bid document, construction contracting involves entering into an

agreement with the selected contractor to perform the work. This may also include
resident engineering, in which an engineer is present on site during construction,
overseeing and reviewing construction activities, and construction materials testing.

Permitting

In addition to environmental documentation, a variety of project-specific permits may be
required prior to implementing construction. Examples permits from State and Federal
agencies that may be required, depending upon the project in question are listed in Table

15. It should be noted that this is not an exhaustive list, but is intended to provide an

overview of the type of permits that may be needed, depending upon the project being

implemented.

TABLE 15: EXAMPLE STATE AND FEDERAL PERMITS POTENTIALLY REQUIRED

PERMITTING AUTHORITY
SWRCB

Central Valley RWQCB

California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (DFW)

Division of Drinking Water
Caltrans

Army Corps of Engineers

US Fish and Wildlife Service

National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS)

State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO)

POTENTIAL PERMITS NEEDED

Petition for Water Rights Transfer

Waste Discharge Requirements

General construction stormwater discharge permit
Permit under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act

Streambed Alteration Agreement under Fish and Wildlife Code
Section 1602

Treatment plant operating permit
Encroachment Permit, if required

Permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, if
jurisdictional waters or wetlands affected

Permit under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, if
jurisdictional waters affected

Approval of incidental take permit under Section 10 of the
federal ESA, if potential for effect on listed wildlife species
Consultation under Section 7 of the federal ESA, if Corps
permit required and potential for effect on listed species
Approval of incidental take permit under Section 10 (a)(1)(B)
of the ESA, if potential for effect on listed marine life species
Possible compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, if Corps permit required and potential for
effect on cultural resources
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Land Acquisition

Some projects may require purchase or acquisition of land for construction of facilities,
maintenance easements, etc. Depending upon the location and purpose, land acquisition
may be required prior to beginning construction.

Construction/Project Implementation

Assuming the project has environmental documentation and permits in place (as
appropriate) and has funding available implementation, the next major step for project
implementation is construction (or implementation if a planning project). Construction
results in delivery of the completed project, including as-built drawings, completed
facilities, and an inspection report. The general steps for construction implementation
include:

Mobilization and Site Preparation: this step involves mobilization of the contractor's

forces and equipment necessary for performing the work required to complete
construction. It includes all activities for transportation of contractor's personnel,
equipment, and operating supplies to the site; establishment of offices, buildings, and
other necessary general facilities for the contractor's operations at the site. Site
preparation includes completing work that is necessary to provide access to the site
including, but not limited to, grading, temporary culverts, and clearing.

Project Construction: Construction includes implementing the building tasks

necessary to install the project structures and features.
Performance Testing and Demobilization: Following construction and prior to startup of

the completed project, performance testing may be necessary to demonstrate that the
project was constructed and operates according to specifications. Following
performance testing and acceptance, demobilization will be implemented.
Demobilization involves demobilization of the contractor's forces and equipment once
construction has been completed and accepted. It includes all activities for
transportation of contractor's personnel, equipment, and operating supplies from the
site.

Post-Construction Monitoring and Reporting

Depending upon the project and funding source, post-construction monitoring and
periodic reporting may be required to demonstrate continued operation of the project
consistent with planned operations, and to document that the claimed project benefits
were, in fact, achieved. The type and extent of monitoring required will depend upon the
type of project and specific funding source. Some DWR funding sources require 10 years of
post-construction monitoring and reporting.

Table 16 lists the MokeWISE implementation plan projects and identifies remaining tasks
that would need to be completed before the projects can be fully implemented.

PAGE 117



IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

TABLE 16: STAGES REMAINING TO COMPLETE MOKEWISE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

PROJECT STAGES COMPLETED

ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION
O00 O O O 0O0O0OO O O OO0 OO O O O O DESIGN
PERMITTING
CONSTRUCTION
MONITORING

FUNDING
PLANNING
POST-

Q0O O O O OOOO O O OO O O O O O O CONSTRUCTION

MOKEWISE IMPLEMENTATION PROJECT

1a Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream
of Pardee Reservoir

1b High Country Meadow Restoration Program

1c Mokelumne River Day Use Area Floodplain Habitat
Restoration Project

1d Fish Screens for Riparian Diversions in the Lower
Mokelumne

1f Riparian Restoration Program - Below Camanche
1g Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil Erosion, &
Sedimentation Inventory/Monitoring

2a Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program
2b Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse

2c Amador County Regional Reuse

4a Groundwater Banking Evaluation within the Eastern
San Joaquin Groundwater Basin*

4b Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic
Assessment*

4d NSJWCD Infrastructure Improvements

5a Regional Urban Water Conservation Program

5b Regional Agriculture Conservation Program10

7a PG&E Storage Recovery*

7b Raise Lower Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and
Preliminary Engineering*

7d Re-operation of Existing Storage*

7f Blue and Twin Lakes Dams Reliability and
Replacement Assessment*

8b Rehab of Transmission Main

8c Barney Way Septic System Conversion

8d Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project*

* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.
O =no/limited work completed

D =some degree of work completed

@ =project stage completed

O"

O00 O O O O0O0OO O O OO0 OO O OO0 0
O00 O O O OO O O OO0 OO O O 0 0
O00 O O O 0000 O O 00O OO O OO0 0
O00 O O O 0O0O00O O O 000 OO O O O O LANDACQUISITION
O00 O O O O0O0O0O O O 00O OO O OO0 O

OO OO ¥ OO O O e e Ovwv©.

10 This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been
characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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FUNDING AND FINANCING STRATEGY
Conceptual-level estimates of capital costs were developed for the projects included in
the MokeWISE Program. For some projects, operations and maintenance costs were also
developed. These costs, together, are expected to total more than $100,000,000. In many
cases, these costs reflect only the cost to complete the planning or feasibility study; as
such, the actual cost to implement all of the identified projects and therefore realize all of
the potential program benefits would be significantly greater than this estimate. Some
projects may be able to be partially funded from existing revenue sources. However, some

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

projects are expected to require additional or alternate funding sources for all project

costs. Further, while some projects may funded in part by existing revenue sources, many

areas within the MAC and ES] Regions are severely disadvantaged, and any incremental

increase in utility rates due to implementation of new projects or programs could
constitute an economic hardship (see Figure 9). As such, it is expected that a high degree

of outside funding will be necessary to implement the MokeWISE program.

Figure 9: Disadvantaged Communities in the MokeWISE Study Area
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Funding and Financing Approach

As discussed previously, the Implementation Tier will be tasked with working with project
sponsors and the Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier to identify potential projects for
funding. In order to do this effectively, the Implementation Tier will need to stay abreast of
the various funding programs available to implement different project types.

At the State level, the November 2014 passage of Proposition 1 will result in an influx in
State funding to support much-needed water projects statewide. Proposition 1 authorizes
$7.54B for implementation of water projects, including $7.12B in new funds, combined with
$420M repurposed from existing bonds (84, 50, 13, 204, 44, and 1E). The $7.54 B in funding
is allocated to the following general project categories:

e Storage: $2,700 M

e Statewide Flood Management: $395 M

e Watershed Protection/Ecosystems: $1,495 M
¢ Groundwater Sustainability: $900 M

e Water Recycling: $725 M

e Safe Drinking Water: $520 M

* Regional Water Reliability: $810 M

These categories cover the full range of projects types represented in the MokeWISE
Program, and the funds could potentially offset a significant portion of the cost to
implement the recommended projects.

In order to track and pursue funding through Proposition 1 for project implementation, it
must be recognized that Proposition 1 funding is being administered by a host of state
agencies, departments, board, councils, and conservancies along a series of different
timelines, with different requirements for each funding opportunity. Table 17, adapted
from the Governor’s Bond Accountability webpage, identifies the various implementing
entities and the respective implementation schedules. This table also identifies the general
category of project types anticipated to be funded by each opportunity.
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TABLE 17: PROPOSITION 1 2015 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE AND POTENTIAL MOKEWISE PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

ADMINISTERING
ENTITY

SWRCB

SWRCB

Baldwin Hills
Conservancy

Tahoe
Conservancy

Coachella Valley
Mountains
Conservancy

Ocean Protection
Council

San Diego River
Conservancy

San Gabriel and
Lower LA Rivers
and Mountains
Conservancy

NAME OF
PROGRAM

Small Community
Wastewater

Clean, Safe and Reliable
Drinking Water

Ballona Creek/ Baldwin
Hills Watershed
Program

Ecosystem and
Watershed Protection
and Restoration
Program in the Lake
Tahoe Basin

Coachella Valley
Multibenefit Ecosystem
and Watershed
Protection and
Restoration Projects
Grant Program

Proposition 1 Grant
Program

Water Quality and
Supply, Watershed
Restoration and Habitat
Enhancement Program
Multibenefit Water
Quality, Water Supply,
and Watershed
Protection and
Restoration Program

POTENTIALLY

ELIGIBLE
MOKEWISE
PROJECT
TYPES

Recycled Water
Local
Infrastructure

Recycled Water
Desalination
Groundwater
Conservation
Surface Water
Local
Infrastructure

JAN FEB

Draft GLs.
Released
Draft GLs.
to Board
(2/27)

Draft to

GLs. Board

Draft GLs.

Outline to

Board

(1/12)

MAR

Public
Workshops

Public Work-
shops

Draft GLs. to
Board/
Public Work-
shops

Draft GLs. to

Board

Draft GLs. to
Board

APR

Draft GLs.
Released

Public
Workshops
Final GLs.
Review by
CNRA

Final GLs.
Rev. by
CNRA; Board
Update/
Adoption
(4/23)
Final GLs.
Review by
CNRA

Public
Workshops

Public
Workshops

MAY

Public
Work-
shops

Board
Adoption
(5/22)

Board
Adoption
(5/12)

Final GLs.

Review
by CNRA;
Board
Adoption

JUN JUL AUG SEP

Final GLs.;

Grant

Solicitation

Ongoing
Final GLs.
Solicit.
Ongoing

Board
Adoption
(6/18, if
necessary)

Final GLs.

Review of
Apps.

Grant
Solicitation

OCT

NOV DEC

Grant
Solicitation

Grant
Award Rec.
to the
Board
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

TABLE 17: PROPOSITION 1 2015 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE AND POTENTIAL MOKEWISE PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

POTENTIALLY
ELIGIBLE
MOKEWISE
ADMINISTERING NAME OF PROJECT
ENTITY PROGRAM TYPES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOovV DEC
San Joaquin River San Joaquin River Ecosystem/ Draft GLs. Draft GLs. to Public Final GLs.  Board
Conservancy Conservancy Multi- Habitat to Board Board (3/18)  Workshops Review Adoption
Benefit Watershed Restoration (2/18)/ by CNRA (6/17)
Protection and Stormwater/ Draft GLs.
Restoration Program Flood Protection Released
Santa Monica Multibenefit Water - In process of being developed
Mountains Quality, Water Supply,
Conservancy and Watershed
Protection and
Restoration Program
Sierra Nevada Sierra Nevada Ecosystem/ Draft GLs. Draft GLs. to Final GLs. Board RFP
Conservancy Watershed Habitat Released Board (3/4); Review by Adoption issued
Improvement Program Restoration (2/6) Public CNRA (6/4)
Stormwater/ workshops
Flood Protection
Coastal Proposition 1 Grant - Draft GLs. Public Final GLs. Board
Conservancy Program to Board Workshops Review by Adoption
(1/29) CNRA (6/25)
Sacramento-San Proposition 1 Grant Ecosystem/ Draft GLs. to Public Final GLs. Board
Joaquin Delta Program Habitat Board (3/25) Work- Review by Adoption
Conservancy Restoration shops CNRA (08/26,
Stormwater/ preferred)
Flood Protection
Wildlife Stream Flow Ecosystem/ Draft to Public Board
Conservation Enhancement Program Habitat GLs. Board Workshops; Adoption
Board Restoration (2/26) Final GLs. (5/21)
Stormwater/ Review by
Flood Protection CNRA

Santa Monica
Mountains
Conservancy and
San Gabriel and
Lower LA Rivers
and Mountains
Conservancy

Natural Resources
Agency

Natural Resources
Agency

An Urban Creek

Watershed and Urban
River Enhancements
Program

State Obligations

Ecosystem/
Habitat
Restoration
Stormwater/
Flood Protection

In process of being developed

Finishing two current grant cycles and starting Prop 1 program development, including assembling team of various departments/ conservancies

In process of being developed
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TABLE 17: PROPOSITION 1 2015 PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE AND POTENTIAL MOKEWISE PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

ADMINISTERING
ENTITY

Dept. of Fish and
Wildlife

DWR

DWR

SWRCB

Water Commission

SWRCB

SWRCB

DWR

DWR and Central
Valley Flood
Protection Board

NAME OF
PROGRAM

Watershed Restoration
and Delta Water Quality
and Ecosystem
Restoration Grant
Programs

Integrated Regional
Water Management

Water Use and
Efficiency Grants,
Round 1 - Urban and Ag

Stormwater

Water Storage
Investment Program

Water Recycling

Groundwater
Sustainability
Groundwater Plans and
Project Grant Program -
Phase 1

Flood Management

POTENTIALLY

ELIGIBLE
MOKEWISE
PROJECT
TYPES

Ecosystem/
Habitat
Restoration
Stormwater/
Flood Protection

ALL TYPES

Recycled Water
Conservation
Local
Infrastructure

Stormwater/
Flood Protection

Storage
Groundwater

Recycled Water
Local
Infrastructure

Groundwater

Groundwater

Stormwater/
Flood Protection

JAN

Draft GLs.;
Initial
Guideline
Review by
CNRA

FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
Draft GLs. Public Final GLs. Grant
Released Workshops; Solicit.
Final GLs.
Review by
CNRA

Tribal Consultation, Develop Economically Distressed Area definitions/ tool, Develop
Program Success Measures (NOTE: Final round of Prop 84 $220m dollars for IRWM to
be awarded first)

Public Scoping
Meetings to get Input
Post Public
draft meetings
GLs.and

PSP

In process of being developed

Develop Draft Regulation Package (Commission oversight via monthly meetings)

Stakeholder Advisory Group Engagement
Tribal Consultation

Draft GLs. Public Final GLs.;

Released Workshops Grant
Solicitation
Ongoing

In process of being developed

Tribal Consultation, Develop Economically Distressed Area definitions/ tools, Develop
Program Success Measures

Public Scoping Meetings to get Input

In process of being developed

SEP

Develop
and post
FAQs

OCT NOV
CNRA
review
Submit Public
draft reg. Comment
Period

DEC

Post Draft
GLs. &
PSP for
IRWM
Planning
Grant
Program

Post final
GLs. and
PSP

Draft GLs.
& PSP for
GW Grant
Program/
Public

Comment
Period
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Based on the Proposition 1 funding schedule and identification of potentially-eligible
MokeWISE project types, it is recommended that the Implementation Tier review and track
development of each proposal solicitation process. Upon program guidelines being
published, the Implementation Tier should consult with the project sponsors and the
Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier to determine which whether any projects may be
eligible and should be considered for funding pursuit. Based on this assessment, UMRWA
and the GBA should determine whether to pursue funding from each solicitation for upper
and/or lower watershed MokeWISE projects, respectively, and for suitable bi-regional
projects.

Table 18 summarizes the anticipated costs for each project and identifies whether
potential water and/or wastewater rates may be available to offset a portion of the project
cost. In addition, this table identifies which Proposition 1 program or programs identified
in should be evaluated for their ability to provide additional potential funding for each
project.
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

| TABLE 18: ESTIMATED MOKEWISE PROJECT COSTSAND POTENTIALFUNDINGSOURCES

POTENTIAL PROPOSITION 1 FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES
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1a Re-Introduction of Fall- Ecosystem/ $180,000 (includes $80,000 for planning and N v v v 4 v 4 v
Run Chinook Salmon Habitat $100,000 for implementation)
Upstream of Pardee Protection
Reservoir
1b High Country Meadow Ecosystem/ $40,000 for assessment plus $10,000 per acre N
Restoration Program Habitat restored
Protection
1c Mokelumne River Day Use  Ecosystem/ $150,000 (including $111,000 for Y
Area Floodplain Habitat Habitat implementation and 30% contingency)
Restoration Project Protection
1d Fish Screens for Riparian Ecosystem/ $300,000 for the preliminary assessment and N
Diversions in the Lower Habitat prioritization plus $10,000 per cfs of
Mokelumne Protection diversions screened
1f Riparian Restoration Ecosystem/ $10,000 for ranking and evaluation of N
Program - Below Camanche Habitat proposed restoration sites plus $8,000 per
Protection acre restored
1g Mokelumne Water Ecosystem/ $1,080,000 for planning, inventory, mapping, N
Quality, Soil Erosion, & Habitat assessment of erosion-sedimentation
Sedimentation Protection reduction options, prioritization, stakeholder
Inventory/Monitoring coordination, publishing the results, and
outreach
2a Municipal Recycled Recycled Water $150,000 for the feasibility study and $15 Y

Wastewater Recharge
Program

million for implementation




IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

TABLE 18: ESTIMATED MOKEWISE PROJECT COSTS AND POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

POTENTIAL PROPOSITION 1 FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES
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2b Constellation Winery Recycled Water ~ $35,000 for the conceptual design report, Y v 4 v v
Wastewater Reuse $100,000 for securing the Waste Discharge
Report permit, $25,000 for securing funding,
and $16 million for construction
2c Amador County Regional Recycled Water ~ $400,000 for the refinement study and $21.35 Y v v v v
Reuse million for implementation
4a Groundwater Banking Groundwater $3,605,000 for study Y v v vV v v v
Evaluation within the
Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Basin*
4b Amador and Calaveras Groundwater $600,000 for study Y v v v v v
Counties Hydrologic
Assessment*
4d NSJWCD Infrastructure Groundwater $20,000,000 for implementation Y v v v v v
Improvements
5a Regional Urban Water Water $80,000 (includes $60,000 for planning and Y v v v
Conservation Program Conservation $20,000 to prepare materials for a funding
application)
5b Regional Agriculture Water $100,000 (includes $80,000 for planning and Y v v v
Conservation Program11! Conservation $20,000 to prepare materials for a funding
application)
7a PG&E Storage Recovery Storage $350,000 for study preparation Y v v v
7b Raise Lower Bear Storage $750,000 for study preparation Y v v v

Reservoir Feasibility Update
and Preliminary Engineering

1 This project was identified as having outstanding concerns. These concerns have been characterized and appended to the project scope, which is included in Appendix N.
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WATER/WASTE
WATER RATE
FUNDING?

POTENTIAL FOR

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST

$750,000 for study preparation

GENERAL
PROJECT
TYPE

PROJECT
7d Re-operation of Existing

Storage

Storage

$2,500,000 for study preparation

Storage

7f Blue and Twin Lakes
Dams Reliability and

Replacement Assessment

$5.2 million (includes $200,000 for the study

and $5 million for implementation)

Water

8b Rehab of Transmission

Main

Conservation

$4.3 million (includes planning, engineering,
construction, and a 10% contingency)

Ecosystem/
Habitat

8c Barney Way Septic
System Conversion

Protection

$150,000 for study completion

Recycled Water

8d Lake Camanche Village

Recycled Water Project
* These projects are studies and do not have implementation components.
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/7 IRWM PLAN INTEGRATION

IRWM Plan Integration

This program was developed as a joint effort among the MAC and ES] IRWM Regions. As
discussed previously, the intent is not to supersede either of the regional plans but to
coalesce them into an interregional plan. Portions of this program may be incorporated
into the individual regional plans to augment those individual plans. The IRWM integration
section, provided as Appendix Q, summarizes information from the MokeWISE Program
that could be integrated into the regional plans. Appending the integration section to the
MAC and ESJ IRWM Plans is intended to functionally integrate this program into each
respective regional effort.

The IRWM integration section addresses the following IRWM sections.

e Governance - the institutional arrangements for implementing MokeWISE, as
identified in the implementation section of this document, are described to
supplement the Governance sections of the existing plans.

¢ Region Description — water supply, water quality, and environmental resources
information developed through MokeWISE is be summarized to augment the
information included in each IRWM Plan.

¢ Objectives — the Program Objectives developed for the MokeWISE Program are
summarized to augment the MAC and ESJ Region IRWM Objectives.

¢ Resource Management Strategies (RMS) — the RMS reflected in the implementation
projects are summarized to supplement discussions contained within each existing
IRWM Plan.

e Integration — stakeholder integration achieved through MokeWISE is described to

supplement integration activities occurring at the regional level through the MAC
and ESJ IRWM planning processes.

e Project Review Process — project concept descriptions and scopes of work are
provided to allow projects to be prioritized by the MAC and ESJ Region IRWM
project review processes.

