AGENDA
SANTA MARGARITA WATER DISTRICT
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
REGULAR MEETING
FEBRUARY 22, 2012

7:00 P.M., BOARD ROOM, DISTRICT OFFICE

26111 ANTONIO PARKWAY, RANCHO SANTA MARGARITA, CALIFORNIA

Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to
persons with disabilities, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990. Any person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation
in order to participate in a meeting should direct such request to Betty Megrey,
Secretary, Board of Directors, at (949)459-6601 at least 48 hours before the meeting if
possible.

NOTE: This agenda includes new items or items continued from either the
Engineering or Finance Committee Meetings held previously this month.
All Agenda items previously discussed at Engineering or Finance
Meetings will not be reconsidered unless requested by a member of the
public or Board member.

ITEMS DISTRIBUTED TO THE BOARD LESS THAN 72 HOURS
PRIOR TO MEETING

Pursuant to Government Code section 54957.5, non-exempt public records
that relate to open session agenda items and are distributed to a majority of
the Board less than seventy-two (72) hours prior to the meeting will be
available for public inspection in the lobby of the District’s business office
located at 26111 Antonio Parkway, Rancho Santa Margarita, California
92688, during regular business hours. When practical, these public
records will also be made available on the District’s Internet Web Site,
accessible at http://www.smwd.com.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

President, Bill Lawson

Vice President, Roger Faubel

Treasurer, Saundra Jacobs

Engineering Chair, Betty Olson

Director, Charley Wilson Page 1
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PUBLIC FORUM

Persons wishing to address the Board of Directors on matters not listed on
the Agenda may do so at this time. “Request To Be Heard” forms are
available at the entrance to the Board Room. Comments are limited to
three minutes, unless further time is granted by the Presiding Officer.
Please submit the form to the Recording Secretary prior to the beginning
of the meeting.

Those wishing to address the Board of Directors on any item listed on the
Agenda should submit a “Request To Be Heard” form to the Recording
Secretary before the Presiding Officer announces that agenda item. Your
name will be called to speak at that time.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

1.

Consideration and Action on Approval of January 25, 2012, Regular
Board Meeting MINULES ........cooviieiiee e Page 4

Consideration and Action on Approval of Expense for Director Olson to
Attend the Western States Water Council Meeting in Washington, D. C.;
MAICH 14 — 16 ... Page 14

PRESENTATIONS AND ACTION ITEMS

1.

Year in Review and Forecast concerning State Legislative Activities and
Related Matters: Richard Lehman; Lehman Levi Pappas & Sadler............. Page 15

Consideration and Action on Authorization to Proceed with Plans and
Design for Construction of Sewer Lift Station in lieu of Connection with
City of San Juan Capistrano for Ranch Plan PA-1 .........cccccccoeiveviiiienieenenn, Page 16

Staff Recommendation: Authorize continued coordination with the
City of San Juan Capistrano for construction
of domestic and recycled  water
interconnections and implement planning for
construction of a wastewater lift station and
forcemain to provide treatment at the
Chiquita  Water  Reclamation  Plant.
(C-1596E).
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PRESENTATIONS AND ACTION ITEMS (Cont’d.)

3. Consideration and Action on Authorization to Replace Air Conditioning
Units in Administration and Maintenance Buildings..........c.ccoovieviivinnne. Page 19

Staff Recommendation: Authorize the purchase of AC unit #1 in the
amount of $166,500 to  Control
Technologies West, Inc.; and, the purchase
of AC units Nos. 6, 7, and 8 in the amount
of $21,528 from South Coast Mechanical.

INFORMATION ITEMS

1. Update on Plano Forcemain Relocation in Rancho Santa Margarita ............ Page 21
2. LegiSIatiVe REPOI. ......ccveeie et Page 24
3. Directors’ Reports.

ADJOURNMENT;

The next Regular Board of Directors Meeting will be on Wednesday, March 28,
2012.
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MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
SANTA MARGARITA WATER DISTRICT

JANUARY 25, 2012

The regular meeting of the Board of Directors of the SANTA MARGARITA WATER
DISTRICT was duly called, noticed and held on January 25, 2012. The meeting was called to
order by President Lawson at 7:00 p.m. at the regular meeting place of the Board. Betty Megrey
recorded the minutes of the meeting.