¢ Impact and Benefit — impacts and benefits of the implementation projects are
provided to supplement the MAC and ES] IRWM Plan impacts and benefits
discussions.

e Plan Performance and Monitoring — a proposed approach for monitoring
effectiveness of each project, including performance measures and desired
outcomes, is identified to supplement the Plan-level performance and monitoring
discussions.
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IRWM PLAN INTEGRATION

Data Management — approaches for managing data developed through the
MokeWISE Program, as well as data generated by implementation and tracking of
the implementation projects, is summarized.

Finance - the approach to funding/financing the implementation projects, as
identified in the Implementation Plan, is summarized for inclusion in the respective
IRWM Plans.

Technical Analysis — the technical feasibility analysis of the implementation
projects is be summarized.

Relation to Local Water Planning — the consistency of implementation projects with
local water planning is summarized to augment discussions in the MAC and ESJ
IRWM Plans.

Relation to Local Land Use Planning — the consistency of implementation projects
with local land use planning is summarized to augment discussions in the MAC and
ESJ IRWM Plans.

Stakeholder Involvement — the stakeholder involvement efforts implemented as
part of the MokeWISE Program and identified in Section 2 are summarized,
including the outcomes from the Public and DAC Outreach Implementation effort.
Coordination - the processes used to coordinate water management of
participating local agencies and local stakeholders to avoid conflicts and take
advantage of efficiencies, as well as the process of cooperating between adjacent
IRWM planning efforts is discussed, along with opportunities for State agency
assistance in implementation of the implementation projects.

Climate Change - potential climate change adaptation and/or mitigation benefits
associated with the MokeWISE Program, including estimated greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions impacts, are summarized.
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8 NEXT STEPS

Next Steps

With MokeWISE Program development complete, MCG member organizations will begin
to show support for the MokeWISE Implementation Plan. It is recommended that MCG
member entities introduce the MokeWISE Implementation Plan to their respective Boards
and draft a resolution and/or letter of support appropriate for their Board. Board-
approved resolutions will be included in the final MokeWISE plan.

There are three major next steps that would ensure MokeWISE projects are implemented
in the future: (1) form structure for implementation; (2) develop and formalize stakeholder
group; and (3) identify and secure funding for implementation.

The first step involves forming the group responsible for furthering the implementation of
the MokeWISE projects. It is recommended that the GBA and UMRWA sign an MOU
designating each as the lead agencies for soliciting, securing, and administering project
funding.

The second step involves assembling a stakeholder group tasked with providing guidance
during implementation of projects. A protocols document, outlining decision-making
processes and organization, would be developed.

The third and final step includes identifying funding opportunities for each MokeWISE
project, compiling funding applications, and securing and administering funding for
project implementation. These steps are discussed in further detail below.

STEP 1: FORM STRUCTURE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

The initial step in MokeWISE program implementation is forming the structure that will
support implementation. To this end, the GBA and UMRWA would begin to work together
to identify agencies, organizations, and other members of the public that are interested in
participating in the Implementation Group. Agencies and organizations interested in
implementation may include project sponsors and other entities interested in
implementation.

During this time, the GBA and UMRWA would begin drafting the MOU that would guide
MokeWISE Program implementation. The MOU would specify that project sponsors would
be ultimately responsible for implementing their respective projects, but that the GBA and
UMRWA would act as the lead agencies for soliciting, securing, and administering funding
for project being implemented in each of their regions, respectively, and for bi-regional
projects (see Section 6). When a draft of the MOU is completed to the satisfaction of both
the GBA and UMRWA, these two entities would sign the MOU. Having identified agencies
and organizations interested in MokeWISE Program implementation, the GBA and UMRWA
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would reach out to these entities to determine their desire to become signatories to the
MOU. Those interested would also sign the MOU and become part of the Implementation
Group.

STEP 2: DEVELOP AND FORMALIZE STAKEHOLDER GROUP

While identifying agencies for the Implementation Tier, the GBA and UMRWA would also
identify agencies, organizations, and members of the public interested in participating in
the Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier. This group would advise the Implementation
Tier on a programmatic level, including what projects to pursue funding for, changing
needs for program implementation, etc. Once this stakeholder group has been
assembled, process protocols would be developed. These protocols would guide the
Stakeholder and Public Involvement group by outlining the organization of the group and
the decision-making process; these protocols would be agreed upon by all members of
the Stakeholder and Public Involvement group.

STEP 3: IDENTIFY AND SECURE FUNDING FOR PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

In coordination with the Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier, the Implementation Tier
would begin to track funding opportunities appropriate for the various MokeWISE
projects. Proposition 1, approved in November 2014, provides ample opportunities for
funding a variety of water resource projects, including those in the MokeWISE
Implementation Plan. Table 14 in Section 6 highlights the Proposition 1 opportunities for
each MokeWISE project. For each MokeWISE project, the Implementation Tier would
identify those funding opportunities providing the greatest potential. When appropriate,
the GBA and UMRWA, in coordination with project sponsors, the Implementation Tier, and
the Stakeholder and Public Involvement Tier, would pursue these funding opportunities.
Any funding secured would be used for project implementation.
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Appendix A: Mokelumne Collaborative Group (IMCG)
Member List

Appendix A lists each of the MCG member entities




MokeWISE MCG Member Organizations

Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District

Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi

City of Stockton

Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Basin Authority
Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District
Pacific Gas and Electric

Restore the Delta

San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau

Sierra Club California

Sierra Nevada Conservancy

Stockton East Water District

Trout Unlimited (state level)

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Authority
Woodbridge Irrigation District



Appendix B: MCG Charter and Protocols

Appendix B presents the Charter and Protocols
approved by the MCG. These protocols outline MCG
organization and guide decision-making processes.




MokeWISE Program:
Mokelumne Collaborative Group Charter

The members of the Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG) have collectively developed a
structure and protocols by which the MCG will conduct collaborative planning throughout
the duration of the Mokelumne Watershed Interregional Sustainability Evaluation
(MokeWISE) program. The structure and protocols were established through a series of
individual and collective discussions with MCG members and review and comment by the
MCG. The result of these discussions is summarized in the attached document: Collaborative
Decision-Making Process and Organizational Structure for the Mokelumne Collaborative
Group.

The members of the MCG, all individually listed below, collectively and unanimously affirm
that the structure and protocols presented in the attached document shall serve as the
structure and decision-making protocols to be followed in developing the MokeWISE
program. The MCG is committed to working collaboratively to develop a MokeWISE
program that will meet the groups’ collective objectives.

MCG Member Agencies
Amador Water Agency Jackson Valley Irrigation District
Amador County My Valley Springs
Calaveras County N. San Joaquin Water Cons. District
Calaveras County Water District Pacific Gas & Electric
Calaveras Planning Coalition San Joaquin County
Calaveras Public Utility District San Joaquin County Resource Conservation
District
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance San Joaquin County, Public Works
City of Lodi, Public Works Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
City of Stockton, Municipal Utilities Sierra Nevada Conservancy
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc. Stockton East Water District
East Bay Municipal Utility District Trout Unlimited
Foothill Conservancy Woodbridge Irrigation District

This charter was approved by unanimous consent of the Mokelumne Collaborative Group on
November 8, 2013.




Collaborative Decision-Making Process & Organizational Structure
for the Mokelumne Collaborative Group:
PROTOCOLS
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Introduction

The Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG) is a diverse stakeholder committee organized
with the primary objective of representing varied interests during development of the
Mokelumne Watershed Interregional Sustainability Evaluation (MokeWISE) program.
Members of the MCG are expected to represent their organizations; commit time to
participate in the process; and work collaboratively with fellow MCG members, project
team staff, and others involved in the process.

MCG members include water agencies; non-governmental organizations (NGOs); private
entities; resource agencies; and local, state, and federal government agencies. Members
will learn from and share with one another regarding various water resources issues within
the Mokelumne watershed. MCG members will contribute to the program through
meaningful and constructive dialogue with one another and by providing input. It is
anticipated that the success of the MokeWISE program will hinge on the MCG’s ability to
work together in a respectful, collaborative environment, with the diversity of the Group
contributing to a more complete and inclusive program.

In an effort to guide the MCG process, this Protocols document has been prepared. The
purpose of this document is to outline the procedures and guidelines by which the Group
will manage its organizational composition, participation, decision-making, documents and
the media. This document is intended to enable the MCG to realize the MokeWISE program
purpose to develop a broadly-supported preferred water resources program that meets the
needs of regional stakeholders and interest groups.




MokeWISE MCG Protocols

Organization and Participation

In the context of the MokeWISE program, the MCG must operate under well-defined
organizational elements to ensure a successful program process. Defining such elements
will help the Group understand the general structure and procedural elements of the
process so the program stays on schedule. As such, this section outlines organizational and
participation-related elements of the MCG.

The MCG has agreed to the following organizational and participation-related elements:

e The MCG is comprised of organizations with a direct interest in the Mokelumne River
watershed and the MokeWISE program.

e In addition to the MCG, there will be three additional levels of stakeholder
participation: Tier 2 stakeholders, Interested Parties, and general public. Tier 2
stakeholders will include state and federal resource agencies and others that will be
solicited for comments and input at key milestones. Interested Parties are
agencies/organizations that do not have a direct interest in the project or have
elected to not be directly involved as members of the MCG but would like to be
made aware of progress, documents available for public comment, public meetings,
etc. via email. General public includes all other individuals and organizations
including those who respond to the public outreach process.

e Meetings will be open, and will begin at 9AM. Meetings will be held on the second
Friday of every month at the San Joaquin Farm Bureau in Stockton, with two meetings
held at a venue in the upcountry.

e A designated 16-minute public comment period will be held at each MCG meeting
immediately following lunch, and each speaker will be allowed a maximum of four
minutes to speak. The comment period is not intended to be a question-and-answer
period, and the MCG will generally not respond to comments made during this time.

e A phone number will be provided to allow MCG member(s) to participate by phone
if neither they nor their designated alternate is able to attend meeting(s) in-person.
The MCG understands the importance and value of attending meetings in-person.

e Meeting summaries will be prepared at a high level, incorporating what was
discussed, key factors considered in for decisions, and the ultimate decision and
rationale. There will be a three-month cut-off period (November 2013) during which
late-comers may join. MCG members may conduct outreach efforts during that
three-month period. Late-comers will not be permitted to revisit decisions made
prior to their joining the group.

e If poor attendance by an organization becomes an issue, the MCG will discuss it at
that time.




MokeWISE MCG Protocols

Decision-Making

A successful MokeWISE program process includes the creation and fostering of an
environment which promotes collaboration. A portion of this environment includes the
guidelines which define the decision-making process. As such, this section outlines the
protocols which facilitate the decision-making process.

The MCG has agreed to the following decision-making protocols:

e The ultimate goal of decision-making is consensus with an “I/we can live with it”
standard.

e Should the Group fail to reach total consensus on a discrete issue, it is understood
that:

o The process is schedule-driven and requires decisions regarding key
components of the process before proceeding.

o Some stakeholders may not agree with all component decisions but the MCG
may reach consensus on the total package of preferred options for
implementation.

o For any component of the process where consensus is not reached,
outstanding concerns/opinions will be attached to and/or characterized in the
document.

o The above approach would not be effective in dealing fundamental issues
(e.g., the definition of available water).

o Stakeholders who have concerns or unresolved issues are expected to offer
solutions for addressing their concerns/issues and moving the process
forward.

e Meeting ground rules will follow those outlined in Attachment A.

Documents

Throughout the MokeWISE program, technical work will be developed and provided to the
MCG for direction, review, and comment. The general protocols by which the MokeWISE
program will proceed are summarized in this section.

The MCG has agreed to the following process-related items:

e When a document requires editing by the MCG, a single-text document will be used,
in which everyone works off the same version of a given document.

e Documents will be distributed one week prior to each meeting in Microsoft Word 97-
03 format.

e Comments will be due at the end of the week following each meeting, allowing for a
total of two weeks for review by MCG members.




MokeWISE MCG Protocols

o High-level meeting summaries will be prepared and disseminated after each
meeting. Should this strategy fail to provide benefit, the MCG may revisit.

e Draft documents and materials will be available via the website to the MCG.

e Asa general policy, approved documents will be posted to the public portion of the
MokeWISE website; however MCG members may bring up exceptions to discuss
with the group. Printed and/or mailed materials will be provided upon request.

Media Contacts

e Valley media outlets will be directed to Brandon Nakagawa (representing the San
Joaquin Groundwater Basin Authority) and upcountry media outlets will be directed
to Rob Alcott (representing the Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Authority). If
Pete Bell (Foothill Conservancy) is approached by the media, he may also serve as a
contact, while also referring to Rob or Brandon as appropriate. Any MCG
stakeholder can talk to the media generally about published documents and what is
on the website.

e MCG members will only express their own concerns and interests when
communicating with the media, and they will refrain from characterizing the
interests, intentions, or motivations of other stakeholders in the process.

**Amendments to the above, if needed, can be made upon consensus approval of the MCG
present at any regularly scheduled meeting**




MokeWISE MCG Protocols

Attachment A

Ground Rules

e Be solution oriented

o Participate

e Speak one at a time

e Be concise

e Use “I/We” statements when expressing opinions

o Express concerns and interests (not positions)

e Focus on issues not personalities

e Focus on what CAN be changed (not on what cannot be changed)
e Listen to understand (not to formulate your response for the win)
e Draw on each other’s experience

e Discuss history only as it contributes to solutions

e Caucuses can be called by anyone at any time

e Limit sidebar conversations

Facilitator Assumptions

e Managed conflict is good and stimulates creativity and innovation

e Collaborative decisions produce more effective solutions than autocratic decisions
e The group has the solutions to address identified issues

e Everyone is doing the best they can with the knowledge they have now

e Blame is unproductive and dis-empowering
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #1 Summary

September 5, 2013

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

City of Stockton, Municipal Utilities

Delta Flyfishers

East Bay Municipal Utilities District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
My Valley Springs

Pacific Gas & Electric

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County, Public Works

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Sierra Nevada Conservancy

Stockton East Water District

Key Decisions

e Meeting start time: 9AM. Coffee, snacks, and mingling from 8.45 to 9AM.
e Meeting location: San Joaquin Farm Bureau with two future meetings held at a venue

in the upcountry.

e Meeting dates: Second Friday of every month.
¢ Remote meeting participation: A phone number with ‘listen-only’ capabilities will be
provided should an organization be unable to attend a meeting in-person.

e Meeting documentation: High level meeting summaries will be prepared and include
discussion topics, key points made without attribution, action items, and decisions

with key rationale.

Late participation:

members to the MCG will be considered until the February 2014 meeting. Late-

comers will not be permitted to revisit decisions made prior to their joining the

group. (revised December 13, 2013)
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e Poor attendance: If poor attendance becomes an issue, the MCG will discuss it at that
time. A clause to this effect will be written in the Process Design Technical
Memorandum to be adopted by the MCG.

e Media communication: Valley media outlets will be directed to Brandon and
upcountry media outlets will be directed to Rob. If Pete Bell is approached by the
media, he may also serve as a contact, while also referring to Rob or Brandon as
appropriate. Any MCG stakeholder can talk to the media generally about their own
interests as well as published documents and website content.

e Public comments: Meetings are open to the public. However, public participation
will be limited to a designated 16-minute public comment period to be held right
after lunch and each speaker will be allowed four minutes to speak. The comment
period is not intended to be a question-and-answer period, and the MCG will
generally not respond to comments made during this time.

e Process Design Technical Memorandum (TM): A Process Design TM will be drafted
by RMC and submitted to a sub-committee consisting of 3 members of the MCG.
Comments from the sub-committee will be addressed by RMC and then a revised
draft submitted to the MCG at the October meeting for review and adoption.

o Breakfast snacks: MCG organizations will take turns bringing breakfast snacks and
coffee to the meetings.

e Lunch: The Group will eat together on-site. Those who do not bring their own lunch
will contribute money. Lunch will be 45 minutes.

e Mailing/contact list: Jordie Bornstein will maintain and update the MCG stakeholder
list as needed.

Action Items

e All MCG members: Contact Jordie Bornstein regarding contact info for potential new
stakeholders. Rainwater & Associates, LLC (R&A), will conduct outreach to the
stakeholders once the contact information is provided.

e All MCG members: Complete and send Interest Statement to Katie Cole by Thursday
September 12th,

e Rob Alcott: Reach out to our grant representative Jason Preece regarding agencies
tracking time spent for possible future reimbursement. Report back to Group.

e RMC: Include a clause in the Process Design TM stating that MCG members are
expected to attend meetings and that poor attendance will be handled on a case-by-
case basis.

e R&A: Provide breakfast snacks at the October meeting.
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Summary

II.

II1.

IV.

Introductory Comments

Rob Alcott and Brandon Nakagawa presented the history of the Mokelumne River
Forum and provided context for the current MokeWISE process.

Project Overview

Dave Richardson presented on the project, giving a general overview of the
IRWM program, the MokeWISE program purpose, the potential benefits of the
program, and the schedule and organizational structure.

Process Design: Interview Results Overview

Marie Rainwater (facilitator) summarized the Process Design Report, outlining the
interview results and answering questions.

Unresolved MCG Process Design Issues

The facilitator went through the following list of identified areas which still
needed group consensus after the interviews.

a. Meeting Schedules & Start Times
e Discussed: meeting start time; meeting location; meeting day/date

o It was decided that meetings should begin at 9 AM to allow additional
travel time, though coffee will be provided beginning at 8:45 to allow
some time for discussion in advance of the meetings.

e After some discussion, it was decided that every meeting will be held at
the San Joaquin Farm Bureau, with two future meetings held at a venue in
the upcountry. This will provide a more central meeting location for travel
purposes, while ensuring that the group does travel to the upcountry
during the course of the project.

e The 2nd Friday of every month was agreed to be the preferred schedule for
future meetings.

b. Remote meeting participation
e Discussed: the potential for organizations to remotely participate at meetings

e It was decided that a phone number with ‘listen-only’ capabilities will be
provided to allow organizations unable to attend meeting(s) in-person to
listen in.

c. Meeting documentation
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Discussed: if and how meetings should be documented

Meeting notes will include key decisions, a high level summary of
discussions, and rationale for decisions. This will allow key decisions to be
documented and reasoning for making specific decisions to be
documented without requiring significant time for discussion and editing.
Comments will not be attributed to specific MCG members to encourage a
more honest and open dialogue.

Late participation

Discussed: if and how late stakeholder participation should be handled

Late-comers will be allowed to join the group until February 2014fexthe
firstthree—months—of the program, but will not be permitted to revisit
decisions made prior to their joining the group. Limiting late participation
will ensure that the project continues to move forward with an engaged
MCG that has the benefit of understanding decisions made and technical
information presented throughout the process. However, allowing some
time for additional participants to join provides time for MCG members to
do additional outreach to ensure that all interested stakeholders with a
clear interest in the project have the opportunity to participate. If potential
stakeholders are identified, their contact information will be forwarded to
Jordie Bornstein so the facilitation team may schedule and conduct
stakeholder interviews. (revised December 13, 2013)

Resource agencies will generally be involved as Tier 2 stakeholders,
meaning that they will be consulted for feedback during specific points in
the process, but will not be MCG members and thus will not be directly
involved in the collaborative decision-making process. Many resource
agencies approached indicated that they did not have resources to fully
participate.

Interested party status is for non-agency stakeholders who want to stay
informed of the MCG progress but choose not to participate as a member.

Poor attendance

Discussion: how to handle MCG members whose participation dwindles over
time

The Process Design TM will include a clause that states that participants
are expected to attend meetings, and should poor attendance becomes an
issue, the MCG may consider how to address it on a case-by-case basis.
This provides flexibility for the MCG to address attendance issues, should
they arise, while recognizing that members have committed to participate
in this voluntary process.

Media communication
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e Discussed: the way in which MCG members communicate with the media

e It was decided that if upcountry media outlets contact a MCG member,
they should be referred to Rob, and if valley media outlets contact a MCG
member, they should be referred to Brandon. If Pete is approached, he
may discuss the project prior to referring the media to the appropriate
contact. This will ensure that the media receives consistent information on
the project from the contracting entities and provides clear points of
contact for media inquiries. Any MCG member can talk to the media
generally about their own interests as well as published documents and
website content.

g. Public comments

e Discussed: if meeting agendas will allow time for public comments and if
meetings are open or public

e Meetings will be open to the public and a designated 16-minute public
comment period will be held immediately following lunch. Comments will
be limited to four minutes per commenter. This will allow members of the
public to listen to MCG discussions and understand which members may
represent their viewpoints prior to commenting. The MCG will not
respond to comments at that time, but comments will be taken under
advisement by the group.

V. Next Steps — Process Design

The facilitator introduced the Process Design Technical Memorandum as the
document which will outline the decisions made by the group during this meeting
as well as the consensus items reached during the interviews. This document will
serve to outline the process protocols of the group and be adopted by the MCG
when completed.

e RMC will prepare a draft Process Design TM that summarizes the process
decisions made by the MCG. This document will be provided to a sub-
committee for preliminary review on September 20, with comments back
from the sub-committee by September 27%. The revised TM will be
provided to the full MCG for review one week prior to the next MCG
meeting, consistent with the standard review schedule.

VI. Schedule Overview and Project Work Flow

Dave Richardson presented the program schedule and work flow, going through
the timeline for each task, the stakeholder meeting schedule, and how to access
documents on the website. There were several fundamental questions raised
including the following.

a. How do the outcomes of this program fit into CEQA?
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The initial expectation has been that the MokeWISE program will be
comparable to a planning feasibility document. In any case a CEQA legal
review of the MokeWISE program resulting from the MCG process will be
performed. Commonly used CEQA terminology (such as ‘“preferred
alternative”) will be avoided during the MokeWISE development process
wherever possible.

b. What about modeling?

The project will use MOCASIM as a modeling tool, and assumptions and
inputs to the model will be reviewed and vetted by the MCG and / or a sub-
committee thereof.

c. Should agencies be tracking time for possible future grant reimbursement?

Rob Alcott will check with our DWR grant representative Jason Preece and
report back to the group.

VII. Interest Statement Development

The facilitator introduced the Interest Statement Development sheet and
explained that each organization is responsible for submitting one. The purpose
of this exercise is for each organization to express their interests. There were two
components of the exercise: formulating a general interest statement narrative
and outlining potential program objectives that reflect those interests.

e Formulating an Interest Statement Narrative: Asks for a general statement
about each organization’s interests/concerns in the Mokelumne River.
What are the few things that each organization most cares about as it
relates to the watershed?

e Outlining Potential Program Objectives: This asks organizations to
brainstorm initial thoughts about MokeWISE program outcomes they
would like to see and consequences they would like to avoid. This
exercise is intended to be a starting point, not an exhaustive final
exercise. The information will be collected, synthesized, and presented at
October’s meeting to facilitate further discussion.

VIII. Logistics

The facilitator led discussion on who is responsible for providing breakfast
snacks and lunch at future meetings. Logistics of mailing/contact list was also
discussed. The results of this discussion are captured in the key decisions
presented at the beginning of this summary.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #2 Summary

October 11, 2013

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition
Calaveras Public Utility District
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

City of Stockton, Municipal Utilities
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District
Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Pacific Gas & Electric
San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County, Public Works

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Sierra Nevada Conservancy
Stockton East Water District

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Meeting materials: Jordie Bornstein will send out relevant documents as word
document attachments to emailed meeting announcements. Copies of the documents

will also be placed on the website.

e Remote meeting participation: If primary and alternate representatives cannot be
present, then phone-in participation is an option. Additionally, phone-in participants
will be allowed to speak as well as listen. The protocols will be amended to reflect

this change.
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Action Items

All MCG members: Review the Process Protocols TM by October 18, 2013. Make
comments in MS Word showing track changes and send to kcole@rmcwater.com.
All MCG members: Review the Charter by October 18, 2013. Make comments in MS
Word showing track changes send to kcole@rmcwater.com.

RMC: Post original interest statements for each agency/organization on the website.
RMC: Update Process Protocol Technical Memorandum to reflect that phone-in
participation at monthly MokeWISE meetings with be allowed to speak as well as
listen.

RMC: Post Department of Water Resources (DWR) Grant on the project website once
it is finalized.

R&A: Send MCG documents needing review in MS Word (97-03) to MCG for
redline/strikethrough edit capability.

Stockton East Water District: Provide breakfast snacks at the November meeting.

Summary

II.

Stakeholder Interest Statements

Each MCG member spent 3-4 minutes summarizing the primary interests of their
agencies/organizations in the MokeWISE program, including key areas of
interest and concern in the watershed, and desired potential project outcomes.
MCG members were encouraged to ask clarifying questions. The original
statements from each agency/organization will be posted on the website.

Process Protocols Technical Memorandum (TM)

Marie Rainwater (facilitator) gave a brief overview of the development and status
of Process Protocol TM and reiterated that written comments are due by October
18, 2013.

The MCG revisited the issue of phone-in participation to meetings. It was decided
that phone-in participation should no longer be limited just to “listen-only” and
instead allow full participation to the degree possible. Language in the Process
Protocols TM will be revised accordingly yet will stress the importance and
preference for in-person participation.

The facilitator also explained the role of the Charter (it is a requirement of the
Department of Water Resources Grant that is funding this program) which was
one of the documents that was posted to the website for the October meeting. The
charter is a simple l-page document that explains the purpose of the Process
Protocols (outlining the means by which the MCG will be organized and make
decisions) and explicitly states that the MCG members unanimously approve the
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Process Protocols. The schedule requires that the MCG review the Charter by
October 18, 2013.

III. Draft Outcomes and Measures TM

Dave Richardson summarized the Draft Outcomes and Measures TM, outlining the
methodology RMC used to synthesize the “project outcomes and measures” input
that was provided by each MCG agency/organization. Initial feedback included
numerous changes to wording. MCG members were encouraged to submit all
suggestions/comments to RMC as a word document with visible track changes.
To facilitate this, Jordie will email the MCG and attach the Outcomes and
Measures TM in Microsoft Word.

IV. Housekeeping Items and Next Steps

The MCG approved the September draft meeting summary which will be posted
on the website as final.

MCG members volunteered to be part of a group tasked with pre-reviewing the
next TM which will be on Public and Disadvantaged Community Outreach.
Volunteers included John Brodie, Scot Moody, and Tom Infusino.

Scot Moody volunteered to bring breakfast to the November meeting and
requested a reminder one week prior. RMC distributed blank timesheet
templates and explained their purpose: to track everyone’s time, coming up with
reasonable estimates of dollars spent, and possibly getting credit in the future for
grant matching funds. MCG members were encouraged to estimate their
“burdened rates,” to include travel time, and to also track time for others in their
agencies/organizations who may have attended the first meeting but not the
second. NGO members who volunteer their time were asked to estimate a
reasonable rate.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #3 Summary

November 8, 2013

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition
Calaveras Public Utility District
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

City of Stockton, Municipal Utilities
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District
Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Pacific Gas & Electric
San Joaquin County
San Joaquin County, Public Works

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Sierra Nevada Conservancy
Stockton East Water District
Trout Unlimited

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

e Charter: Approved

e Protocols TM: Approved; minor edits required

e Outcomes and Measures TM: further edits will be made, then sent to the MCG. If no
further edits from the MCG, TM will be assumed approved on November 22,

e Documents: Documents will be provided in both redline and clean versions so

members can follow the editing process.

e Meeting Summaries: MCG meeting summaries will be posted to the public portion of

the website.

e Public phone line: the public will not be permitted to listen-in on the phone line.
e Public comment period: will be moved to before lunch.
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e Public Outreach Workgroup: East Bay MUD, Foothill Conservancy, UMRWA, San
Joaquin County

e ‘Model-Heads’ Workgroup: California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Amador
Water Agency, Calaveras Public Utility District, the City of Stockton, and San Joaquin
County/Groundwater Basin Authority

Action Items

e All MCG members: review Public Outreach Plan, return comments to Katie Cole by
Friday November 15, 2013.

e RMC: post CEQA TM on website and email MCG when posted.

e RMC: incorporate section about moving approved documents to the public portion of
the website into Protocols document and send to MCG.

e All MCG members: review Protocols document, submit any edits to Katie Cole by
Wednesday November 13, 2013.

e RMC: post Charter and Protocols documents to website on November 13, 2013,
pending no additional comments

e RMC: combine socio-economic ‘potential measure to avoid’ to address duplicate.

e Calaveras Planning Coalition: send Outcomes and Measures redlines to Katie Cole
by Wednesday November 13, 2013.

e RMC: send redlined Outcomes and Measures TM to MCG by Thursday November 14,
2013

e All MCG members: review Outcomes and Measures TM, send comments to Katie
Cole by Friday November 22, 2013.

e RMC: If no comments on Outcomes and Measures TM, assume approved, send out to
MCG and post to website.

e RMC: add MokeWISE website address to Public Outreach Plan.

e Rainwater and Associates: add Bureau of Reclamation, Bureau of Land Management,
Army Corps of Engineers, City of Jackson, and City of Plymouth to Tier 2 list.

o Rainwater and Associates: add Mary Beth from California Fish and Wildlife to Tier 2
stakeholder list.

o RMC: make breakfast snack sign-up sheet.

e RMC: include title of documents in header and page numbers in footer of documents.
e Calaveras County: provide breakfast snacks at the December meeting.
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Summary

II.

III.

IV.

October Meeting Summary, Brief Update, and December
Meeting

Meeting #2 (October 2013) summary was approved by consensus. By approved
consensus, meeting summaries will be posted to the public portion of the website
pending summary approval by the MCG.

The MokeWISE grant representative from the Department of Water Resources
(DWR), Jason Preece, was given access to the MokeWISE website so he may
review MokeWISE documents.

Facilitator explained that she would not be present at the December meeting; the
meeting is still scheduled, but arrangements will be made to prepare an
additional facilitator.

CEQA Process

Rob Alcott summarized how CEQA will be addressed during the MokeWISE
process. He explained that the product of the MokeWISE program will be a non-
binding document not subject to CEQA and therefore no CEQA document will be
prepared as part of the ongoing MokeWISE process. Any CEQA required to
implement the MCG endorsed outcomes will be summarized in the MokeWISE
implementation plan; any CEQA discussion will merely look ahead to see what
each alternative portfolio might require during a CEQA process.

The Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Authority (UMRWA) has produced a
CEQA memorandum which explains how MokeWISE will address CEQA. This
memorandum will be posted to the website. Any questions about CEQA should
be directed by email to Rob Alcott who in turn will direct them to UMRWA
Counsel.

MCG Protocols and Charter

Both the Charter and the Protocols documents were finalized by the MCG. The
Protocols document had minor edits, which will be made, and sent out the MCG.

If no further edits are proposed, the document is assumed approved on
November 8, 2013.

Draft Outcomes and Measures TM

Based on comments during MCG Meeting #2, the ‘Attributing Stakeholder’
column will remain in the document.

There was some discussion about additional comments on the document; these
will be provided in redline to RMC by November 13". RMC will address these
comments and send out a redlined copy to the MCG by November 14", If no
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further comments are received by November 22", the redlined copy will be
assumed to be approved on November 227¢,

V. Draft Public Outreach Plan

RMC introduced the Public Outreach Plan, explaining that the purpose is to guide
outreach efforts to public and details six levels of stakeholders.

Facilitator suggested that the public not be allowed to listen in on the phone line;
by consensus, it was agreed that the public will not be allowed to listen in on the
phone line. The public may still attend MCG meetings in-person.

Proposed public outreach meeting locations were presented and additional
suggestions were solicited; these included adding West Point, Railroad Flat, Lake
Camanche Village, and Valley Springs and removing Pardee.

It was suggested that outreach be conducted at meetings which are already
scheduled. Concern was expressed that selectively choosing meetings may be
perceived as favoritism. It was suggested that the PowerPoint’s made for the five
MokeWISE public meetings be made available to the MCG members so they may
present these at other meetings.

There was discussion regarding the underrepresentation of DACs within the Tier
2 stakeholder list. It was decided that cities generally viewed as DAC
communities who are not represented on the MCG be directly solicited to be
added as Tier 2 stakeholders; this includes the Cities of Plymouth and Jackson.

There was a general desire to create a document which would eventually replace
the MokeWISE program backgrounder on the public portion of the website. This
document will outline what MokeWISE is, what has been done, what the next
steps are, and how individuals may get involved. An Outreach Workgroup was
formed and includes representatives from East Bay MUD, Foothill Conservancy,
UMRWA, and San Joaquin County.

VI. Hydrologic Modeling

RMC presented on the purpose and use of hydrologic modeling in the MokeWISE
process. It was explained that the program will explore a wide range of supply
alternatives and that each alternative requires a unique methodology for
determining how much of that supply is available. The methodology used for
evaluating Mokelumne River supply will incorporate the use of the MOCASIM
model. Any dquestions about MOCASIM should be directed to Brandon
Nakagawa. It was suggested that American River, Calaveras River, and Stanislaus
River water be added as additional supply alternatives for consideration.

RMC will prepare a list of peer-reviewers available for reviewing the
methodology and present this list to the MCG. The MCG will consider this list
and recommend two peer-reviewers.
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A ‘Model-Head’ Workgroup was formed and includes representatives from the
California Sport Fishing Protection Alliance, Amador Water Agency, Calaveras
Public Utility District, the City of Stockton, and San Joaquin County/Groundwater
Basin Authority. This Workgroup will conduct preliminary consideration of
MOCASIM modeling logic and inputs. They will meet three times between now
and January, with follow-ups in spring 2014 and summer 2014.

VII. Housekeeping Items and Next Steps

Calaveras County will provide the breakfast snacks for the next meeting. RMC
will prepare a sign-up sheet so organizations can sign-up for bringing breakfast
snacks at future meetings.

Moving forward, all documents will have page numbers in the footers and
document titles in the headers.

The public comment period will be moved to the 16-minute period before lunch.

MCG MEETING 3



Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #4 Summary

December 13, 2013

Organizations represented

Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County, Public Works
San Joaquin Farm Bureau

Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton East Water District

Trout Unlimited

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

¢ MCG membership: consideration for inclusion into the MCG will be extended until

February, 2014.

e Draft Portfolio and Assessment Criteria: projects will initially be screened by

determining if they are feasible, beneficial, attainable, and compatible. At that point,
they will be assessed against the objectives to determine if an objective is met. At
that point, project groupings will be determined.

Action Items

e All MCG members: review Public Outreach Plan, return comments to Katie Cole by

Friday December 20, 2013.

e Rob Alcott: reach out to Native American communities letting them know about the

January public outreach meeting.
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RMC: make edits to objective attribution table and send to MCG.

All MCG members: send further attributions to RMC.

All MCG members: send RMC additional names for peer reviewers by December
25", 2013.

RMC: include CVs of all proposed peer reviewers in January meeting material
packet.

Summary

I.

II.

November Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #3 (November 2013) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the Model-Heads Work Group and briefly
summarized the last meeting which occurred on November 25%, 2013.
Subsequent meetings will be held on December 20", 2013 and January 13", 2014.

Because no other comments were received on the Outcomes and Measures TM, it
was approved on November 227¢, 2013 and posted to the public portion of the
website.

Two additions/changes to the MCG membership list were proposed. Restore the
Delta and the San Joaquin Farm Bureau were requesting membership. Because
the cut-off date for new additions was November, 2013, there was some
discussion about extending the cut-off date. It was decided that the cut-off date
for inclusion into the MCG would be extended until after the first Public Outreach
meeting (extended until February, 2014). Rainwater and Associates, LLC will re-
notify organizations that have declined previously to alert them to this change.

Draft Public Outreach Plan

There were several minor edits to the document. These edits will be
incorporated into the document and included in the packet for the January
meeting. All other edits are due to RMC by December 20", 2013. A call for
approval will occur at the January meeting.

It was suggested that there be an addendum to the Plan in the future which will
account for which organizations, communities, and individuals have participated
in the outreach process. This would serve to track both who has participated and
the level of participation.

Native American communities have been targeted for specific outreach by the
Upper Mokelumne River Watershed Authority (UMRWA). It was suggested that
UMRWA circle back with these communities and alert them to the date of the
initial public outreach meeting.
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III. Environmental Conditions Overview

RMC provided an overview of the document, detailing both the current
geomorphic and fishery conditions on the river, as well as opportunities and
challenges for both of these areas.

A number of comments and edits were presented, which RMC will attempt to
capture in the subsequent draft of the document. Written comments are due to
RMC by Friday, December 20", 2013.

IV. Draft Project and Portfolio Assessment Criteria TM

RMC explained both the process of creating the assessment criteria and the
purpose of the assessment. It was proposed that through a poll, each category
and objective be weighted so projects and portfolios could be scored. There was
some unease about this ranking/scoring approach.

An advocacy approach was proposed, where scoring would occur once projects
were suggested. After some discussion, it was decided that each proposed
project will go through a 2-step screening process. The first step is to determine
if each individual project is feasible, beneficial, attainable, and compatible. If a
project makes it through the first pass, it will then be measured against each of
the objectives to assess whether or not the project meets the objective. If all
projects have been assessed, it should then be determined if some objectives are
not met with the remaining projects. After this process, project groupings will be
discussed.

It was noted that agricultural interests are not well represented in the current
Program Outcomes and Measures. After some discussion, it was decided that an
Agricultural Benefits category be added to the Program Outcomes and Measures,
with new objectives. RMC will prepare this new document and send it to the
MCG, where MCG members may further attribute their organizations to other
objectives.

V. Preliminary Water Availability Approach

RMC explained the proposed process of determining available water for each of
the proposed water sources, including groundwater, recycled water, and
conservation.

Four peer-reviewers were suggested by RMC to review the water availability
approach which will be determined by the MCG. CVs of each of these
individuals will be included in the packet for the January meeting. Additional
names may be provided to RMC by the MCG until December 25", 2013 so that
RMC may have time to solicit CVs.

VI. Logistics: Lunches and Snacks for Future Meetings

A list of all future meetings was passed around so each organization can sign up
to provide breakfast snacks. This list will be posted on the website.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #5 Summary

January 10, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency
Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition
Calaveras Public Utility District
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District
Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Restore the Delta

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County, Public Works
San Joaquin Farm Bureau

Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton East Water District

Trout Unlimited

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e MCG membership: consideration for inclusion into the MCG will be extended until

February, 2014.

e Public Outreach Plan: considered approved, pending three edits.
e Draft Portfolio and Assessment Criteria: projects will initially be screened by

determining if they are feasible, beneficial, attainable, and compatible. They will
then be assessed against the MCG-approved objectives to determine if an objective
is met. At that point, project groupings will be determined.
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Action Items

RMC: incorporate edits to Public Outreach Plan and post to public portion of the
website.

RMC: solidify date and meeting location for the first Public Outreach meeting and
send details to MCG.

All MCG members: submit remaining comments on Environmental Conditions TM to
RMC by January 17, 2014.

RMC: update Project and Portfolio Assessment Criteria TM to incorporate
suggestions.

RMC: create and send out worksheet for initial brainstorming of concepts to MCG.
All MCG members: fill out worksheet and return to RMC by January 31, 2014.

All MCG members: send comments on the draft Methodology TM to RMC by January
17, 2014.

RMC: Coordinate with Bob Center for resume and send out to MCG.

Brandon Nakagawa: compile materials for presentation at February meeting.

Summary

I.

II.

December Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #4 (December 2013) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the Modeling Work Group and briefly summarized
the last meeting which occurred on December 20, 2013. A subsequent meeting
will be held on January 13%, 2014.

Draft Public Outreach Plan

RMC highlighted the edits that were made to the Plan, specifically the edits made
to the DAC Outreach Table. There were several other edits suggested including:

e Adding a footnote to the Outreach Activities Table indicating that the
MCG is not necessarily responsible for performing the activities, but may
initiate them if they desire.

e Removing the City of Lathrop and City of Manteca as Tier 2 Stakeholder
representatives in the DAC Outreach Table.

e Updating a column header in the Appendices.

The Public Outreach Plan was considered approved, pending the three above-
mentioned changes.
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The first Public Outreach meeting will be held either February 4%, 5%, or 12%,
with a preference for the first week. The meeting will run from 7-9 pm to allow for
the general working public to attend. It was decided that the meeting should be
held in the up-country as there may be more attendance than if the meeting is
held in the Valley. Location suggestions were solicited and RMC will reach out to
those locations to check availability for the suggested dates and to reserve space
for the meeting. RMC will draft a press release and send it out to allow the MCG
to distribute it to their networks.

III. Environmental Conditions Overview Update

RMC provided an update on the progress of the document, indicating that edits
had been passed onto Balance Hydrologics and Chuck Hanson, but that the
deadline for further comments is January 17%. The revised document will be
ready for review in February, with MCG approval in February or March. The
document will be expanded to include analysis of the portfolios in late spring or
early summer.

IV. Revised Project and Portfolio Assessment Criteria TM

RMC provided an overview of how the screening was incorporated and how each
of the screens were defined. There was some concern that the feasibility screen
definition was too limited and should be expanded to include more than just
technical feasibility. After some discussion, it was decided that the definition will
remain, but with an understanding that the process will be iterative and that the
purpose of this screen is to remove the really bad ideas.

It was suggested that the compatibility screen be expanded to not only include
compatibility of other MCG members, but to also be sensitive to those outside the
MCG. After some discussion, it was decided that RMC would re-word the
definition to better capture the purpose of the screen. There were additional
edits suggested, which RMC will incorporate into the document.