Directors Present:

Roger Faubel
Saundra Jacobs
Bill Lawson
Betty Olson
Charley Wilson

Others Present:

Jeff Thomas MWDOC Director

Kevin Hunt MWDOC General Manager
Jeff Thompson Rancho Mission Viejo, L.L.C.
Scott Slater Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
Lisa Hansen Cadiz, Inc.

Terry Foreman CH2M HILL

Dennis Williams Geoscience

Craig Innis Ratepayer

Stanley Dziecielski Ratepayer

John Schatz General Manager/SMWD
Dan Ferons Chief Engineer/SMWD
Kristin Griffith Director of Finance/SMWD
Michele Miller Public Affairs Director
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

President Lawson led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.

PUBLIC FORUM

President Lawson asked if there was anyone in attendance who would like to be heard on
any issue. President Lawson announced two Requests to Be Heard by the Board of Directors forms
had been handed in and asked Mr. Dziecielski to address the Board.

Mr. Dziecielski asked for explanation/information regarding the rise of imported water
costs; and, also requested clarification on the Resolution adopting the increase of water rates
pertaining to Prop 218 and how the CPI was calculated.

The Board thanked Mr. Dziecielski for his comments.

President Lawson stated Mr. Innis had comments on an agenda item that would be heard at
the time the item was discussed.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

1. Consideration and Action on Approval of December 14, 2011, Reqular Board
Meeting Minutes.

2. Consideration and Action on Approval of Expense for Director Faubel to
Attend the Urban Water Institute Spring Conference in Palm Springs
February 9 — 10.

3. Consideration and Action on December 2011 Business Report/Board of
Directors’ Compensation.

MOTION: DIRECTOR WILSON MOVED, DIRECTOR FAUBEL
SECONDED AND MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY
CARRIED TO APPROVE CONSENT CALENDAR
ITEMS 1. THROUGH 3.

PRESENTATIONS AND ACTION ITEMS

1. Year in Review and Forecast concerning State Legislative Activities and
Related Matters: Richard Lehman; Lehman, Levi, Pappas & Sadler.

MINUTES REGULAR BOARD MEETING
January 25, 2012 Page 2
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Mr. Schatz explained Mr. Lehman was unable to attend the meeting and had rescheduled
to the February 22, Board meeting.

2. Presentation and Update on the Cadiz Water Conservation, Recovery and
Storage Project California Environmental Quality Act Process.

Mr. Schatz explained members of the technical team would provide current status of the
proposed Cadiz Water Conservation, Recovery and Storage Project; CEQA evaluation, including
various reports and analyses.

Mr. Foreman provided an update and presentation on the project and stated a very
extensive analysis had been performed on the project since the original proposed project dating
back to 2000. Mr. Foreman stated the intent of the project was to capture and conserve much of
the water from mountain precipitation. Mr. Foreman said the direction CH2M HILL was given
by Cadiz was to capture and conserve as much of the water as possible.

Mr. Williams stated Geoscience had designed a groundwater model based on work
performed by CH2M HILL using all of the new information. Mr. Williams said groundwater
models were designed to determine drawdown effects over 50 years. Mr. Williams said 50 — 100
year regional changes in well fields showed almost nothing with drawdown. Mr. Williams stated
all projects including Cadiz he had worked on throughout the world are all managed by good
monitoring and mitigation plans. Mr. Williams said the key to the project was a good monitoring
plan and said Mr. Foreman would show the most comprehensive monitoring plan Mr. Williams
had ever worked on. Mr. Williams said the impact analysis had been reviewed and approved by
the Groundwater Stewardship Committee which consisted of a panel of experts who were very
comfortable with the analysis. Mr. Schatz asked Mr. Williams to explain the purpose of the
Stewardship Committee. Mr. Williams said the Committee consisted of 12 experts from all over
the world. Mr. Williams said the Chairman of the Committee was Geology Professor Jack Sharp,
University of Texas. Mr. Williams said there were experts from Australia, in charge of
Australia’s Water Commission; Andy Stone from American Groundwater Trust and members of
said stature. Mr. Williams said the Committee was reviewing all data and were the independent
technical panel all participants involved in the project were accountable to. Mr. Williams said the

Committee members were given various reports and the Committee responded with comments.
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Mr. Williams said numerous phone calls took place as well as presentations at various meetings
of the Committee. Mr. Williams stated all issues were addressed to the Committees satisfaction.