To begin brainstorming concepts, RMC will create and send out a worksheet for
MCG members to fill out. The worksheet is due back to RMC by January 31%' to
allow for compilation prior to the February meeting.

V. Draft Water Availability Analysis Methodology

RMC provided an overview of the process and the methodology drafted for each
of the supply types. There was extensive discussion about the methodology for
each supply type with a number of suggested edits. These edits will be
incorporated and a revised methodology presented at a subsequent meeting.

One additional peer-review candidate, Bob Center, was proposed, which
precipitated the need for a revised schedule. There was a general consensus that
diversity and breadth of experience among the two peer-reviewers is important.
It was determined that Karen Johnson will be included as one of the peer-
reviewers and that the second peer-reviewer will be determined at the February
meeting and will either be Steve Macaulay or Bob Center. RMC will collect Mr.
Center’s resume and send it out the MCG.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #6 Summary

February 14, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

City of Stockton

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Pacific Gas & Electric
San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

e Public Outreach Plan: was approved by the MCG.
e Project Assessment TM: was approved by the MCG.
e Peer-reviewers: Karen Johnson and Steve Macaulay were selected.

Action Items

e MCG: continue to submit project concepts to RMC; deadline is February 28, 2014.
e RMC: post press release, Public Outreach Plan, and Project Assessment TM to public

portion of the website.

e RMC: post San Joaquin County’s presentation to the protected portion of the website.
e MCG: submit redlines of Environmental Conditions Overview TM to RMC by

February 28, 2014.

e RMC: make change to attribution table in Project Assessment TM.
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RMC: update diversion table with JVID numbers.

MCG: submit redlines of Mokelumne Methodology to RMC by January 28%, 2014.
RMC: send out the concept list to the MCG, along with a table indicating which
objectives are met by the projects.

RMC: distribute copy of Feb. 19 public workshop presentation to MCG organizations
for potential use in briefing their members on MokeWISE progress.

Summary

I.

II.

III.

IV.

January Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #5 (January 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the concept brainstorming and encouraged MCG
members to continue submitting concepts for future consideration.

Final Public Outreach Plan

There were no further comments on the Public Outreach Plan. It was approved
by consensus and will be posted to the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the first Public Outreach Meeting to be held on
February 19", 2014 from 7-9pm at Amador County Board of Supervisors
Boardroom at 810 Court Street in Jackson, CA. A press release was drafted and
distributed to four major papers in the region. A flyer was also drafted and
posted to the website; it was suggested that the press release also be posted to
the website.

Environmental Conditions Overview Update

RMC provided an update on the progress of the document, indicating that
Balance Hydrologics and Chuck Hanson had edited the document per the
comments received by the MCG. The MCG indicated a need for more time to
review the document; the deadline for further comments is February 28", 2014.
The revised document will be ready for MCG approval in March. The document
will be expanded to include analysis of the portfolios in late spring or early
summer.

Revised Project Assessment TIM

There were no further comments on the revised Project Assessment TM. It was
approved by consensus and will be posted to the public portion of the website. It
was suggested that, under the recreation category, salmon, trout, and steelhead
should be included together anytime fish are mentioned. RMC will make this
addition.

RMC will send out the concept list to the MCG, along with a table indicating which
objectives are met by the projects on the concept list. RMC will also re-send the
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brainstorming template to allow MCG organizations to continue submitting
concepts; the deadline for concept submittal is February 28%, 2104.

V. San Joaquin County Update

Brandon Nakagawa provided an overview of the Eastern San Joaquin
Groundwater Basin Authority (GBA), highlighting groundwater projects and
programs implemented and currently being considered by the GBA. Stormwater
and low-impact development (LID) practices were also presented. These
presentations will be posted to the protected portion of the website.

Any MCG member organization is invited to present to the MCG on current
organization activities. The City of Lodi has signed up to present during the
March meeting; Foothill Conservancy also expressed interest in presenting at a
future meeting.

VI. Revised Draft Water Availability Methodology

RMC provided an update on the Non-Mokelumne Methodology, indicating that all
comments received were incorporated. There were no further comments and the
Non-Mokelumne Methodology was approved by consensus.

RMC presented the Mokelumne Methodology, explaining the work of the
Modeling Workgroup and outlining the tasks within the methodology. There was
some question about the 2040 CCWD diversion number, specifically that there
may be some projects moving forward which would increase that number.
CCWD will verify this number internally and report back to the MCG and RMC.
JVID diversion numbers have been unintentionally omitted from the presented
table; RMC will add them back in.

There was discussion regarding the necessity of Task 2, indicating that a daily
time-step in the lower river isn’t necessary because it is so heavily regulated. It
was also suggested that daily flows in the lower river may be of use when
considering flood flows, as there are a number of tributaries which flow into the
Mokelumne downstream of Camanche. Foothill Conservancy indicated that PG&E
has a document which details roughly 60 years of historical record and may be of
use to the Modeling Workgroup. It was decided that Task 2 will remain as it is
currently written and that review of the historical record is necessary to
determine which periods require a more directed focus.

It is anticipated that the MCG will approve the Mokelumne Methodology at the
March meeting. Once the Mokelumne Methodology is approved, it will be
combined with the Non-Mokelumne Methodology into one document which will
be distributed to the peer-reviewers. After some discussion, Karen Johnson and
Steve Macaulay were chosen as peer-reviewers.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #1 Summary

March 14, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

City of Stockton

Delta Fly Fishers

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD)

Foothill Conservancy

Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Banking
Authority

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District (NSJWCD)

Restore the Delta
Pacific Gas & Electric
San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource Conservation
District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Stockton Municipal Utilities

Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID)

Key Decisions

e The Rate Payer Protection Alliance group will be encouraged to join the MokeWISE

process as an interested party.

e Environmental Conditions Overview TM: considered approved.

e The April meeting will be located in the upcountry at Pardee; a second upcountry

meeting will be scheduled in 2015.

e A subgroup of MCG members agreed to serve on a newly-formed workgroup to
collaborate with RMC to further develop and refine the preliminary project concepts

list.
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Action Items

RMC/Rainwater and Associates, LLC: will contact the Rate Payer Protection Alliance
and explain why the MCG thinks they are better suited to be an Interested Party
rather than an MCG member.

Environmental Conditions Overview TM: will be posted to the website.

RMC: The City of Lodi presentation materials will be posted to the protected portion
of the website.

RMC: will incorporate new wording to Revised Draft Water Availability Methodology
document and will solicit feedback/approval via email.

April presentations: EBMUD (topic: lower Mokelumne fisheries), WID, City of
Stockton, and San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District, and Foothill
Conservancy. Other agencies/groups volunteered for subsequent months.

The newly-formed preliminary project concepts workgroup will meet twice before
the May MCG meeting.

Summary

I.

II.

III.

February Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #6 (February 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC presented an overview of the initial public meeting held on February 19 in
Jackson, CA and a discussion on philosophical aspects of the MokeWISE public
participation process ensued. There was also a discussion on whether the Rate
Payer Protection Alliance’s interest in becoming a member of the MCG. This
group requested to join the MCG during the public meeting. The MCG decided
to encourage the Rate Payer Protection Alliance to join as an “Interested Party.”

Environmental Conditions Overview Update

RMC provided a brief update on incorporation of comments in the Environmental
Conditions Overview TM dated March 7, 2014. The MCG approved the document
which will be posted to the MokeWISE website.

City of Lodi Update

Larry Parlin provided an overview of the City of Lodi’s water resources
management efforts and challenges. The presentation included a description of
the water system and infrastructure, surface water treatment plant, historical
water data, groundwater data and trends, wastewater treatment and recycling,
and storm water systems. The presentation materials will be posted to the
protected portion of the website.

MCG member organizations were solicited to present various components of
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their organization’s activities during future MCG meetings. The following
assignments were made:

April: EBMUD (topic: lower Mokelumne fisheries), WID, City of Stockton, Foothill
Conservancy, and San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District (overview
of agency plus key initiatives)

May: EBMUD (upstream infrastructure), possibly also Calaveras Planning
Coalition

June: Amador Water Agency, possibly also Calaveras Planning Coalition
July/Aug - NSJWCD

August: Jackson Valley (tentative, depending on staffing availability)
August/September: EBMUD (conservation program)

At the April MCG meeting, topics and dates for future MCG member
presentations will be further developed and solidified.

IV. Revised Draft Water Availability Methodology

RMC led a discussion of remaining issues on the Revised Draft Water Availability
Methodology document. The document is not yet ready for peer review due to
concerns about wording in the bullets under “Task 4” on Page 5, specifically the
words “deductible” and environmental “co-insurance” (file name on internal
website: WA Analysis Moke Draft TM_7Marl4.doc).

Although the wording of these bullets were specifically included to address
potential modeling flow scenarios, two MCG members raised concerns that the
current wording does not clearly delineate that such tools are not regulatory or an
implicit challenge to current water rights and associated regulations. RMC will
add proposed qualifying language to clarify that the modeling option is not such a
challenge. RMC will revise the language above the bullets on Page 5 of
document, to address these concerns.

The group agreed that if the proposed RMC revisions are acceptable, or can be
further developed to a version that is acceptable, the MCG may approve the
revised document via email to expedite the submission of the document to the
peer reviewers. It is understood that all peer reviewer comments will be
submitted to the MCG for consideration and further changes to the document will
only be made with approval of the MCG.

V. Preliminary Project Concepts

RMC presented a brief overview of the project concepts development to date.
MCG members were then asked to break into four small groups for discussions.
Each group was tasked to consider the 60 project concepts using the following
four questions as guidance:

e Which, if any, concepts are unclear?
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e Where is additional information either necessary or useful?
e Are there opportunities to combine or integrate projects?
e Are there additional projects or types of projects that should be added?

It was understood that this exercise was only part of an iterative process that will
further develop, refine, and integrate the initial list of projects. It was also
understood that each group would not have sufficient time to address all 60
project concepts. After the small group breakouts, each group reported on their
progress to the full MCG. The RMC team took detailed notes regarding specific
suggestions for project integration, data gaps, categorization, and refinement and
will revise the list accordingly and submit to the MCG for further review and
development.

In addition to this effort at the MCG meeting, the MokeWISE planning team
suggested developing a workgroup to collaborate with RMC to further develop
and hone the concepts list. It was understood that whatever development
happened in the workgroup would be submitted to the full MCG for further
discussion and refinement. The MCG approved of this process and the following
MCG members agreed to serve on the workgroup: John Brodie, Ron Forbes, Tom
Infusino, Gene Mancebo, Brandon Nakagawa, Jerry Neuburger, Chris Shutes, and
Richard Sykes (or Tom Francis). The workgroup will meet twice before the May
MCG meeting. Outcomes of the workgroup will be presented to the larger MCG
for consideration during the May MCG meeting.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #8 Summary

April 11,2014

Organizations represented

Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

City of Stockton

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater
Basin Authority

Foothill Conservancy
Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

e Task 4: Language which was previously included as Task 4 in the Mokelumne River
methodology has been removed from the methodology, with the understanding that
the language will be retained and included at another point in the process.

Action Items

e RMC: Draft language clarifying that the table included in the ‘Other Surface Water’
section of the Water Availability Methodology is illustrative of the type of transfer

opportunities involved.

e RMC: Coordinate with the GBA to draft language for the ‘Groundwater’ section of the

Water Availability Methodology.
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RMC: Coordinate with CCWD to draft language addressing groundwater in
Calaveras County for the ‘Groundwater’ section of the Water Availability
Methodology.

MCG: Submit comments on the Revised Water Availability Methodology to RMC by
April 18™, 2014.

Summary

I.

II.

III.

IV.

March Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #7 (March 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the Concept Focus Group, stating that the group has
been consolidating and integrating the concepts. The next Concept Focus Group
meeting is April 15, 2014.

The second public meeting was scheduled for July 10" at the San Joaquin Farm
Bureau from 7-9pm. Based on feedback from the last public meeting, the MCG
adopted the use of a tagline. Students from Argonaut High School in Amador
County submitted taglines; the MCG ultimately chose one, with a slight
modification: “It’s your watershed, your future — your voice matters!”

City of Stockton Presentation

The City of Stockton provided an overview of work done by the City, including
the Delta Water Supply Project and conservation efforts. Future projects,
including a coordinated approach to recycled water, were also discussed. This
presentation will be posted to the protected portion of the website.

East Bay Municipal Utility District and Woodbridge Irrigation
District Presentation

East Bay Municipal Utility District and Woodbridge Irrigation District provided an
overview of lower Mokelumne fisheries, highlighting recent fisheries projects
that the two Districts have implemented. This presentation will be posted to the
protected portion of the website.

Draft Water Availability Methodology

RMC proposed several changes to the Water Availability Methodology, including
the definitions of ‘available water’ and ‘unallocated water.’ It was proposed that
unallocated water be used to describe Mokelumne River water, while available
water would be used to describe all other sources. There was some concern that
the proposed definition of unallocated water did not account for water rights
reservations. It was explained that the Water Availability Analysis exercise is not
intended to assign or diminish any rights to the water, but merely to quantify the
water that is in the river. After some discussion, it was decided that the definition
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of unallocated water be amended to specifically include pre-1914 water rights.
No changes were made to the proposed definition of available water.

As a result of much offline work with various stakeholders, it was proposed that
the Task 4 language under the Mokelumne River supply be removed from the
Methodology and included at another point in the process. While the MCG
approved the removal of the Task, the language contained therein has not yet
been approved.

RMC then reviewed the comments submitted by peer-reviewers Steve Macaulay
and Karen Johnson. Several suggestions were made, which were noted by RMC
and will be incorporated into the Methodology.

It was suggested that the Modeling Workgroup be reconvened to review the
modeling results. This meeting will be scheduled once the modeling has been
done and results are available.

V. Foothill Conservancy Presentation

Foothill Conservancy provided an overview of their work, highlighting the
Mokelumne Environmental Benefits Project, the Amador Calaveras Consensus
Group, and the State Wild and Scenic River campaign. This presentation will be
posted to the protected portion of the website.

VI. San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District Presentation

The San Joaquin County Resource Conservation District provided an overview of
their work, highlighting the Mokelumne River Watershed Owner’s Manual, Lower
Mokelumne River Partnership Fund, and education programs. This presentation
will be posted to the protected portion of the website.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #9 Summary

May 9, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater
Basin Authority

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Pacific Gas & Electric
Restore the Delta
San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

o Draft Water Availability Methodology: was approved by the MCG and will be posted

to the website.

o Tier 2 Stakeholders: will be emailed the approved Methodology and given two

weeks to provide comment.

Action Items

e RMC: edit the preliminary concept assessment based on MCG discussion.
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Summary

I.

II.

III.

IV.

April Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #8 (April 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be posted
onto the public portion of the website.

The MCG was made aware of a new participant for the City of Lodi.

The MCG was made aware of a response email from the Ratepayers Protection
Alliance.

RMC provided an update on the July public meeting, stating that it will be held at
the San Joaquin Farm Bureau from 7-9pm on July 10th,

RMC provided an update on the Concept Focus Group, stating that the group has
met with the purpose of consolidating and integrating the concepts. The
consolidated list of concepts will be presented and discussed at this meeting.

Draft Water Availability Methodology

There was brief discussion on the methodology, including one small edit. It was
suggested that unappropriated Delta water be considered in the Other Surface
Water category.

The Methodology was approved by the MCG pending the above changes and
will be posted to the public portion of the website. The document will also be
emailed to Tier 2 stakeholders and they will be given 2 weeks to comment. Any
substantive comments received will be presented to the MCG at the June
meeting.

East Bay Municipal Utility District Presentation

East Bay Municipal Utility District provided an overview of their facilities and
operations, highlighting Camanche and Pardee Reservoirs, Freeport, and the
Mokelumne Aqueducts. This presentation will be posted to the protected portion
of the website.

Preliminary Concept Review Assessment

There was discussion regarding the Wild and Scenic River legislation (SB1199)
currently proposed. It was decided that an MCG assessment of the Wild and
Scenic River concept be tabled until the June meeting. The MCG was advised the
existing bill language was expected to be revised within the next two weeks. An
update on the legislation and the MCG’s assessment of the Wild and Scenic
concept will be taken up at the June meeting.

RMC presented an overview of how the preliminary concept assessment process
fits into the larger MokeWISE program. RMC then explained to the MCG how the
assessment process was structured, as well as reminded the MCG of the four
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assessment criteria. There was some concern that a concept could only be
placed in one of 3 “bins;” a “maybe” bin was added.

An MCG member suggested a new word format for the presentation of the
concepts; the concepts will now be presented in both the table and word format.

The MCG discussed the preliminary assessment of each of the concepts and
made changes. These changes were noted by RMC and will be incorporated and
presented at the June meeting.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #10 Summary

June 13, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater
Basin Authority

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton East Water District

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

e None

Action Items

e MCG: Each MCG member will send July public meeting posting flier (previously sent
via email) to their constituents and informal networks.

e RMC: RMC will develop a draft preliminary portfolio development approach that
integrates MCG feedback; the conclusions of this integration will be presented at the

next MCG meeting.

e Revised Concept Action Items: A variety of action items were assigned during the
concept review discussion. Persons responsible and their tasks are listed in Section

III below and sorted by concept number.
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Summary

I. May Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #9 (May 2014) summary was approved and will be posted onto the
public portion of the website.

July public meeting posting flier has been emailed to MCG members.

Water Availability Analysis was sent to Tier 2 Stakeholders; no comments were
received.

Wild and Scenic update: regarding potential implications of this pending
legislation on the MokeWISE process, RMC reported that they will be writing a
letter to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to inform them that the
MokeWISE process will continue to move forward per the contract; if and when
SB1199 is signed into law, the planning team may seek additional consultation
from DWR on potential impacts to the MokeWISE process

II. Amador Water Agency (AWA) Presentation

III.

The AWA provided an overview of the genesis of the agency, drinking water and
wastewater systems/infrastructure, customer base, challenges, drought impacts,
water reuse, recycling, and conservation efforts. Current and future projects,
including a gravity supply project being conducted in conjunction with the USDA,
were also discussed. This presentation will be posted to the password protected
section of the website.

Revised Concept Review and Assessment

RMC led a discussion of the revised concept review. The discussion included
reviewing the screening criteria, revisiting the process (including emphasizing
that just because a concept gets a “yes” doesn’t mean it will get into a portfolio),
and reviewing the list concept by concept to solicit additional feedback from the
MCG. A number of action items resulted from the discussions:

Concept 1B: RMC, Rob Alcott, and Pete Bell will have an off-line discussion to
better articulate step-wise tasks.

Concept 1D: Chris Shutes and Richard Sykes will contemplate language off-line
and bring suggestions back to the group.

Concept 2B: Richard Sykes will contact Constellation Winery and Woodbridge
Irrigation District to see if there is interest in potentially co-sponsoring the
project.

Concept 5A: Calaveras County Water District doesn’t want to be a sponsor; Pete
Bell and (Central Sierra) Larry Diamond (Calaveras County) will conduct
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outreach to possible sponsors in the areas listed.

Concept 8F: Alyson Watson will attempt to rework language on this concept and
will circulate to Larry Diamond, Tom Infusino, Rob Alcott, and Brandon Nakagawa
for approval.

IV. Preliminary Portfolio Development Approach

RMC presented an overview of the preliminary portfolio development options.
RMC reiterated that the purpose of portfolio development is to create portfolios of
broadly-supported projects that meet MCG-developed objectives. The MCG
discussed various approaches and provided feedback on the options presented.
RMC will develop a draft preliminary portfolio development approach that
integrates MCG feedback; the conclusions of this integration will be presented at
the next MCG meeting.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #11 Summary

July 11, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
City of Lodi, Public Works

Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater
Basin Authority

Foothill Conservancy
Jackson Valley Irrigation District
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton East Water District

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

e Project Groupings: there will be five (5) project groupings, including regional
benefits, upcountry benefits, valley benefits, MCG member priorities, and
objectives. A sixth grouping will include all of the policies and initiatives identified

to date.

Action Items

e AWA: draft language for a new concept that helps with identifying erosion areas

within the watershed.

e RMC: send out two polls to MCG member organizations.
e RMC: draft project groupings and present to MCG in August.

e RMC: draft a template for presentation of project concepts.
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Summary

I.

II.

III1.

IV.

June Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #10 (June 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the July public meeting, stating that it was held on
July 10® and a new member was added to the Interested Parties list.

RMC provided an update on Wild and Scenic, indicating that a letter was sent to
DWR. DWR acknowledged receipt, but did not indicate that there would be a
response.

The MCG was made aware that a second meeting must be held upcountry. It was
decided that pending availability, the January meeting would be held at Pardee.

Calaveras Planning Coalition Presentation

The Calaveras Planning Coalition provided an overview of the organization,
including their purpose and goal, how the Coalition was developed, and what the
Coalition hopes the MokeWISE process will yield. This presentation will be
posted to the protected portion of the website.

Revised Concept Review and Assessment

RMC reviewed each of the concepts to which there were edits. Concepts
discussed include b, 2c, 4a, 4b, 4c, 7b, Tc, 7d, 8d, 9a, 9e, and 9f. MCG members
suggested further edits, which were incorporated into the PowerPoint. CSPA
indicated that Trout Unlimited, while no longer an MCG member, has offered to
sponsor concept 1d regarding fish screens. Calaveras County removed their
sponsorship from concept 6b regarding Mokelumne Hill stormwater. Because
Calaveras County submitted that concept and has removed their sponsorship, the
concept has been removed from the concept list.

It was noted that there was a lack of erosion control projects, specifically, that
none of the projects focused on identifying erosion-prone areas within the
watershed. AWA volunteered to work to draft a concept that would address this
issue.

Next steps include discussing potential concept grouping and integration
approaches. Concept integration will begin in late summer. Revision and further
integration of concepts will occur in early fall after results from the Water
Availability Analysis are released.

Portfolio Development Approach and Preliminary Project
Groupings
RMC presented the proposed process by which project groupings would both be

developed and help inform the final portfolio. RMC reiterated the desire of the
MCG to both maintain flexibility for funding and the need to adhere to the
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MokeWISE scope, schedule, and budget. RMC proposed that the Concept List be
used to develop project groupings, but that the Concept List be maintained for
reference once the MokeWISE program is completed. It was explained that the
purpose of the project groupings is to identify concepts which can be grouped
together to allow for analysis.

MCG members expressed concern about how the Water Availability Analysis
results would fit into the process. It was explained that the Water Availability
Analysis and concept development are running in parallel and that the results of
the Analysis would be included at a later stage in the concept development
process. It was noted that some of the concepts may not require the results of the
Water Availability Analysis; these concepts may be further developed prior to the
results of the Analysis. It was clarified that draft portfolios would be developed
after integration of the Water Availability Analysis results and that the MCG
would be able to provide input on these portfolios prior to selecting a preferred
portfolio.

RMC then proposed three potential project groupings, including implementation
status, ease of implementation, and objectives. A number of MCG members
expressed concern about these project groupings. After discussion, the MCG
decided to form five different project groupings. These include:

1) Regional Benefits- concepts that have a regional benefit;

2) Upcountry Benefits— concepts that only have upcountry benefits;

3) Valley Benefits — concepts that only have valley benefits;

4) MCG Member Priorities — concepts that MCG member organizations

have identified as important to their organization;
5) Objectives — concepts which best meet the most MokeWISE objectives.

It was also determined that there would be a sixth project grouping that would
encompass all the concepts listed in the Policies and Initiatives category.
Because the nature of this sixth grouping is different than the other groupings, it
was decided that this grouping would move in parallel with the other groupings
at a different level of analysis. RMC will propose concepts under each of these
project groupings and present them to the MCG at the August meeting. After
some discussion, it was decided that the Optimization of Calaveras Reservation
concept would be moved out of Policies and Initiatives and into the Surface Water
category to allow it to be analyzed at a level consistent with similar concepts.

After some discussion, it was decided that RMC will send out two polls to the
MCG. It was explained that these polls are not a vote, but instead provide a
‘pulse check’ of the MCG to gain a better understanding of how MCG
organizations are currently feeling about the concepts.

1) The first poll will help determine the MCG Member Priorities project
grouping. It will ask MCG member organizations to identify, of the
concepts submitted by that organization, which two (2) are their
favorite.

2) The second poll will help the MCG see which concepts are currently
most popular among all MCG member organizations. It will ask MCG
member organizations to identify, of the concepts they did not submit,
which five (5) they are most interested in pursuing for analysis.
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Because the sixth project grouping consists of all concepts in the Policies and
Initiatives category, it was decided that these concepts would not be included in
the polls.

To allow for better presentation of the concepts, RMC will draft a concept
template which will include information about funding, sponsorship, and if the
concept requires results from the Water Availability Analysis.

V. Wrap-Up and Action Items

The Modeling Workgoup will be re-convened to discuss modeling results. The
logistics of re-convening the group will be discussed at the next meeting.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #12 Summary

August 8, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Eastern San Joaquin County Groundwater
Basin Authority

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Lodi, City of
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Trout Unlimited

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Project Groupings: there will be five (5) project groupings, including regional
benefits, upcountry benefits, valley benefits, MCG member priorities, and
objectives. A sixth grouping will include all of the policies and initiatives identified

to date.

Action Items

e RMC: send out new poll MCG members.

e RMC: change concepts la and 7b to Regional Benefits Project Grouping.

e RMC: add WID as co-sponsor to concepts 4c and 4d.

e RMC: set up Policies and Initiatives Workgroup.

e RMC: draft new language for concept 3a, renamed Desalination Study.

e RMC: send out emails asking for additional concept co-sponsors.
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Summary

I.

II.

III.

IV.

July Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #11 (July 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be posted
onto the public portion of the website.

A new representative from Trout Unlimited was introduced to the MCG.

RMC updated the MCG on the status of communications with Ken Berry, a
member of the Ratepayers Protection Alliance (RPA), including that a formal
records request was submitted by Mr. Berry. In response to his request, a CD
containing all documents provided to the MCG up to this point was sent to Mr.
Berry.

RMC provided an update on Wild and Scenic, indicating that the legislation is
currently in suspense due to the bill sponsor becoming injured while on vacation.

The MCG was made aware that the facilities at Pardee Reservoir have been
reserved for the January meeting.

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District Presentation

North San Joaquin Water Conservation District provided an overview of the
District, including a brief history of the District, the District’s infrastructure, and
projects being implemented by the District. This presentation will be posted to
the protected portion of the website.

Jackson Valley Irrigation District Presentation

Jackson Valley Irrigation District provided an overview of the District, including a
brief history of the District, the District’s infrastructure, and projects being
implemented by the District. This presentation will be posted to the protected
portion of the website.

Polling Results

RMC reviewed the polling request, specifically what each poll asked.

1) The first poll was intended to help determine the MCG Member
Priorities project grouping. It asked MCG member organizations to
identify, of the concepts submitted by that organization, which two (2)
are their favorites.

2) The second poll was intended to help the MCG understand which
concepts are currently most popular among all MCG member
organizations. It asked MCG member organizations to identify, of the
concepts they did not submit, which five (5) they are most interested in
pursuing for analysis.
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RMC explained that the polls were intended as “pulse checks” and results do not
mean that any projects would be removed from the list or removed from the
analysis phase. RMC explained the process by which the results for Polll were
completed. This included finding entities’ original concept submissions and
tracking their evolution over the course of the MokeWISE process. Because some
concepts were rolled into others and modified, there was some confusion
regarding the accuracy of the results. Because of this confusion, it was decided
that entities would not be attributed to their poll responses and Poll 1 would be
removed from consideration as a Project Grouping for Analysis.

There was general interest in the results of the Poll 2, which lead to a discussion of
facilitating a new poll. This is discussed further in the following section.

V. Preliminary Project Groupings

RMC presented the preliminary Project Groupings for Analysis. These included:
1) Regional Benefits- concepts that have a regional benefit;
2) Upcountry Benefits— concepts that only have upcountry benefits;
3) Valley Benefits — concepts that only have valley benefits;
4) MCG Member Priorities — concepts that MCG member organizations
have identified as important to their organization;
5) Objectives — concepts which best meet the most MokeWISE objectives.

After RMC presented the geographic groupings, there was discussion about the
merits of these groupings. It was suggested that project benefits be determined
based on where the hardware is located instead of where potential benefits may
be seen. A 20-minute caucus was called. After further discussion, the MCG
decided that projects 1a and 7b be changed to the Regional Benefits Project
Grouping. Pending these two changes, the MCG approved the geographic
project groupings, Project Groupings 1 through 3.

Some concern was expressed about how project groupings would be analyzed,
particularly where groupings included projects that were very conceptual in
nature. After some discussion, two new project groupings were suggested in
addition to the three geographic groupings. The fourth project grouping would
include projects which required a low level of analysis and the fifth would include
projects which required a high level of analysis. Those that require a low level
analysis are expected to be the largely conceptual concepts and those concepts
that will not alter demands and therefore will not require modeling. Those that
require a high level of analysis are expected to include concepts that will alter
demands and / or streamflows and will therefore require modeling.

There was general consensus that the results of Poll 2 were more representative
of the MCG'’s priorities, and that another polling effort would be beneficial. This
poll would be similar to the previous Poll 2, with a slight modification: the new
poll would ask each MCG entity to select its top five concepts to move forward for
analysis. The results of this poll would be used to develop a new sixth project

grouping.
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Based on the discussion, the MCG decided on the following project groupings:

1) Regional Benefits- concepts that have a regional benefit (grouping
approved by MCG);

2) Upcountry Benefits— concepts that only have upcountry benefits
(grouping approved by MCG);

3) Valley Benefits — concepts that only have valley benefits (grouping
approved by MCG);

4) Low Level of Analysis — concepts that have low levels of analysis,
particularly ones requiring qualitative analysis or ones that do not alter
demands and will thus not require modeling;

8) High Level of Analysis — concepts that have high levels of analysis,
particularly ones that will alter demands and thus will require
modeling;

6) MCG Member Priorities — concepts that MCG members have identified
as important to their entities (informed by new poll);

The concepts within the Policies and Initiatives category are still moving forward
under a different analysis method and are therefore not included in any of the
above project groupings. A Policy and Initiatives Workgroup will be convened
with representatives from the San Joaquin Farm Bureau, San Joaquin County,
Calaveras Planning Coalition, Calaveras County, and East Bay Municipal Utility
District to work on further developing these concepts.

The issue of sponsorship was discussed, as there are still three concepts with no
sponsors. Because concept 9c is a policy and initiative, it is ok that there is no
sponsor. Concept 6a has been removed since there was no sponsorship interest
among the MCG. The MCG agreed that 3a should be revised to be a study which
investigates all desalination opportunities available. RMC will draft a new
description for this concept.

There was some question as to the role of a sponsor. It was decided that each
concept can have both “Lead” and “Co-Sponsors.” RMC will send out an email
defining these roles and ask that any MCG entities who wish to act in either of
these roles respond to that email. These sponsors will work together to complete
the concept request for information that was sent out.

The concept request for information was sent out to identified sponsors for each
concept. These requests will help inform the analysis for the project groupings.
RMC is hosting a webinar to review these requests on Thursday August 14, 2014.
Responses are requested by Monday August 18, 2014.

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #13 Summary

September 12, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Lodi, City of
MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Restore the Delta

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Key Decisions

e Concepts: Concept 2d has been removed from the list.

e Project Groupings: Groupings 4 and 5 were approved by the MCG. Grouping 6 will

go final on Friday September 19", pending PG&E response.

Action Items

e RMC: {fill in Information Requests for concepts 3a and 8c.

e RMC: include operational scenarios language into Concept 7b.

e RMC: revise Water Availability Analysis to add challenges sections and various edits

per MCG discussion; send to MCG on Friday September 19™,

e MCG: review WAA and submit redline edits and comments to RMC by Friday

September 26™.

e RMC: reach out to PG&E to determine status of involvement.

e RMC: compile edits, respond to comments, and send revised WAA to MCG on

October 3.
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Foothill Conservancy: determine whether to retain Mokelumne Wild & Scenic as

MokeWISE project concept.
EBMUD: send Recycled Water and Other Surface Water sections to the appropriate
groups within EBMUD to review.

Summary

I.

II.

III.

August Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #12 (August 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

There is no further action on the Wild and Scenic legislation this year. Foothill
Conservancy will determine and report back to MCG if they would like to pursue
the Wild and Scenic policy within MokeWISE.

Concept 2d (Mokelumne Hill Sanitary District Reclaimed Wastewater) has been
removed due to the sponsor removing sponsorship of the concept.

The first Policies and Initiatives Workgroup meeting is next Friday; entities with
current policies and initiatives related to any of the MokeWISE policies and
initiatives were encouraged to send them to RMC for consideration by the
Workgroup.

San Joaquin Farm Bureau Presentation

The San Joaquin Farm Bureau provided an overview of the Bureau, including a
brief history and challenges faced by the Bureau. A number of questions about
the Bureau were answered. This presentation will be posted to the protected
portion of the website.

Revised Concept Groupings

RMC provided an overview of where the MCG is in the MokeWISE process,
including that Groups 1 through 3 were approved at the August meeting, that
RMC is looking for approval of Groups 4 and 5, and that Group 6 will be
presented for initial review at this meeting.

Project Groupings 4 and 5 were approved by the MCG. Discussion ensued about
including an operational scenarios component into Concept 7b (Raise Lower Bear
Reservoir Feasibility Update and Preliminary Engineering). RMC will incorporate
this idea into the concept description.

RMC presented the polling results, indicating that the concepts receiving 3 or
more tallies were included in Project Grouping 6. Three of the four entities who
had not yet responded to the poll responded during the meeting. After
accounting for these tallies, one concept moved into the Project Grouping;
Project Grouping 6 now includes 17 concepts. RMC will reach out to PG&E to
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solicit their response to the poll. The Project Grouping will go final if they do not
provide their response by Friday September 19%,

IV. Concept/Grouping Assessment Format

RMC presented on the overall process, including how the Concept Information
Requests will be incorporated into the process. The sponsors of four concepts,
including concepts le, 2b, 4a, and 4d, have not yet submitted the information
requests. Concepts 3a and 8c have no sponsors, so RMC will complete these
requests.

Once all Information Requests are received, RMC will review and augment the
requests were possible. The information requests will be submitted to Balance
Hydrologics and Hanson Environmental for their use in analyzing the benefits and
impacts of each concept. RMC also reviewed the timeline; in September, Balance
and Hanson will begin assessing concepts which do not require results from the
Water Availability Analysis by using the Information Requests. In October,
Balance and Hanson will continue to assess concepts based on Information
Requests and Water Availability Analysis findings.

V. Water Availability Analysis

RMC provided an overview of the results from all sections of the Water
Availability Analysis, except for Mokelumne River. It is anticipated that
Mokelumne River results will be presented to the MCG at the November meeting.
The Modeling Workgroup will reconvene to review the MOCASIM results prior to
the MCG reviewing the Mokelumne River portion of the Water Availability
Analysis.

Comments and suggestions on each of the sections were noted by RMC and will
be incorporated into the revised document. There was discussion about the
challenges associated with potentially using some of the water that is noted as
available in the analysis. Because of this, it was decided that RMC will include a
challenges sections in each of the supply types to outline the various challenges
associated with using the potentially available supply.

Due to the addition of the challenges section, the timeline was revised. RMC will
draft these new sections and incorporate edits that were noted during the
discussion. RMC will send this revised version to the MCG on Friday September
19™, The MCG will have one week to review, with redlines due to RMC by Friday
September 26™. RMC will compile edits, respond to comments, and send the
revised draft back to the MCG on Friday October 3", The revised analysis will
be reviewed at the October 10® MCG meeting. EBMUD will send the current
versions of the Recycled Water and the Other Surface Water sections to the
respective groups to receive feedback which can be incorporated within this new
schedule.

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #14 Summary

October 10, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Lodi, City of

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e None.

Action Items

e RMC: begin drafting language for a resolution process.

e RMC: include potential outreach opportunities on agenda for November meeting.
e Facilitator: reach out to PG&E and Amador County to encourage active MCG

participation.

Summary

I September Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #13 (September 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.
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Foothill Conservancy indicated that they are not interested in sponsoring the
Wild and Scenic Policy. The other entities who have indicated an interest in
including a wild and scenic policy within the MokeWISE program have been
asked if they are interested in sponsoring. If these entities are not interested in
sponsoring, the concept will be removed from the list. If a sponsor is identified,
the concept will begin the assessment process.

RMC provided an update on the Policy and Initiatives Workgroup, indicating that
they have met once and will be meeting again on October 23™ to review progress
made on individual policies and initiatives.

RMC provided an update on the Modeling Workgroup, indicating that they had
met to review the MOCASIM model preliminary outputs of the two base cases.
Some of these results were later presented that day.

Calaveras Planning Coalition cautioned that the MokeWISE process should not
wait until near the end for MCG stakeholders to identify areas of concern about
project concepts. The schedule provides time for boards and other decision
making bodies to review the preferred alternative. Challenges associated with
board approval were discussed, including board turnover. The process of
reaching out to newly elected officials was briefly discussed and tabled for the
next meeting. The question of “what does support really mean?” was brought up;
RMC will draft language for a resolution of support that will outline the definition
of support.

II. MyValleySprings.com Presentation

MyValleySprings.com provided an overview of the organization, including
history of Calaveras County and the work in which MyValleySprings.com has
been involved. A brief question and answer period followed. The handout
provided as part of the presentation will be posted to the protected portion of the
website.

III. Water Availability Analysis

RMC gave an overview of the peer-review comments submitted on each section,
as well as the specific comments where RMC took a different approach than was
suggested in the comment.

Comments from the MCG about the proposed response to comments were
solicited. Some of these comments included adding an opportunities section to
each supply type to capture potential use opportunities and cite page numbers in
the in-text citations. All comments stated during the meeting were captured by
RMC and will be included in the revised version of the document. MCG
members were encouraged to submit further comments through email and
redline.
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IV. Water Availability Analysis - Mokelumne River Supply

RMC reviewed preliminary results from the MOCASIM modeling effort.
Information of interest to the MCG includes average unallocated flow over period
of record, seasonal flows, and a comparison of JSA required and modeled flows.
RMC will begin drafting the Mokelumne piece and send to the MCG later in
October.

V. Preliminary Concept Assessment Information

RMC presented the preliminary environmental concept assessment from Balance
Hydrologics and Hanson Environmental. General comments included presenting
an explanation of the scale and adding a column to discuss the mitigation
measures that could be used to capture more project benefit. These comments
will be passed on to Balance and Hanson Environmental for incorporation into the
revised version.

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items

RMC presented a master schedule, highlighting each of the deadlines over the
month of October.

Outreach to PG&E will continue to be conducted to potentially identify a new
representative. Additionally, outreach to Amador County will be conducted to
encourage the County to attend meetings and provide comments on process and
documents.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #15 Summary

November 14, 2014

Organizations represented
Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Restore the Delta

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton East Water District

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Include brief discussion of EBMUDs current stormwater study.

e Include a quadrupled implementation level in the conservation section.

e Include a daily hydrograph from 1998 forward in the Mokelumne River section. Show
monthly graphs for wet years and yearly for all other years.

Action Items

e RMC: post EBMUD Board presentation after EBMUD December Board meeting.
e RMC: secure location for January 8" public meeting.

o RMC: develop a list of resource agencies and points of contact for invitations to the

March public meeting.

¢ MCG: comments on WAA to RMC by Wednesday November 26™.
e Amador County: provide breakfast snacks at January meeting
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Summary

I.

II.

October Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #14 (October 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC presented an update on the Policies and Initiatives Workgroup, including
that the members are working on fleshing out those concepts. The final meeting
is in January and drafted products will be presented to the MCG in February. The
Modeling Workgroup is working with the MOCASIM model and will meet again
in December to review project results.

Amador County indicated that it will be increasing its level of participation in
MokeWISE by more frequently attending meetings. Foothill Conservancy and
CSPA are working with PG&E to encourage them to increase their participation
level.

RMC reviewed the MokeWISE process, including where the MCG is currently and
the outcomes for the MokeWISE program. Additionally, RMC reviewed the
schedule, including the major decision points for each of the remaining 7 months.

Outreach Opportunities

RMC presented on the different outreach opportunities available. RMC reiterated
that the January meeting at Pardee will be a good opportunity to bring elected
officials and introduce/update them on the process. CCWD stated that they have
hired a new General Manager and have several new Board members; invitations
will be extended to these individuals.

RMC suggested the formation of an Outreach Workgroup, which would help
coordinate outreach to elected official, support public meetings, and coordinate
additional outreach activities. There was no interest in forming this group.
EBMUD did state that they would be updating their Board in the beginning of
December and would be willing to make this presentation available to the MCG.

There are three remaining public workshops: January, March, and May.

= The January meeting will be focus on the Water Availability Analysis
and the preliminary assessment of concepts. This meeting will be held
on January 8™ in Calaveras County. RMC will secure a location and
develop meeting materials.

= The March meeting will focus on analysis of portfolios. RMC suggested
that this meeting, in addition to being a public meeting, target
resource agencies. There was a concern that the public is generally
available at night and resource agencies are generally available
during the day, which would make scheduling this joint meeting
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difficult. RMC will compile a list of resource agencies and points of
contact.
= The May meeting will focus on the preferred MokeWISE program.