Director Faubel asked how long the Stewardship Committee would be in place and Mr.
Williams responded the Committee members participated on a voluntary basis; have pledged
their assistance without compensation and are available as a resource as the project moves
forward.

Director Jacobs questioned when it was expected the subsidence would begin occurring
and Mr. Williams responded subsidence occurred very slowly taking decades. Director Jacobs
questioned if subsidence would affect the pump yield calculation of quantity and Mr. Williams
responded no and it would be continually monitored.

President Lawson called on Mr. Innis to address his comments.

Mr. Innis said he had concerns about seismic events and collapse due to earthquake and
the impact to the project; questioned how much of the half billion dollars spent on the EIR came
from SMWD’s budget; questioned SMWD’s liability for pollution of groundwater; questioned if
there was a contingency for lawsuits. Mr. Innis expressed concerns for dust created such as in the
Owens Valley, expressed concerns for a fragile project in an ancient aquifer and environmental
concerns. Mr. Owens mentioned MWD rejecting the project in 2000 and questioned why
meetings had not been held in Joshua Tree. President Lawson thanked Mr. Innis for his
comments and said Mr. Innis’ comments would be reflected as part of the environmental review
process and asked Mr. Ferons to provide the remaining schedule of upcoming meetings and Mr.
Ferons responded there would be a meeting on February 1 in Joshua Tree which would be the
third public information meeting held in Joshua Tree to date. Mr. Ferons said Joshua Tree was
selected due to the fact there were not many meeting locations in the area considered close
enough to accommodate Mojave residents. Mr. Ferons said the February 1 meeting would be a
public comment meeting that had been advertised in the local papers and radio program, with the
goal being to gather as many public comments as possible.

Mr. Foreman provided additional information on the monitoring program. Director
Jacobs questioned the circumstances under which the upper wells would experience drawdown

and Mr. Foreman responded approximately a recharge of 50,000 meter feet. Director Faubel said
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in lieu of the question regarding the Stewardship Committee he would like to ask if there would
be a monitoring system in place during the entire operation of the project and Mr. Slater
responded it would. Director Olson questioned the ramifications if the drawdown is excessive or
other problems arise. Mr. Slater responded the design was built on the best available science and
it would be managed for best available science and all fail safe measures were designed for worst
case scenario. Mr. Slater explained if projections were off by 85% on the recharge there would
not be an impact and if projections were 100% off there could be a problem which would require
a reconvening of the technical group and corrections which could include a shutdown. Mr. Slater
said the design takes into account an 85% margin of error on base supply. Mr. Slater said experts
believe this to be extremely remote and far less risk than any other known water project. Director
Faubel questioned would the project begin again at the end of the 50 years and Mr. Slater
responded the project approval time was for 50 years, with an option to continue beyond the 50
year period; a new environmental process would have to take place before continuance could
take place and the water would have been conserved so the yield in the next 50 years would be
different than the first fifty years.

President Lawson questioned if all parts of the presentation would be included in the EIR
and Mr. Ferons responded the information already was in the EIR.

Director Faubel asked to clarify that the current project was entirely different from the
project proposed in 2000. Mr. Slater responded yes, it was entirely different with an entirely
different strategy, entirely different focus, time period, and approach.

3. Consideration and Action on Agreement for Lease of Supplemental Water
and Provision of Service by and Between Rancho Mission Viejo, L.L.C.,
Rancho Mission Viejo Water Company and Santa Margarita Water District.

Mr. Schatz said the Ranch had made revisions to the agreement based on comments from
the Board. Mr. Ferons said page twenty of the lease summarized the key points of the documents.
Mr. Ferons said the proposed lease provided the District the opportunity to contract with the Rancho
Mission Viejo Water Company to conserve a local water resource and continue beneficial use of up
to 2,500 acre feel of non domestic water primarily for irrigation use. Mr. Ferons said additionally,
the proposed term of the agreement had been lengthened from 20 years to 25 years. Director Faubel
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Since 2008, Rancho Mission Viejo, District and CSJC coordinated and negotiated
potential PA-1 sewer connection fees and other related improvement costs to interconnect
the District’s wastewater system to the CSJC collection system. During the last several
months, the final CSJC fees and potential District costs to install facilities from near
Ortega Highway through a park area to San Juan Creek Road were determined and the
annual charges for sewer inspection/maintenance activity and SOCWA treatment and
disposal costs were estimated by CSJC.