RMC provided a general overview of the draft Resolution of Support and
explained that this does not need to be the same resolution for each MCG entity;
members can tailor it their entity, but it needs to indicate support for the process.
The Resolution would be appended to the final document, but it is understood that
the final Board update process will likely happen in June/July. DWR understands
this and final Board adoptions will not jeopardize the DWR agreement. MCG
members were encouraged to provide comments on the draft Resolution.

III. California Sportfishing Protection Alliance Presentation

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance (CSPA) provided an overview of the
organization, including its history and the work in which CSPA has been involved.
A brief question and answer period followed. The presentation will be posted to
the protected portion of the website.

IV. Water Availability Analysis - Non-Mokelumne Supply

RMC gave an overview of the comments and provided a study hall period for
MCG members present to review the proposed response to comments. MCG
comments are due to RMC by Wednesday November 26™.

One of the comments on the stormwater section questioned why stormwater
potential in the EBMUD service area was not calculated. EBMUD explained that
they are currently investigating stormwater potential and will have a technical
memorandum in January 2015 with this information. After some discussion, it was
decided that to address this comment, information about EBMUD’s current effort
would be summarized. Several comments on the conservation section expressed
a desire to see additional, more aggressive levels of conservation to determine
potential savings. It was decided that expanded implementation level currently
shown (which is double current levels) would be expanded further to double the
expanded levels (or quadrupled the current levels). Additional comments were
expressed at the meeting, which were catalogued by RMC and will be
incorporated.

V. Water Availability Analysis — Mokelumne River Supply

RMC explained that the implemented methodology differs from the original work
plan due to disagreements on the definition of available water. Ultimately, a
mutually-agreed upon definition of unallocated water was chosen and fisheries
and geomorphology impacts will be considered in conjunction with projects.
This history has now been captured in the Mokelumne section. Comments that
and concerns that were expressed during the meeting were addressed in the
latest version of the section; MCG members were encouraged to read it and
provide any further comments or concerns.

MCG MEETING 15



RMC reviewed general comments on the Mokelumne section and explained the
proposed process for creating a daily hydrograph. There was some concern
about creating a daily hydrograph prior to 1998, because historical flow prior to
1998 does not reflect current operating conditions on the River. The MCG
decided that from 1998 forward, daily unallocated/allocated flow will be
provided with the caveat that it is only shown to provide information about
monthly variability and is not meant to provide information on pulse flows and
geomorphic work. For the wet years from 1998 to 2010, present graphs that show
daily unallocated/allocated by month; for all other hydrologic year types, show
daily unallocated/allocated by year. Comments are due to RMC by Wednesday
November 26™.

VI. Revised Concept Assessment Approach

RMC reviewed the changes that were made to the environmental assessment,
including that an additional column explaining how additional benefits could be
captured was added and that a general qualitative explanation of the 1-5 scale
was added. No additional comments were provided at the meeting.

RMC explained the concept cut-sheets, including that each cut-sheet would
include the concept name, description, and other relevant information. The
assessment will be based on the MokeWISE program objectives and include an
open, closed, or half circle for each objective with an explanation for the
assessment.

VII. Wrap-Up and Action Items

Amador County offered to bring breakfast snacks to the January meeting.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #16 Summary

December 12, 2014

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
Lodi, City of
MyValleySprings.com

Restore the Delta

San Joaquin County

Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Water Availability Analysis (without the Mokelumne and Stormwater sections) was

approved.

e Update Stormwater section to remove qualifying text and include analysis on average

single family potential stormwater use.

o Update Environmental Assessment of Concepts to include both viewpoints.

Action Items

e RMC: send EBMUD Board update materials to the MCG.
e RMC: update Stormwater and Mokelumne sections based on discussions at the

meeting.

e RMC: update Environmental Concept Assessment to include both viewpoints on
revised concepts; send to MCG by December 15
e MCG: review Environmental Concept Assessment and provide comments by

December 19%.
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e RMC: complete remaining concept assessments and send to MCG by Friday
December 19™

o MCG: review concept assessments and provide comments to RMC by Tuesday
December 30™,

Summary
I. November Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #15 (November 2014) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the Modeling Workgroup, including that the group
has met and discussed preliminary modeling results for one of the concepts. The
group will meet again in January to review more results.

Sierra Club volunteered to present at the February meeting. EBMUD offered to
present on its reservoir operations if the write-up that is to be included in the
Mokelumne section of the Water Availability Analysis is not sufficient. There was
a strong interest among the MCG for this presentation and EBMUD agreed to
internally discuss the possibility of a presentation.

The January 8" public meeting will be at the CCWD Boardroom. RMC will be
preparing a flyer to distribute to MCG members. Additionally, a press release
will be sent out prior to the meeting. Electeds are encouraged to attend if they
are not able to attend the MCG meeting on the 9". EBMUD has made available
their presentation to the EBMUD Board that other entities can use a starting point
to begin discussions with their respective Boards.

The MCG is to send in comments on the draft Resolution of Support letter.
Comments are wanted now, but the document will be revisited in the spring when
MokeWISE program outcomes are more formulated.

San Joaquin County provided a summary of the Settlement Agreement between
the County and EBMUD. In a dry year, NSJWCD will get up to 6,000 AF when
EBMUD'’s projected end of September (EOS) total system storage (TSS) is greater
than 550 TAF and up to 3,000 AF when EOS TSS is greater than 525 TAF but less
than 550 TAF. In wet years, NSJWCD will receive up to 8,000 AF.

RMC reviewed the MokeWISE process, including where the MCG is currently and
the outcomes for the MokeWISE program. Additionally, RMC reviewed the
schedule, including the major decision points for each of the remaining 7 months.
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II. Water Availability Analysis - Non-Mokelumne Supply

RMC presented an overview of the non-Mokelumne edits, including additions to
the Groundwater and Other Surface Water sections. RMC summarized
discussions held with Foothill Conservancy regarding the Conservation section,
including that the expanded program levels of implementation were still not
aggressive enough. In an effort to respond to these concerns, an additional level
of conservation implementation has been added to the analysis in the
Conservation section. This additional level assumes that each agency is able to
achieve 85 gallons per capita per day (gpcd). It was made clear that this
maximum theoretical level is not something that is being advocated for at this
point, but that it is acting as a reference point to examine what is theoretically
possible.

There were additional comments from Foothill Conservancy on the Stormwater
section. These were discussed over lunch with RMC and a resolution presented
to the MCG. There were no objectives to removing the discussion on the
Camanche Area Regional Water Supply Plan (CARWSP) and the other qualifying
language in the Potential Stormwater Programs section. In place of this, the
section will include an analysis of the amount of potable water that an average
single family home could offset with stormwater.

III. Water Availability Analysis - Mokelumne River Supply

RMC presented an overview of the comments that were received and
summarized the comments that had not yet been incorporated. It was explained
that these comments would not affect the model output, but would address
formatting and language. After some discussion, it was decided that more results
should be moved to the appendices and that more explanation of the results
should be included. Additionally, include a description of what each of the
appendices are at the beginning of the Mokelumne section and at the beginning
of each of the appendices.

The MCG approved the Water Availability Analysis (without the Mokelumne and
Stormwater sections). These two sections will be revised and presented to the
MCG in January. It is anticipated that the Mokelumne and Stormwater sections
will be ready for final approval by February.

IV. Revised Environmental Assessment of Concepts

RMC presented the changes to the environmental assessment of the concepts.
There was a general concern that concept 7b (Raise Lower Bear) had been
“green-washed” and that the edited concepts had originally presented one
viewpoint, but now present another. It was ultimately decided that both
viewpoints be included.
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RMC will make these changes and send back out to the group by the end of the
day on Monday December 15™. The MCG will have until Friday December 19™ to
provide comments. If no comments are received, then it will be assumed final.

V. Draft Assessment of Selected Concepts

RMC reviewed the assessment approach, including the rating system and the
justification of the rating. There was a comment that the concept summary page
be re-formatted to include more abbreviated titles; this will help maximize space.
RMC will send the remaining concept assessments and the assessments on the
project groupings by Friday December 19", MCG comments on the concept
assessments are due back to RMC by December 30™.

RMC will prepare and send out a template that MCG members can use to
document concerns about individual concepts. The MCG is to return it to RMC by
January 2™,

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items
At the next meeting, RMC will provide a 15 minute overview of MokeWISE for

electeds and include a brief discussion of what will be expected of electeds at the
end of the process.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #17 Summary

Located at Pardee Center

January 9, 2015

Organizations represented

Amador County MyValleySprings.com
Amador Water Agency North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

Calaveras County

San Joaquin County
Calaveras County Water District

San Joaquin County Resource

Calaveras Planning Coalition Conservation District

Calaveras Public Utility District San Joaquin Farm Bureau

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter

East Bay Municipal Utility District Stockton, City of

Foothill Conservancy Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Lodi, City of Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Mokelumne and Stormwater sections of the Water Availability Analysis were
approved.

e Environmental assessment on concept 7b (Raise Lower Bear Feasibility) was
approved.

Action Items

e RMC: make final changes to Mokelumne section and finalize; post to website
e Foothill Conservancy, CSPA, AWA, Amador County: Discuss language on concept la
(Anadromous Fish Restoration) and come to February meeting with proposal.

e MCG: provide comments on how generic planning language applied to concept 7b
may apply to other planning concepts.
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RMC: draft new Benefit Allocation methodology based on discussion.
RMC: compile new portfolios to send to MCG; schedule webinar to discuss portfolios
prior to February meeting.

Summary

I.

II.

III.

MokeWISE Overview

It was determined that because there were no elected officials present at the
meeting, the MokeWISE overview was not needed.

December Meeting Summary and Brief Update

RMC read the one change to the meeting summary that clarified the San Joaquin
Agreement. San Joaquin County clarified that the 6,000 acre-feet in a dry years is
in a dry-year sequence. This was added and the summary was approved by
consensus; it will be posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC summarized the key points from the January 8 evening public meeting,
including that the Amador Calaveras Consensus Group offered to do a
presentation to the MCG. An MCG member commented that SPI's involvement is
significant. SPI will have increased involvement if the ACCG presents to the
MCG, as SPI is a member of the ACCG.

RMC discussed soliciting comments on the draft Resolution of Support letter and
explained that the draft will be revisited at a later date. The purpose of
discussing the draft now is to get MCG members thinking about what support for
MokeWISE may mean for their particular organization.

RMC reviewed the MokeWISE process, including where the MCG is currently and
the outcomes for the MokeWISE program. Additionally, RMC reviewed the
schedule, including the major decision points for each of the remaining 6 months.

Water Availability Analysis - Mokelumne and Stormwater

RMC presented an overview of Mokelumne and Stormwater revisions, including
the new stormwater language on percentage of losses. There were a few
remaining comments on the Mokelumne section, including questions on unit
conversions and language clarifications. These changes were noted during the
meeting and will be made to the document. Given these changes, both the
Mokelumne and Stormwater sections were approved by the MCG. Once the
Water Availability Analysis is compiled, it will be posted to the public portion of
the website.
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IV. Revised Environmental Assessment of Concepts

RMC explained that the environmental assessment on concept 7b (Raise Lower
Bear Feasibility) was returned to the geomorphologists to revise the assessment
given the sensitivities and concerns expressed at the December meeting.

There was a concern about the new assessment under General Comments,
particularly that there are a number of generalizations about mitigation and about
the potential benefits. It was suggested that the project description be revised to
state what the proposed benefits of the project would be, particularly what
potential benefits would be evaluated in the study.

Given the discussion, the project description was revised during the meeting to
include the following: The study would include evaluation of the proposed
beneficial uses of the project and clarifying operational parameters. It would also
identify benefits, impacts, and constraints in the following areas: technical, political,
environmental (including both species-related and geomorphic), economic, legal,
and recreation — recognizing that a more detailed Environmental Impact Report
would be required prior to implementing a project. The study will include
consultation with members of the MokeWISE MCG. After this new description was
approved, the environmental assessment was revised to combine assessments
from previous revisions. In addition, a sentence explaining that operations would
drive benefits and impacts was added at the end of each paragraph. This
assessment was approved by the MCG.

There was then discussion on adding the language that was added to the project
description of concept 7b to other planning study concepts. RMC sent an email to
the MCG with the language that was added to concept 7b with the request that
MCG members provide comments on how the language might apply to the other
planning concepts. Comments are due back to RMC by February January 237,

V. Draft Benefit/Cost Allocation Methodology

RMC presented an overview of the methodology, explaining each task involved.
There was a general concern that if a cost is attributed to an agency, that agency
may find it difficult to approve the final portfolio. It was further agreed that this
methodology would involve many value judgments that would likely be difficult
to come to agreement.

RMC suggested a qualitative approach, explaining the general benefits,
beneficiaries, and a discussion on the general magnitude of benefits received by
beneficiaries. There would also be a general discussion on cost, without
apportioning the cost to any beneficiaries. It was suggested to conduct a high-
level of costs analysis and clearly state assumptions. It was also suggested that
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there be a discussion of allocated benefits between entities and between the two
regions, as well as a discussion of general public beneficiaries.

RMC will revise the methodology to outline this new approach and send it out
prior to the February meeting.

VI. Assessment of Concepts and Concept Groupings

RMC presented the changes resulting from MCG feedback, including the
conflicting comment on concept la (Anadromous Fish Restoration). The MCG
decided to remove objective D-21 (which pertains to data for UWMPs) from the
assessment as it pertains more to the MokeWISE program than it does to any one
concept. It will remain as an objective, but not be used in the concept
assessment. There was a proposal to remove objective E-28 (which pertains to
wild and scenic legislation) as no concepts meet that objective. The MCG elected
to leave the objective in the assessment. Concept 3a (Solar Powered Desalination
Study) does not have a sponsor; it was suggested that this concept be removed
for lack of sponsor. The MCG elected to leave it as a concept.

There was concern that concept la (Anadromous Fish Restoration) may
potentially result in a reduction in flow for water agencies. There was a proposal
to remove the sentence about reduction in water supply from the environmental
assessment. A counter-proposal suggested adding a sentence that explains that
proponents of the concept do not anticipate an impact to water agencies. It was
suggested that language added to concept 7b (Raise Lower Bear Feasibility)
could also be added to concept la. It was ultimately decided that those entities
most interested in the language (Foothill Conservancy, CSPA, AWA, Amador
County) would discuss language changes offline and bring back a proposal to the
MCG in February.

VII. Preliminary Portfolio Proposal

RMC presented the preliminary proposed portfolio, including how the portfolio
was compiled. There was a general concern that the modeling results would be
helpful in putting the portfolios together. The MCG broke into three groups to
discuss the proposed portfolio and each of the concepts. After a period of time,
the MCG came back together and each of the groups reported on their
discussion. RMC took note of these discussions.

Based on the discussions, RMC will prepare a new set of portfolios to send to the
MCG. In an effort to stay on schedule, it was decided that a webinar would be
held prior to the February meeting to approve the portfolios so assessment on the
portfolios could be presented, reviewed, and discussed at the February meeting.
The date and time of the webinar will be determined via email.
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VIII. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #18 Summary

February 13, 2015

Organizations represented

Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Mokelumne and Stormwater sections of the Water Availability Analysis were

approved.

e Environmental assessment on concept 7b (Raise Lower Bear Feasibility) was

approved.

Action Items

e RMC: edit Concept la title to read “Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salon

Upstream of Pardee Reservoir.”

e Climate Change Workgroup: convene to discuss distilling available information on

climate change.
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San Joaquin County: present in March about groundwater recharge and in-lieu
recharge work performed for the Eastern San Joaquin Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan.

Summary

I.

January Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #17 (January 2015) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the Modeling Workgroup, including that the group
has discussed the concepts that have been modeled and incorporated comments
on the modeling.

RMC also provided an update on the Policies and Initiatives Workgroup,
including that the workgroup has compiled proposed policies which are ready
for the MCG’s review. It was requested that the groundwater policy (Policy 9d)
not be reviewed by the MCG as there is not yet consensus among the workgroup
on this policy. Once consensus within the workgroup has been reached, the
policy will be submitted to the MCG for review.

RMC provided an update on Concept la (Anadromous Fish), including that
discussions with Amador Water Agency, California Sportfishing Protection
Alliance, and Foothill Conservancy led to consensus on the updated project
description. One edit was recorded during the meeting and the title will be
changed to read “Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook Salmon Upstream of
Pardee Reservoir.” It was noted that AWA requested that an analysis of the
project under climate change conditions be included. CSPA remarked that
climate change extends beyond this one particular concept and that other
concepts may require a similar analysis. It was suggested that available
information regarding climate change from Integrated Regional Water
Management Plans IRWMPs) from the Mokelumne-Amador-Calaveras Region
and the Eastern San Joaquin Region be summarized and included in Moke WISE.
After some discussion, it was decided that representatives from East Bay
Municipal Utility District, California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, Foothill
Conservancy, Calaveras Planning Coalition, San Joaquin County, and the
California Department of Water Resources would convene to distill available
information and further discuss climate change as it relates to MokeWISE.

RMC provided an update on Concept 4c (San Joaquin County Groundwater
Banking and Exchange), including that discussion with San Joaquin County,
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, and Foothill Conservancy led to
consensus on a proposal for moving the concept forward. It was proposed that
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Concept 4c be moved to a parallel track to allow additional development. This
parallel track would include additional modeling and further discussions of the
concept with MCG members that are interested in participating. It was explained
that the concept would not be included in the preferred MokeWISE portfolio, but
that a new concept (4e) would be considered for inclusion. Concept 4e (San
Joaquin Groundwater Banking and Exchange Conceptual Modeling and
Feasibility Work), as stated in the proposed description made available to the
MCG, would continue the work that would begin in the parallel track. In
response to a suggested edit, a sentence has been added to the description that
articulates that storage would provide a regional benefit. It was suggested that
concepts 4a and 4e be combined to ensure that one feasibility study captures all
potential sources. San Joaquin County offered to present in March explaining the
work that was done in the Eastern San Joaquin Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan regarding source water for groundwater recharge and in-lieu
recharge.

A new concept submitted by the Calaveras Planning Coalition was discussed by
the MCG. The concept proposes assessing the feasibility of transporting
wastewater from the East Bay and Contra Costa County to the San Joaquin Valley
for irrigation and/or groundwater recharge. After some discussion, it was
suggested that each individual breakout group discuss and decide if the new
concept should be added to Concept 4a as a supply source.

II. Portfolio Breakout Discussion

RMC presented an overview of the portfolio breakout discussion process,
including the new proposed approach for conducting preliminary engineering.
RMC explained that the purpose of the breakout discussion group is to identify a
list of projects that would under further development. The concepts selected for
further development would undergo preliminary engineering which may include
scope definition, mapping, and conceptual engineering plans for some
infrastructure. RMC explained that the level of preliminary engineering will
depend on the number of concepts selected for focused work.

A revised schedule was presented showing how the proposed preliminary
engineering would be incorporated. In March, draft preliminary engineering for
each of the concepts selected during this meeting will be presented to the MCG,
with finals prepared for the April MCG meeting.

RMC explained during the small group breakout, each group would be given a
worksheet to identify concepts that the group feels have low, medium, and high
value, as well as projects that the group “can live with.” There was discussion
about the subjective nature of the word “value” and RMC provided several
considerations for the small groups, including the extent to which a concept
meets MCG objectives, how the concept might be positioned for funding, and
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how well the concept reflects a regional balance of benefits. Under the “can live
with it” category, the group could live with it as-is, could live with it if additional
refinement is completed, or could not live with it under any circumstances.

RMC re-iterated that the process should be completed by consensus and should
not include voting of any kind.

III. EBMUD Presentation on Reservoir Operations

East Bay Municipal Utility District provided an overview of the District’s reservoir
operations, including how and when the District makes decisions about releases
from Pardee and Camanche Reservoirs, as well as the requirements mandating
those releases. This presentation will be posted to the protected portion of the
website.

IV. MCG Decision on Portfolio

Each of the three small groups met to discuss each concept and complete the
worksheet provided by RMC. After each group had completed the exercise,
RMC presented the concepts that received a high value by any group and a “yes,
can live with it” by all groups.

Concepts in group 4 (Groundwater Management) and concepts in group 7
(Surface Water) were addressed by the group in an effort to reach consensus.
After some discussion, it was decided that Concept 4c (San Joaquin County
Groundwater Banking and Exchange) be moved to the parallel track and that
Concept 4a (Groundwater Banking within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin) and Concept 4e (San Joaquin Groundwater Banking and Exchange
Conceptual Modeling and Feasibility Work) be combined into one concept that
would evaluate multiple sources for groundwater banking and exchange.
Additionally, it was decided that the proposed concept submitted by the
Calaveras Planning Coalition be revised to a feasibility study looking at potential
uses for wastewater from the East Bay and Contra Costa County. After further
discussion, it was decided that this concept would be combined with concepts 4a
and 4e.

After some discussion, there was a proposal to combine concepts 7b (Raise Lower
Bear Reservoir Feasibility Update and Preliminary Engineering), 7c (Surface
Storage Regional Assessment), 7d (Re-operation of Existing Storage), and 7e
(Optimization of Calaveras County Reservation) into one concept titled “Water
Supply Reliability for Amador and Northern Calaveras Counties.” It was further
suggested that Concept 7d not be combined and be developed as a stand-alone
concept.

The following concepts were approved for preliminary engineering by the MCG:

= 2a: Municipal Recycled Wastewater Recharge Program
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= 2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater Reuse

= 2c: Amador County Regional Reuse

= 4a: Groundwater Banking within the Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin

= 4Db: Amador and Calaveras Counties Hydrologic Assessment

= 4d: North San Joaquin Water Conservation District Infrastructure
Improvements

= Ba: Regional Urban Water Conservation Program

= 5b: Regional Agriculture Conservation Program

= T7b-Te: Water Supply Reliability for Amador and Northern Calaveras
Counties

= 7d: Re-operation of Existing Storage

= 8a: Jeff Davis Water Treatment Plant Replacement

= 8b: Rehab of Transmission Main

= 8c: Barney Way Septic System Conversion

= 8d: Lake Camanche Village Recycled Water Project

V. Revised Benefit Allocation Methodology

This discussion was postponed to the March meeting to allow more time for small
group discussion.

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #19 Summary

March 13, 2015

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Convene Institutional Arrangements workgroup to provide recommendation to MCG

during April meeting.

o Hold fourth public meeting at San Joaquin Farm Bureau with targeted invitations to

resource agencies.

e Develop problem statements and MokeWISE stakeholder interest statements for

select Projects as discussed

e Approve RMC moving forward with implementation of the benefit allocation

methodology

Action Items

e MCG: send in redlines on policies and initiatives to RMC by Friday March 20t%.
e RMC: distribute public outreach materials and reach out to resource agencies.
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RMC: correct statements regarding WID’s water right and upload corrected Water
Availability Analysis.

Institutional Arrangements Workgroup: meet to determine recommendation to
present to the MCG at the April meeting.

RMC: email Project workgroup list to MCG and individual emails to workgroups.
MCG: work with agreed-upon MCG entities to revise preliminary engineering
(expanded project descriptions) and add interest statements where decided for
review during the April meeting.

RMC: revise preliminary engineering (revised project descriptions) for review
during the April meeting.

RMC: implement benefit allocation methodology and distribute to the MCG for
review at the April meeting.

Summary

I.

February Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #18 (February 2015) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

Prior to the last MCG meeting, write-ups on the policies and initiatives were
distributed. At that meeting, RMC indicated that the workgroup had not yet
reached consensus on policy 9d. At this meeting, RMC provided an update on
policy 9d, indicating that the workgroup was unable to reach consensus and as
such, policy 9d is not moving forward. The MCG was instructed to send in any
redlines on the remaining policies and initiatives by Friday March 20t.

RMC reviewed corrections made to the Water Availability Analysis, including a
correction of Woodbridge Irrigation District’s water rights and inclusion of the
conversion factor from acre-feet per year (AFY) to cubic feet per second (cfs).
During the meeting, it was further clarified the Woodbridge Irrigation District’s
water rights total 414.4 cfs. This will be corrected in the document; this version
will be uploaded to the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the Climate Change Committee, indicating that the
Committee met and decided to address climate change programmatically. The
climate change section is currently being drafted, which will be shared with the
Committee and be distributed to the MCG for review at the April meeting.

RMC also provided an update on Project la (Re-Introduction of Fall-Run Chinook
Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir), including that Amador Water Agency,
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance (CSPA), and Foothill Conservancy
reached consensus on the objective assessment and environmental assessment.
Foothill Conservancy reiterated that the need for the project is to lead a pilot
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project, which has more immediate funding needs. Foothill Conservancy and
CSPA will propose language for an updated project description, which could
include incorporating phases.

At previous meetings, the MCG discussed holding the fourth public meeting in
Sacramento and tailoring it to resource agencies. Given that the projects are less
capital intensive than originally anticipated, RMC suggested that there may not
be the same interest from resource agencies. RMC proposed that the meeting be
held at the San Joaquin Farm Bureau on April 9t at 6:30pm and that resource
agencies receive personal invitations. The MCG approved the proposal. RMC
will draft a flyer and press release to be distributed to local papers and to MCG
member agencies so they may distribute to their constituencies.

On Tuesday March 10t, 2015, RMC distributed a draft technical memorandum
summarizing potential options for final MokeWISE project implementation
governance and stakeholder coordination. RMC explained that this is a required
portion of the Final Report and that the MCG will make a final determination on
the institutional arrangement during the April meeting. RMC proposed that a
workgroup convene to discuss the options and prepare a recommendation to the
MCG during April’s meeting. Entities involved in this workgroup are: the Upper
Mokelumne River Watershed Authority, San Joaquin County, Amador Water
Agency, Calaveras Planning Coalition, East Bay Municipal Utility District, and the
City of Stockton.

RMC reviewed the schedule for April, May, and June.
II. Sierra Club Presentation

The Sierra Club provided an overview of the Club, including its history, mission,
and current projects. This presentation will be posted to the protected portion of
the website.

III. San Joaquin County Presentation

San Joaquin County provided information focusing on efforts the County has
pursued in terms of alternate water supplies to the Mokelumne River. This
presentation will be posted to the protected portion of the website.

IV. Preliminary Engineering (Expanded Project Descriptions)

RMC explained the concern that was expressed by some of the MCG members at
the end of the February meeting regarding Project 1a (Re-Introduction of Fall-Run
Chinook Salmon Upstream of Pardee Reservoir) not being added to the list of
projects. Because Project 1a was the only project that was on the cusp of making
onto the list, it was added.
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The California Sportfishing Protection Alliance (CSPA) presented an overview of
the work the environmental caucus had completed after the draft scopes of work
were distributed on Friday March 6%. The environmental caucus recommended
using the revised scope for Project 7d as a template for reworking some of the
other scopes. Recommended changes included: replacing each abstract with a
problem statement and summary of MokeWISE stakeholder interests, and adding
more specific information to some of the scopes, including adding specificity to
phrases such as “legal issues.” It was also decided that RMC would add a climate
change as an item as part of the climate change overview section indicating that
each project completed as part of the MokeWISE program should address
climate change as applicable.

The MCG agreed that this exercise is beneficial and has merit and that the
preliminary implementation plan should be pushed from April to May. RMC
indicated that doing this means that the MCG will see less material up front (and
will instead see some items for the first time when they appear in draft form in the
Draft Plan in May). The MCG approved this revised approach and schedule.

During the meeting, each Project was discussed and the MCG determined
whether an interest statement was needed. For those Projects that the MCG
deemed an interest statement necessary, a workgroup with an assigned lead was
identified. This group was tasked with developing a problem statement and
stakeholder interest section for the Project; RMC will take the lead on addressing
changes to the Project scopes. RMC will email out the final list to the MCG, with
individual emails to each workgroup to begin facilitating the discussion. Revised
scopes must be completed in time for review during the April meeting.

It was also decided that project 1g, which was not identified for further
development in the February meeting, should be further developed and a scope
of work prepared. All remaining projects without expanded scopes were
discussed, and this was the only project recommended to be expanded.

V. Revised Benefit Allocation Methodology

The MCG agreed to allow RMC to implement the methodology. RMC will bring
the implemented methodology back to the MCG for comment in April.

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #20 Summary

April 10, 2015

Organizations represented

Amador County

Amador Water Agency
Calaveras County

Calaveras Planning Coalition
Calaveras Public Utility District
California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District
Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District
Lodi, City of

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Stockton East Water District

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Final decision made on Implementation Plan projects (see Section IV for more

information).

e Authority given to project workgroups to make a final determination regarding the
assigned project and its inclusion in the Implementation Plan.

Action Items

e RMC: make discussed changes to Institutional Arrangements Memorandum.

e RMC: make discussed changes to project scopes.

e MCG Project Workgroups: meet to discuss projects and come to consensus.
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Summary

I. March Meeting Summary and Brief Update

Meeting #19 (March 2015) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted onto the public portion of the website.

RMC provided an update on the fourth public meeting, held April 9%, 2015 at the
San Joaquin Farm Bureau. In attendance were six members of the public. The
meeting included discussion of the MCG'’s progress and next steps, including that
the MCG was working through determining which projects would be included in
the implementation plan.

To date, there have been no comments received on the policies and initiatives.
Comments are due by Friday April 17th; the MCG will be discussing endorsement
of these policies and initiatives at the May MCG meeting.

Project 8a (Jeff Davis Water Treatment Plant Replacement Feasibility Study) has
been removed from the project list because that study has already been
completed.

RMC reviewed the schedule for the remainder of the project.

II. Institutional Arrangements

III.

IV.

RMC provided an overview of the Institutional Arrangements workgroup process
for determining a proposal for the MCG to consider. The workgroup’s proposal
was presented, which included an MOU between UMRWA and the GBA to support
project implementation and a stakeholder workgroup and public workshops for
stakeholder coordination and public outreach.

The MCG approved the workgroups proposal with two edits. RMC will
incorporate these edits, which include being more specific about who the
signatories of the MOU are and allowing individual members of the public to be
members of the stakeholder group.

Amador Calaveras Consensus Group (ACCG) Presentation

The ACCG provided an overview of the Group, including its history, mission, and
current projects. This presentation will be posted to the protected portion of the
website pending approval from the ACCG.

Preliminary Engineering (Expanded Project Descriptions)

RMC reviewed the goal and process for the meeting, including that the MCG
needed to decide which projects would be included in the Implementation Plan.
Projects included in the Implementation Plan are projects that are generally
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supported and that the institutional structure will focus on funding projects in the
Implementation Plan.

RMC reviewed the two list approach. List 1 includes projects which are
supported by the full MCG, that is, projects that all MCG members agree should
be included in the Implementation Plan. List 2 projects are projects that are
supported by an overwhelming majority of the MCG, but that have some
remaining issues that are articulated. Projects which are not included in List 1 or
List 2 are not a part of the Implementation Plan.

Projects 1g (Soil Restoration), 7d (Storage Reoperation), 7b (Raise Lower Bear), 7f
(Blue and Twin Lakes), 4a (Groundwater Banking), and 7a (Storage Recovery)
were discussed at length and live edits were made where needed. RMC
recorded these edits and other comments and will incorporate them as directed
by the MCG. The following table summarizes the MCG'’s final decision on each of
the projects:

Project Final MCG Decision
la: Re-Introduction of Fall Run List 1

Chinook Salmon Upstream of Pardee

Reservoir

1b: High County Meadow Restoration | List 1

Program

lc: Mokelumne River Day Use Area List 1, few small edits from the San

Floodplain Habitat Restoration Project | Joaquin County Resource Conservation
District

1d: Fish Screens for Riparian List 1, add Lower Mokelumne River

Diversions in the Lower Mokelumne Stewardship Council

1f: Riparian Restoration Program — List 1, included real time edits
Below Camanche

1g: Mokelumne Water Quality, Soil List 1, use version agreed upon by
Erosion, and Sedimentation workgroup
Inventory/Monitoring

2a: Municipal Recycled Wastewater List 1
Recharge Program

2b: Constellation Winery Wastewater | List 1
Reuse
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2c: Amador County Regional Reuse

List 1, include district-wide financial
planning language

4a: Groundwater Banking within the
Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater
Basin

Workgroup to meet the week following
the meeting

4b: Amador and Calaveras Counties List 1
Hydrologic Assessment

4d: NSJWCD Infrastructure List 1
Improvements

5a: Regional Urban Water List 1

Conservation Program

5b: Regional Agriculture
Conservation Program

List 1, San Joaquin Country Resource
Conservation District would like to
have their interests include in
interested statement; if any changes to
environmental interests, a call will be
required to discuss

Ta: PG&E Storage Recovery

Workgroup to meet the week following
the meeting

7b: Raise Lower Bear Reservoir
Feasibility Update and Preliminary
Engineering

List 1, include pertinent universal
changes from 7d

7d: Re-operation of Existing Storage

List 1, included real time edits

7f: Reliability and Replacement
Assessment for Dams at Blue and
Twin Lakes

Workgroup to meet the week following
the meeting

8b: Rehab of Transmission Main List 1
8c: Barney Way Septic System List 1
Conversion

8d: Lake Camanche Village Recycled | List 1

Water Project

For all projects that required further work by a workgroup, the MCG gave
authority to those workgroups to make a final determination regarding the
project and its inclusion in the Implementation Plan.
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V. Draft Climate Change Section

This was pushed back to allow more time for discussing the expanded project
descriptions. The draft section will be included and presented to the MCG in the
draft Final Plan in May.

VI. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #21 Summary

May 8, 2015

Organizations represented

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Policies 9a, 9D, 9¢, and 9f (with changes discussed) will be included in the

Implementation Plan.

Action Items

e RMC: include up-front language in the Final Plan regarding interest statements.

e RMC: send public meeting materials to MCG by Friday May 15t.

e AWA and GBA: follow-up regarding CEQA implications of word “adopt” and
consider second resolution for UMRWA and GBA Boards to amend existing IRWM

Plans to include MokeWISE.

o RMC: make edits to resolution as discussed.
e RMC: compile Staff Reports and schedule of when MCG entities will be discussing

MokeWISE with their Boards.

e RMC: determine legality of making cultural assessment publicly available.

e RMC: incorporate comments received on draft Final Plan, integration chapter, and

Appendix Q.

e RMC: rename Policy 9e to 9f and make changes discussed.
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Summary
I. April Meeting Summary and Brief Update

The Meeting #20 (April 2015) summary sent out prior to this meeting did not have
updated “Key Decisions” and “Action Items” section. A revised copy was sent
Wednesday May 6. No additional comments were received. The revised
version was approved by consensus and will be posted onto the public portion of
the website.

At the last MCG meeting, the MCG empowered workgroups to make the final
determination about the projects that were not already identified as List 1
projects. Projects 7a (Sediment Removal) and 7f (Blue and Twin Lakes) have
been designed as List 1 projects. Changes to the environmental interest
statement in Project 5b (Agricultural Conservation) had been made, which
triggered a workgroup call. The workgroup determined this project was List 2. A
document characterizing outstanding concerns has been appended to the scope
for this project. For project 4a (ES] Groundwater Banking), NSJWCD expressed
concerns regarding the environmental interest statement, particularly that there
may be confusion that those interests were part of the project, and as such, that all
MCG entities agreed with those interests. It was made clear that this is not the
intention, as these interests are included in the Interest Statement section of the
scope. There was a recommendation that NSJWCD express this concern and their
position in the resolution for their Board. It was also recommended that the Final
Plan include generic up-front language that explains what an interest statement is
and is not so there is no confusion about how they should be interpreted or used.

RMC reviewed the schedule for the remainder of the project, including key
milestones and due dates in May and June. Board resolutions are due to RMC by
September 15t so they can be included in the Final Plan.

The fifth and final public workgroup will be on Monday June 1t at 6:30pm at the
San Joaquin Farm Bureau. MCG entities were encouraged to attend. Copies of
the flyer, agenda, and press release will be provided by RMC on May 15t to
allow time for MCG members to distribute.

RMC reviewed the draft resolution language, indicating that this could be used by
MCG members as a starting point for their draft resolutions for their Boards. They
were encouraged to tailor it as appropriate for their governing bodies. There
was some concern that the word “adopt” had CEQA implications.

The representative from DWR attending the meeting clarified that MCG entities
do not need to adopt the MokeWISE Plan. IRWM Plans do not need to be re-
adopted after minor revisions are made. Depending on how the MAC and ES]J
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regions define minor revisions, it is likely that the Integration Chapter can be
included in the IRWM Plans, and an entity, having already adopted the IRWM
Plan, would automatically adopt MokeWISE. It was suggested that the MAC and
ES] regions accept the MokeWISE program as an amendment to their respective
IRWM Plans. Agencies that have already adopted their region’s IRWM Plan
would need to adopt the amendment; agencies that have not already adopted the
region’s IRWM Plan would need to adopt both the Plan and the MokeWISE
amendment.

There were other comments on the resolution, which RMC noted and will
incorporate. There was a concern that an action to “adopt” MokeWISE would also
mean full support and adoption of the appendices. It was made clear that support
of MokeWISE does not imply agreement with the appendices. This will be made
clearer.

AWA and the GBA have agreed to do more research regarding CEQA
implications with the word “adopt.” Additionally, the potential for another
resolution for the two regional organizations, GBA and UMRWA, to adopt the
MokeWISE integration documents as amendments to the two IRWM Plans will be
evaluated along with language about not necessarily supporting the MokeWISE
appendices.

There was a request that entities share their Staff Reports with the MCG as they
begin to bring MokeWISE to their Boards. RMC will put any shared Staff Reports
on the protected portion of the website. Additionally, RMC will compile a
schedule indicating when entities will be bringing MokeWISE to their Boards so
other MCG members are aware.

Sierra Club announced that while they have been previously representing the
San Francisco Bay Chapter, they are now representing the State level Sierra Club.
This change will be made where appropriate.

II. Policies and Initiatives

RMC provided an overview of the edits received on the policies and initiatives.
Edits to policy 9¢c were made real-time that specify one or more watershed
coordinators and to include UMRWA as a co-sponsor with the SJCRCD. Policies
9a, 9b, and 9c were all approved by consensus to be included in the
Implementation Plan.

RMC reviewed Policy 9e (originally the Public Interest Profile Enhancement
Project) and indicated that there had been many edits made. Given that there
was little interest in what was originally drafted for 9e, the MCG then considered
the new version that included the most recent redlines and comments. There was
concern that this version was redundant with what it included in the Stakeholder
Tier of the Implementation Plan. The MCG agreed that the policy should be
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structured as a programmatic check-in and that its purpose is to seek funding
support for the Stakeholder Tier. It was made clear that the MCG did not intend
for this initiative to be redundant. Rather, this initiative supports an annual
meeting that provides a programmatic check-in on the progress of individual
MokeWISE projects and discusses larger programmatic issues and changes.
Given that this new initiative is different than PIPE, it was requested that it be
renamed to 9f. The MCG agreed by consensus that with these changes, the new
9f will be included in the Implementation Plan. RMC will make these changes and
the updated version will be provided in the revised Final Plan.

III. Draft Final Plan and Draft Implementation Chapter

RMC provided an overview of the documents that the MCG received, including
their purpose and how they fit together. RMC also provided an overview of the
table of contents for the Draft Final Plan. There was a question about making the
cultural assessment publicly available and considering sensitivities about doing
this. RMC will follow up on this.

RMC also provided an overview of Chapter 6 of the Final Plan, the
implementation chapter. There were several comments received, including that
the benefits table should indicate which projects are studies so it’s clear that
implementation doesn’t directly provide those benefits indicated, but that if the
project were implemented, these benefits may be achieved. RMC recorded all
comments and will incorporate them into the document. RMC also provided an
overview of the integration chapter (Appendix Q of the Final Plan). It was
requested that these sections be numbered.

RMC provided a printed schedule for the remainder of the project (May/June)
that indicates milestones and due dates.

There was a question regarding how many copies would be printed. RMC
indicated that it would take between two and a half to three weeks to get the

report printed once it is finalized and that each entity would get one copy.

IV. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG)
Meeting #22 Summary

June 12, 2015

Organizations represented
Amador County

Amador Water Agency

Calaveras County

Calaveras County Water District
Calaveras Planning Coalition

Calaveras Public Utility District

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Delta Fly Fishers, Inc.

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Foothill Conservancy

Jackson Valley Irrigation District

Lodi, City of

MyValleySprings.com

North San Joaquin Water Conservation
District

San Joaquin County

San Joaquin County Resource
Conservation District

San Joaquin Farm Bureau
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter
Stockton, City of

Stockton East Water District

Upper Mokelumne River Watershed
Authority

Woodbridge Irrigation District

Key Decisions

e Final Plan approved by consensus.

Action Items

e MCG members: work with their respective boards to approve or otherwise show
support for MokeWISE as it is outlined in the Implementation Plan.
e MCG members: let RMC know when they anticipate taking MokeWISE to their

Boards, and share staff reports.

e RMC: get mailing addresses for each MCG member.
e RMC: compile MCG Board schedule; share staff reports with MCG.
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Summary
I. May Meeting Summary and Brief Update

The Meeting #21 (May 2015) summary was approved by consensus and will be
posted on the public portion of the website.

RMC provided a summary of the fifth and final Public Workshop, held June 1stand
the San Joaquin Farm Bureau. Alex Breitler of the Stockton Record was in
attendance. Mr. Breitler’s article about the MokeWISE program was published in
the Record on June 2nd, 2015.