As an alternative, the District reviewed an option to construct facilities to direct PA-1
wastewater flows to the Chiquita Water Reclamation Plant instead of sending the flows to
the CSJC sewer system in San Juan Creek Road.

Residential and commercial parcels around the Ortega Highway and Antonio Parkway
intersection are proposed to be collected (estimated average flow about 100,000 gallons a
day) at a small lift station site located on the north side of Ortega Highway just east of
San Juan Creek. As indicated in the attached concept diagram, the proposed lift station
would be situated near an entrance driveway of a future park area.

A 20-inch diameter steel sleeve in the existing Antonio Parkway Bridge would be used
for the force main over San Juan Creek. Wastewater would be discharged to an existing
sewer line in Antonio Parkway on the north side of San Juan Creek that gravity flows to
the existing San Juan Creek Lift Station for pumping to the Chiquita Water Reclamation
Plant for treatment.

The District performed a present-worth comparison using CSJC cost data against the
estimated capital and life cycle costs to operate a small lift station and force main system
in PA-1. The total CSJC sewer connection fee and maintenance cost for a 20-year period
was estimated to total over $3.71 Million. The District’s present-worth analysis for the
new lift station applied operating cost data from several small existing lift stations.
Power, labor, equipment replacement, odor control and associated costs were escalated
over a 20-year period then returned to 2012 dollars. Capital costs to construct the lift
station and six-inch diameter force main were projected to be just over $1.25 million.
Total capital and operating costs for the District to operate the lift station, force main, and
treat wastewater at Chiquita over a 20-year period is approximately $3.08 million.
However, with an offset for the sale of additional recycled water, the District’s alternative
is over $1 million dollars less expensive. Additional analysis for a 50-year cycle
confirms the same result.

Based on the large difference between the two present-worth projections, the District

recommends not connecting to the CSJC sewer system. Other proposed water and
recycled water interconnections addressed in the LOI are recommended to be continued.

S:\ENGINEERVAIME\Various\C1596E_CSJC_SMWD-no-sewer-deal.docx
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Santa Margarita Water District

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Directors DATE: February 22, 2012
FROM: Dan Ferons

SUBJECT:  Authorization to Replace Air Conditioning Units in Administration and
Maintenance Buildings

SUMMARY

Issue: Four air conditioning (AC) units, one serving the Administration building and three
serving the Warehouse and Maintenance buildings, are scheduled to be replaced due to the
increased cost of repairs and maintenance.

Recommendation: Authorize the purchase of AC Unit No. 1 in the amount of $166,500 to
Control Technologies West, Inc.; and the purchase of AC Units Nos. 6, 7, and 8 in the amount
of $21,528 from South Coast Mechanical.

Fiscal Impact: The funding is included in 2011/2012 Fiscal Year Capital Replacement
Reserve.

Previous Related Action: The Board approved $725,000 for replacement costs to HVAC
units in the Capital Replacement Reserve Budget.

DISCUSSION

Two AC units are located on the roof of the Administration building. AC Unit No.1 is a 60-ton
capacity McQuary Roofpak providing cooling to the south side of the Administration building.
The unit was manufactured in 1992 and is not energy efficient and has exceeded its service life.
Parts are becoming increasingly harder to find and take longer to obtain and install. The District
has spent approximately $25,000 in emergency repairs since 2009 to AC Unit No. 1 alone.
AC Unit No. 2 is also in need of replacement; however, staff determined that Unit No. 2 should be
replaced in Fiscal Year 2012/2013 due to difficulties that could arise in the complex coordination
of removing and installing both units at one time. AC Unit No. 1 will be equipped with Variable
Frequency Drive which should in turn lower the cooling power costs.

AC Units Nos. 6, 7, and 8 are located on the roof of the Warehouse and Maintenance buildings.