RMC provided an update regarding the cultural resources review, including that
the information had been collected. RMC has reviewed it with their CEQA/NEPA
professionals and the information that can be publicly shared has been included
in the Final Plan. All cultural resources information collected will be shared with
the Department of Water Resources (DWR), as outlined in the grant agreement. If
MCG entities wish to see all of the cultural resources information, they are
encouraged to reach out to DWR to determine the best avenue for receiving that
information.

RMC provided a schedule reminder, asking that MCG entities submit signed
resolutions by September 15t so they can be included as an appendix in the Final
Plan.

II. MokeWISE Final Plan and Executive Summary

RMC provided an overview of the comments that were received on the Draft Final
Plan and the Public Draft Plan, including the entities submitting comments and the
general nature of the comments. RMC also reviewed some additional revisions
since the document was sent to the MCG for review prior to this meeting. These
edits include updating the maps on pages 54 and 55 to address changes made to
Projects 1f and 9e/9f and changing the indicator for the Water Quality objectives
from WD to WQ. Additional revisions were requested during the meeting, which
consisted of including asterisks for the study-based implementation projects
within the Implementation Plan and double-checking the name of Project 4a.

RMC then provided an overview of the comments received on the Executive
Summary, including who submitted comments and the general nature of the
comments.

The MCG approved the Final Plan and Executive Summary going final with the
changes that were discussed at the meeting. RMC will provide a printed copy of
the Final Plan, with all appendices on a CD. RMC will reach out to the MCG and
ask for mailing addresses.
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RMC reviewed the draft Resolution, noting that revisions were made per the
discussion at the last MCG meeting. Amador Water Agency shared their
resolution as well, mentioning that their legal counsel has concluded that AWA
can adopt the MokeWISE program and that the action is exempt under CEQA
guidelines sections 15262 and 15306. It was noted that this may be the case for
other agencies as well. RMC requested that signed resolutions be submitted by
September 15t so they can be appended to the Final Plan. MCG members can use
the draft Board presentation posted on the website as a starting point for a
presentation to their Boards. If any member would like additional slides, they can
request them from RMC or find the powerpoint for each MCG and public meeting
on the protected portion of the website.

RMC requested that MCG members let RMC know when they anticipate taking
MokeWISE to their Boards so RMC can compile a schedule and staff reports to
share with the MCG. Some MCG entities shared their Board meeting dates with
RMC at the meeting.

III. Wrap-Up and Action Items

None.
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Appendix D: Public and Disadvantaged Community
Outreach Plan

Appendix D provides the MCG-approved Public and
Disadvantaged Community Outreach Plan which
outlines public outreach activities for Moke WISE.




MokeWISE Program:
Public & DAC Outreach Plan

Revision Date: 29 January 2014
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Introduction

The Mokelumne Watershed Inter-regional Sustainability Evaluation (MokeWISE) program
has emerged following years of dialogue between a diverse set of stakeholders in the Upper
and Lower Mokelumne River watersheds. MokeWISE, when concluded, is expected to yield
a scientifically-based and broadly-supported water resources program that includes
sustainable approaches to water resources management in the Mokelumne River watershed,
while respecting the hierarchy of existing water rights and water rights holders. This
program builds upon earlier interregional project concepts, including the Inter-Regional
Conjunctive Use Project (IRCUP), by expanding the scope to include a thorough evaluation
of a wide array of water resource strategies that could be implemented to help balance
water supplies and demands and sustain both the local economy and the environment.

MokeWISE will develop and evaluate alternatives to enhance water resources management
within the Mokelumne-Amador-Calaveras (MAC) and Eastern San Joaquin (ES]) Regions.
The ultimate purpose of this interregional planning project is to develop a broadly-
supported water resources program that substantially contributes to meeting both regions’
needs as represented by participating stakeholders and other regional interests.

The MokeWISE program will:
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1) Evaluate opportunities for integrated water management on an interregional scale,
with the potential to provide water supply and environmental benefits to a broad
range of Mokelumne River basin stakeholders

2) Identify actions with broad support amongst participating stakeholders

3) Develop a multi-regional conceptual plan to implement the preferred program

Envisioned program benefits of the MokeWISE program include drought protection, water
quality protection and improvement, groundwater recharge, maintained and improved
environmental and natural resource conditions, long-term balance of water supply and
demand, and resolution of long-standing regional and inter-regional conflicts.

Purpose of Outreach Plan

To facilitate a successful MokeWISE program process and outcome, public and
disadvantaged community (DAC) outreach is critical. The purpose of public outreach in this
program is to inform the public and DACs about the MokeWISE program and offer
opportunities for involvement. Community input and involvement in the MokeWISE process
will help ensure water resource issues of concern to the broader public are accounted for
and addressed by the MokeWISE program.

This Public and DAC Outreach Plan describes the intended outreach activities for two
project phases: (1) MokeWISE program development and (2) preferred program
alternatives selection. The first phase will educate the public about the purpose of the
MokeWISE program, program evaluation, and the ways in which the public may participate.
The second phase will facilitate input on the selection of program alternatives. Outreach
activities during these two project phases will be targeted to five different tiers: Tier 2
stakeholders, interested parties, the general public, DACs, and Native American tribal
communities.

RMC Water and Environment, a water resources engineering firm, and Rainwater and
Associates, a facilitation and mediation firm, were hired by the Upper Mokelumne River
Watershed Authority (UMRWA) and the Groundwater Basin Authority (GBA) to help develop
and implement the MokeWISE program. The Planning Committee, comprised of RMC,
UMRWA, the GBA, and Rainwater and Associates, , met in early July 2013 to formulate the
steps necessary to establish the collaborative stakeholder group envisioned as the guiding
force in developing MokeWISE and to develop a strategy for capturing other stakeholder
and public input.

The Mokelumne Collaborative Group (MCG) has since been established to serve as the
primary guiding influence in formulating the MokeWISE program. The MCG is comprised of
organizations with a direct and expressed interest in the Mokelumne River watershed and
the MokeWISE program. The MCG provides substantive direction for developing the
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MokeWISE program and its members have committed to a challenging work schedule that
includes monthly group meetings and regular document review. Group members include
water agencies; non-governmental organizations (NGOs); private entities; resource
agencies; and local, state, and federal government agencies. The MCG will meet monthly
for the duration of the program and is the only stakeholder tier that has decision-making
authority. The MCG membership list can be found in Appendix A.

This outreach plan describes the strategy to be followed to obtain input from other potential
stakeholder interests and the public, referred to here as stakeholder tiers. Outlined below
are the five tiers.

Stakeholder Tiers
The five stakeholder tiers which are targeted by this Outreach Plan are described below.
Tier 2

Tier 2 stakeholders include state and federal resource agencies, cities or other
organizations which represent DAC communities, Native American tribal groups and other
stakeholders that, due to budgetary and/or staffing restrictions, are unable to participate in
the MCG. While Tier 2 stakeholders have no decision-making authority in the MCG, the
MCG will solicit and consider feedback received from these stakeholders at various
program milestones. Tier 2 stakeholders will be invited to review and comment on draft
milestone documents that fall within their field of expertise and jurisdiction prior to the
MCG'’s final review and approval of those documents. Tier 2 stakeholders will be invited to
attend and participate at those MCG meetings at which the milestone documents are to be
considered. The list of Tier 2 stakeholders can be found in Appendix B.

Interested Parties

Interested parties are agencies, organizations and individuals that have registered their
interest in the MokeWISE program but are neither members of the MCG nor Tier 2
stakeholders. Interested parties will be made aware of program progress, documents
available for public comment, public meetings, etc. primarily through email
communications and website postings. The interested parties’ membership list can be
found in Appendix C.

General Public

The general public includes residents living in the MAC and ESJ regions and others with a
potential and general interest in the MokeWISE program. The general public will be the
focus of five public workshops to be conducted during the MokeWISE program
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development process and will be invited to comment on milestone documents during
designated comment periods.

DACs

A disadvantaged community (DAC) is defined by the State of California as a community with
an annual median household income (MHI) that is less than 80 percent of the statewide MHI.
Based on current U.S. Census data, a community with an MHI of $48, 706 or less is
considered a DAC. For the purposes of this Outreach Plan, the DACs within the Mokelumne
River watershed are organized into two groups. The first group includes DACs which are
wholly or largely contained within an incorporated area. The second group includes DAC
communities which generally lie within unincorporated areas. See Table 1.

DAC participation in the MokeWISE program will be achieved at two levels: by MCG
members and Tier 2 stakeholders who, in conjunction with their official agency duties, will
represent DAC communities while developing the various milestone MokeWISE program
components; and by conducting at least three of five planned public workshops in DAC
communities selected by the MCG and widely advertised in an effort to draw broad DAC
resident participation.

Table 1: Disadvantaged Community Representation

Group 1 — DACs within Incorporated Areas

DAC Community IRWM MCG Member Tier 2 Stakeholder
Region

Jackson MAC City of Jackson

Plymouth MAC City of Plymouth

Lodi ES] City of Lodi (Public Works)

Stockton ESJ City of Stockton (Municipal

Utilities)

Group 2 —- DACs located in Unincorporated Areas & Native American Communities

DAC Community IRWM MCG Member Tier 2 Stakeholder
Region
Mokelumne Hill MAC Calaveras PUD

Railroad Flat MAC Calaveras PUD
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West Point MAC Calaveras County Water
District
San Andreas MAC Calaveras PUD
Thornton ES] San Joaquin County (Public
Works)
Lake Camanche MAC Amador Water Agency/
Village Amador County
Jackson Rancheria MAC Jackson Rancheria
Band of Miwuk
Indians

Native American Tribal Communities

Targeted outreach to tribal communities within the program area will provide an
opportunity for these communities to consider participating in the MokeWISE planning
process. The three California Native American tribes within the MokeWISE planning region
are listed below.

e The Ione Band of Miwok Indians (state and federal)

e The Jackson Rancheria Band of Miwuk Indians (state)

e The California Valley Miwok Tribe, generally known as the “Sheep Ranch Tribe”
(state)

Direct outreach will be made to the Ione Band and Jackson Rancheria Band. The outreach
will consist of written and follow-up personal communications. Information regarding the
alternative forms of participation will be presented to the two bands. The two bands will be
invited to participate on the MCG or, alternatively, to be included as Tier 2 stakeholders.

Because the status of the leadership of the California Valley Miwok Tribe, generally known
as the Sheep Ranch Tribe, has been in question for years no outreach efforts will be made.
The tribe’s reservation is a one acre parcel in Calaveras County. Given the ongoing dispute
over tribal leadership the tribe’s status before the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Washington,
DC is uncertain. Based on past communications with Calaveras County representatives
regarding potential outreach to this tribe (in conjunction with the 2012 update to the
Mokelumne-Amador-Calaveras IRWM Plan) outreach will not be pursued.
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Program Start-up Outreach Activities

With an ambitious work plan and a tight project schedule it was essential that certain key
MokeWISE stakeholder outreach tasks be completed at the outset of program development
activities. Following is a summary of these key start-up actions.

Fact Sheet

A MokeWISE fact sheet was created in June 2013 which provides a brief history and
overview of the MokeWISE program as well as details on the ways in which stakeholders
and other members of the public can get involved. As part of the initial stakeholder
identification process, this fact sheet was used to inform potential stakeholders about the
program participation levels. The fact sheet can be found in Appendix D.

Initial Stakeholder Identification and Solicitation

During July and August 2013, the MokeWISE Planning Committee met to identify potential
organizations for inclusion in the MCG. Once these initial stakeholders were identified,
targeted outreach occurred to gauge their interest in becoming a member of the MCG.
One-on-one interviews over the phone and in-person were conducted by members of the
Planning Committee to review MCG member commitment expectations, collect initial
thoughts regarding MCG process and organization, and answer any questions. These
stakeholders were also asked to provide any other potential organizations to which the
Planning Committee could reach out. Once organizations committed to being an MCG
member, an initial MCG stakeholder meeting was scheduled.

Website

In July 2013, a website was created (www.mokewise.org) to provide a central location in
which stakeholders, the public, and DACs can go for information about the MokeWISE
program. The website will store information about public meetings, program-related
outreach and education documents, and documents available for public comment. A
password-protected section of the website will be used for posting working documents and
other information to which only the MCG will have access.

Initiate the MCG Stakeholder Process

The MCG was formally constituted at the group’s first meeting which was held on September
5, 2013 at the San Joaquin Farm Bureau in Stockton. All twenty four members of the MCG
have expressed a direct interest in the Mokelumne River watershed and the MokeWISE
program. The MCG will meet monthly for about two years to complete the MokeWISE
program. To guide the MCG in this process the group approved on November 8, 2013 the
Mokelumne Collaborative Group Charter which unanimously affirms the group’s approval
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of the Collaborative Decision-Making Process and Organizational Structure, also referred to
as the MCG'’s Protocols.

During the first MCG stakeholder meeting, members discussed other potential
organizations that should be solicited for inclusion. Per the MCG, potentially interested
organizations could petition to join the MCG until November 2013. After this point, identified
stakeholders will be considered for inclusion in Tier 2 and Interested Parties. Also,
understanding its central role in formulating the MokeWISE program, the MCG determined
that its meetings would be open to the public and that meeting agendas would provide an
opportunity for public comment.

Targeted and Planned Outreach Activities

As noted above, this document describes the planned outreach activities for two project
phases: (1) MokeWISE program development and (2) preferred program alternatives
selection. The first phase will educate the public about the purpose of the MokeWISE
program, program evaluation, and the ways in which the public may be involved. The
second phase of the project requiring outreach is centered on the selection of Program
Alternatives and will allow for public input. Thus, outreach in this phase is not only relaying
information, but also inviting interaction.

The structure and approach to outreach activities will generally be the same for both
phases. The overall outreach objective is to make available tier-appropriate information
which targets each of the five stakeholder levels. For phase 2 additional provisions will be
made to solicit, receive and evaluate comments and suggestions submitted.

Tier 2 Stakeholders

Actions which facilitate review and input by Tier 2 agencies and organizations on key
MokeWISE milestone documents are high priorities of this outreach plan. To accomplish
these Tier 2 stakeholders will be: sent draft copies of the milestone documents with an
explanation of their content and purpose; provided two (2) weeks to submit comments and
suggestions on the draft milestone documents; and invited to attend the associated MCG
meeting at which those documents will be considered. The milestone documents are listed
below.

e draft Water Supply Availability methodology

e draft Water Supply Availability TM

e draft Portfolios Development & Assessment TM
e draft Environmental Resources TM

e draft Economic Impacts TM




MokeWISE Public Outreach Plan
Rev: 29 January 2014

Interested Parties

The individuals and organizations on the Interested Parties list will receive email
notifications of scheduled workshops which they may attend. Interested parties may also
review MokeWISE documents that have been posted on the website for public review.

Disadvantaged Communities

DAC participation will be accommodated through several means. As noted earlier in this
plan DAC’s are either represented on the MCG or as Tier 2 stakeholders. Additionally, at
least three public workshops will be held at meeting locations within DACs. DACs may also
review MokeWISE documents that have been posted on the website for public review.

Native American Tribes

The Jackson Rancheria Band of Miwuk Indians and the Ione Band of Miwok Indians
participation will be either as members of the MCG, as Tier 2 stakeholders, or through any
other means the Tribes elect under this plan.

General Public

The public’s access to MokeWISE program information will be provided through several
outlets. Comprehensive updates on MokeWISE will be presented at five public workshops
held through the region. The public will also have access to information posted on the
website for public review. Additionally, the public may observe MCG meetings which are
open and include an opportunity for public comment.

The following table displays planned MokeWISE outreach activities and how those activities
relate to the five tiers of stakeholders.
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Table 2: Relation between MokeWISE Outreach Activities and Stakeholder Tiers?

Outreach
Solicit/Comment | Targeted Public MCG Member | Website
on Milestone Emails Workshops Presentations | Postings
Documents

Tier 2 X X X

Stakeholders

DACs

Native

American

Tribes

Interested X X X X

Parties

Public X X X

Implementing Actions

Described below are the actions that will be taken to implement the outreach activities
described in the previous section.

Outreach Work Group

The MCG may opt to create a sub-committee, or Outreach Work Group, to assist with
implementing the Public and DAC Outreach Plan. The Work Group could be very helpful
coordinating outreach activities and members might serve as MCG representatives at
certain outreach venues. While the Work Group would report on their activities and seek
MCG approval where necessary, much of this work could be conducted outside of normal
MCG meeting periods.

! The MCG is not necessarily responsible for implementing these outreach activities, but may take it
upon themselves to organize and conduct them as they deem appropriate.
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Public Workshops

It is recommended that five public workshops be held at strategic points throughout the
MokeWISE project. Their purpose is to keep the general public and DACs informed of
project status and provide a structured opportunity for the public to offer comments,
questions, and concerns. A list of potential meeting locations is provided below; the MCG
will be consulted as to the best location for these meetings (Table 3). To further engage
DACs within the project area, at least three public meetings will be held within DACs at
locations to be determined by the MCG. Press releases suitable for posting on agency and
NGO websites will be prepared in advance of each of the five public workshops (as well as
the public comment period for the final MokeWISE document); these releases will be posted
to the MokeWISE website as well as the websites of other agencies and NGOs willing to post
the release. In addition, Tier 2 and Interested Parties stakeholders will be notified by email
in advance of all workshops. Below is a proposed timeline and major topics for each public
workshop.

1. January 2014; provide an overview of MokeWISE program and purpose.
June 2014; outline finalized program objectives, finalized environmental water needs,
and discuss water supply availability approach.

3. August 2014; discuss program alternatives and preliminary assessment of
alternatives.

4. November 2014; discuss technical, environmental, cultural feasibility, and economic
impacts of three selected alternatives.

5. April 2015; present the preferred program.

Table 3: Potential Public Workshop Locations

Eastern San Joaquin Region Mokelumne-Amador-Calaveras Region
Clements Ione/Lake Camanche Village
Linden Jackson
Lockeford Pine Grove
Lodi San Andreas
Stockton Sutter Creek
Railroad Flat
Valley Springs/Burson/Wallace
West Point

10
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Newsletters

Newsletters are an effective way to keep the public informed of project status in between
public workshops and can be posted on MCG member websites, in local libraries, coffee
shops, and other community boards. Should the MCG use newsletters as an outreach tactic,
they would be responsible for both providing the material and disseminating to the public.

Press Releases

Press releases can be used to inform the local media about specific program milestones,
such as the release of a public draft or the scheduling of a public meeting. Should the MCG
use press releases as an outreach tactic, they would be responsible for both providing the
material and disseminating to the media.

Website Updates

Website updates can play a critical role in keeping both the public informed about the
program and ensuring that the MCG has the necessary materials. It is recommended that
the public website and MCG member websites be updated whenever there is a relevant
status update on the program, such as a public meeting notice or a published document.
The password-protected portion of the website for the MCG should be updated monthly
with the documents needed for the upcoming MCG meeting.

Additional Communication

Another effective means of public outreach is the creation and use of a master public
outreach email list. This could be a very effective tool for outreach to interested parties.
Emails are drafted and sent out to the email list at various points and could include general
program updates and information regarding public meetings and public documents
available for comment.

MCG Meeting Comment Period

During each regularly scheduled MCG meeting, there is an identified public comment
period, allowing each speaker four minutes. While the MCG will generally not respond to
comments made during this time, it is recommended that the MCG discuss comments made.

Public Comment Period on Documents

After documents are approved and posted on the website by the MCG, the public may
respond with comments. Email notifications will be sent to both Tier 2 and Interested Parties
stakeholders when approved deliverable(s) are moved to the public portion of the website.
The MCG may modify documents in response to public comments. In addition, a press
release suitable for posting on agency and NGO websites will be prepared in advance of the

11
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public comment period for the final MokeWISE document; this release will be posted to the
MokeWISE website as well as the websites of other cooperating agencies.

Proposed Schedule for Outreach Activates

The table below outlines a proposed schedule for outreach activities.

Activity Timeline Responsible Party*
Public Workshops Held at milestones (identified MCG/Work Group/RMC
above) during 22-month
program duration
Newsletters Distributed at identified MCG/Work Group
milestones during 22-month
program duration
Press Releases Distributed at identified MCG/Work Group
milestones during 22-month
program duration
Website Updates Updated at identified milestones | MCG/Work Group/RMC
during 22-month program
Additional Sent at identified milestones MCG/Work Group/
Communication during 22-month program Rainwater & Associates
duration
Other TBD MCG/Work Group
MCG Meeting Comment At each regularly-scheduled MCG
Period MCG meeting
Public Workshops January 2014; June 2014; August | MCG/Work Group/RMC/
2014; November 2014; April 2015 | Rainwater & Associates
Public Comment Period A desig