These units have also incurred increased emergency repair costs. The units provide cooling to the
dayroom, warehouse, vehicle maintenance area, and the maintenance shops.
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The District solicited bids from three vendors to replace the four units.

Air Conditioning Unit No. 1

Vendor Amount
South Coast Mechanical $126,079
Control Technologies West, Inc. $166,500
F.M. Thomas Air Conditioning, Inc. 181,992

Air Conditioning Units Nos. 6, 7 & 8

Vendor Amount
South Coast Mechanical $21,528
Control Technologies West, Inc. $32,022
F.M. Thomas Air Conditioning, Inc. $54,735

Staff recommends contracting with Control Technologies to replace AC Unit No. 1 for the
following reasons:

Control Technologies proposal covered the scope of work in more detail. Their technician
spent more time during the walk through and noticed the roof flashing around the unit that
should be replaced; this work has been estimated at $7,000. South Coast Mechanical; and

F.M. Thomas Air Conditioning did not list any roof repairs.

Control Technologies is more familiar with the existing operating system of the units.
Their price is included to connect to the existing system. Control Technologies estimated
the cost at $3,500. The proposals from the other two vendors did not include the cost of

connecting to the existing system.

Staff recommends contracting with the low bidder, South Coast Mechanical, to replace AC Units
Nos. 6, 7, and 8. These units are not as complex to install or operate and are considered as a more
residential grade unit.

Eunding

Funding is provided in the Capital Replacement Reserve Budget, Account No. (001) 9001-950-01-

22, Project Code GOOP11. The budget is as follows:

Initial Budget $725,000
Amount Expended to Date $0
Current Budget $725,000
This Expense $201,772
Remaining Budget $523,228

P:\ECM FCM BRD\Air Conditioning Replacement for Administration and Maintenance Buildings.doc.cl
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Santa Margarita Water District

TO: Board of Directors
FROM: Dan Ferons
SUBJECT:

DISCUSSION:

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 22, 2012

Update on Plano Forcemain Relocation in Rancho Santa Margarita

The District is considering alternatives to relocate a portion of the Plano Forcemain from Tijeras
Creek in Rancho Santa Margarita near the intersection of Antonio Parkway and Tijeras Creek
Road. Preliminary design reports have been prepared with three options:

Engineering | Preliminary

Description Firm Cost Comments
Forcemain constructed in | CivilSource | $2.3 Million | Requires reduction in forcemain
Antonio Parkway and in diameter to fit in Antonio
Canada Vista Park as shown Parkway Bridge resulting in a
on the attached Exhibit need to increase the pump size at
No. 1. the station.
Pipeline suspension bridge URS $900,000 | May raise aesthetics issues with
across Tijeras Creek as the community, also may create
shown below and in the an attractive nuisance.
alignment on the next page.
Pedestrian ~ bridge  with URS $1.3 Million | Dual  purpose facility that

pipeline attached as shown
on the next page.

provides trail linkage for the
community and the County.
Measure M funds may be
available for a portion of the
Costs.

-

APPROXIMATE STRUCTURE LENGTH 300'-0"t

1N 107" CLEARANCE
SEE MOTE 2

Fa H |H[H e W f (HH*
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Engineering Report
February 22, 2012
Page 2

APPROXIMATE STRUCTURE LENGTH 370-0" +

".\\ [ l.::;::;::mrx
“-.‘\\
\\ - ~

The District has met with the County of Orange, City of Rancho Santa Margarita and
SAMLARC Homeowners Association. In general, the pedestrian bridge alternative generated
the most interest. The next step is development of environmental documentation and potentially
a grant application. The District currently has a budget of $1.3 million for the project.

P:\ECM FCM BRD\Plano Forcemain Relocation update memo.cl
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SCALE: 1"=200°

CivilSource

SANTA MARGARITA WATER DISTRICT
ANTONIO PARKWAY AT TIJERAS CREEK

PLANO SEWER FORCEMAIN

ALIGNMENT STUDY

EXHIBIT NO. 1

10/31/2011
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Proposed Revisions to Committee Guidelines

The Committee discussed proposed revisions to the Committee’s Guidelines for Taking
Legislative Positions. (Staff had included a January 10 draft in the meeting packet and
had circulated a new draft on January 19 that incorporated most of the comments
received.) One Committee member suggested that a reference to “amendment sets” be
changed to “written amendment sets.” With the incorporation of that amendment, the
Committee approved the revised guidelines (attached to this meeting summary).

State Budget — Wendy Ridderbusch

The state has a $9.2 billion budget problem. The Governor is calling for a $10.3 billion
combination of cuts and increased revenue to balance the budget and fashion a $1.1
billion reserve fund. The Governor is moving forward with his tax initiative, which gained
enough signatures to qualify for the November 2012 ballot. The measure would raise $7
billion through a combination of income and sales tax revenues. A number of trigger cuts
are tied to the measure so that if the tax initiative fails, these programs would
automatically be cut within the budget.

LAO Report to the Assembly AAR Committee — Cindy Tuck

Last year, the staff to the Assembly Committee on Accountability and Administrative
Review (AAR Committee) proposed various recommendations that were adverse to
enterprise special districts (i.e., water and wastewater). ACWA together with the
California Special Districts Association, the California Association of Sanitation Agencies
and other organizations opposed those recommendations. Ultimately the Committee did
not vote on them because there were not sufficient votes for passage. The Chair,
Assembly Member Dickinson (D — Sacramento) then sent a letter to the Legislative
Analyst’s Office asking that they evaluate and make recommendations on a set of
special district issues. (The LAO’s staff met with ACWA last summer about those
issues.) The LAO submitted its response to Chair Dickinson in October 2011. He
released the report in January of this year and noted that the Committee “will potentially
introduce legislation in 2013 related to these ideas.” Two issues in the report that have
already drawn attention are whether compensation for special district employees is too
high and whether Local Agency Formation Commissions should have more oversight
over Joint Power Authorities. The State Legislative Committee decided that it would
have a working group review the LAQO’s response in conjunction with ACWA's Local
Government Committee.

California Local Agency Formation Commission’s (CALAFCO) Legislative
Proposals — Cindy Tuck

CALAFCO'’s Executive Director Bill Chiat reached out to ACWA for input on its legislative
proposals. Staff had included in the meeting packet two proposals that CALAFCO is
likely to sponsor in 2012 and one on which CALAFCO is seeking input and will likely not
sponsor this year.

The first proposal would simply reorganize and consolidate the protest provisions of the
Local Government Reorganization Act. The second proposal would allow transfer of
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“principal county” for a sphere of influence analysis to the affected county if both
LAFCOs agree on that transfer. The third proposal, the one on which CALAFCO is
seeking input, would give LAFCO the authority to approve out-of-agency services if a
city wants to extend water services to unincorporated areas as long as that extension
would not affect growth. The Committee discussed the three proposals and determined
that the second and third proposals potentially raised issues for the water community.
The Committee decided to have a working group discuss the CALAFCO proposals.

Review of Bill Packet #1 — Points of Discussion

AB 1345 (Ricardo): Local Government: Audits.

The bill raises the issue of whether the Controller should also be required to give notice
and the opportunity to cure. The Committee discussed possibly seeking an amendment
to address that issue.

ACWA'’s Outreach Program — Jennifer Persike and Ellen Martin

Jennifer and Ellen gave a presentation on ACWA's outreach program. For the last
several years, the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Outreach Committee have also been
members of the State Legislative Committee: Dee Zinke (Calleguas), Phil Rosentrater
(Western Municipal Water District), Dennis Cocking (South Tahoe PUD) and JoLynne
Russo-Pereya (Cucamonga Valley WD). State Legislative Committee members are
automatically enrolled in ACWA's Outreach Committee. The communications team uses
discretion when activating the outreach program, so if you do receive a request from
them you know that ACWA truly needs grassroots support on that issue.

There are two types of e-mail communications that Outreach Committee members may
receive: outreach advisories and outreach alerts. Outreach advisories do not require
action. Outreach alerts request that members to call their local representatives, write a
letter, or take some other kind of action as soon as possible. Members can record all of
their interactions (phone, in person, or letters) via the Outreach Action Center on
ACWA'’s website. Staff uses this database to track member interactions and determine
winners of ACWA's annual Outreach Award for most active participation.

For more information, contact Jennifer or Ellen at 916-441-4545 or jenniferp@acwa.com/
ellenm@acwa.com with any questions.

Reminder: ACWA Legislative Symposium — March 7, 2012 (Sacramento
Convention Center)
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-
State Legislative Committee’s

Guidelines for

Taking Positions on Legislation
(Last Revised January 2012)

Background

A number of controversial bills are introduced each year in the California
Legislature. It is always important to understand how ACWA takes positions on
legislation. An explanation of that process follows, including details on ACWA'’s
State Legislative Committee’s Annual Planning Meeting.

State Legislative Committee: A Definition

ACWA's State Legislative Committee (the Committee) is a standing and limited
committee composed of not more than four representatives from each of ACWA's
ten geographically-based regions, for a total of not more than forty members.
Representatives are: (1) nominated by an ACWA member agency; (2)
recommended from that pool of candidates by the Chair of the respective region
(in most cases in consultation with the region’s board) to the ACWA President;
and (3) appointed by ACWA'’s President for a two-year term.

The Role of ACWA Members and the Committee’s Annual Planning Meeting
To establish priorities for the legislative session, each summer the Committee
notifies all ACWA member agencies via announcements in ACWA News, via e-
mail and through a direct letter to the agency General Manager that the
Committee is accepting proposals for legislation to review and consider for
sponsorship or support. ACWA'’s State Legislative Department compiles the
proposals, completes a thorough analysis of each submission, and provides it to
Committee members with a recommendation for action. The Committee then
reviews the proposals in the fall at its annual planning meeting and determines
legislative priorities for the following year, including which proposals will or will
not be sponsored or supported by ACWA.

Committee Meetings

During the regular legislative session, which begins in January of odd-numbered
years, the Committee meets approximately every three weeks, for a total of ten
meetings a year, to review legislation. Special meetings may be called on an as-
needed basis. ACWA positions on legislation are determined by a vote of the
Committee (i.e., Committee members and approved alternates) based on
analyses and recommendations prepared by ACWA legislative staff. Analyses
are sent to members of the Committee and other ACWA members, as requested,
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State Legislative Committee’s Guidelines for Taking Positions on Legislation
Page 2

in one or more electronic mailings before each Committee meeting. The
Committee discusses each bill during its meetings and votes on positions to
guide ACWA staff advocacy efforts on the legislation.

ACWA's Positions on Legislation

The Committee takes positions on legislation that, if enacted, would impact
ACWA members. The Committee may take the following positions on legislation:
Watch (neutral), Support, Support if Amended, Favor, Oppose, Oppose Unless
Amended, and Not Favor. ACWA's legislative staff testifies at hearings and
lobbies legislators and staff through meetings and member agency contacts on
all positions except Watch, Favor and Not Favor. For Favor and Not Favor
positions, written communication of ACWA's position is provided to the legislator.

Positions are not normally taken on legislation if member agencies are on
opposite sides of an issue. Exceptions include legislation that, if enacted, would
establish poor precedent if applied broadly to ACWA member agencies.

If a particular bill requires further review before consensus on an official ACWA
position can be determined, policy subcommittees may be formed to assist the
Committee’s review of proposed legislation.

Amendment Development Process

If the Committee takes an Oppose Unless Amended or Support if Amended
position, the Committee will typically discuss the concepts for the amendments at
the meeting. Then a Committee Member(s) or ACWA's legislative staff, in
consultation with Committee Members as needed, will develop the amendments
after the.

In some situations, a Committee Member, staff or a guest may develop an
amendment set for consideration by the Committee at the meeting. In order to
facilitate an informed decision by the Committee, it is the Committee’s policy to
have proposed written amendment sets available for review by the Committee as
soon as is feasible. Therefore, absent extenuating circumstances, proposed
written amendments should be provided to ACWA staff for distribution to the
Committee at least forty-eight hours in advance of the Committee meeting. If
extenuating circumstances exist so that a guest cannot provide an amendment
set to staff 48 hours in advance of the meeting, a guest may ask a Committee
member to present the amendment set (as opposed to guests distributing
amendment sets at the meeting without any prior vetting).

Information Sharing

To provide adequate information to the entire ACWA membership, the
Committee sponsors an annual Legislative Symposium, provides state legislative
updates in ACWA News, posts positions and other information on ACWA’s Web
site at www.acwa.com, and sends out advisories and alerts on key legislation.
ACWA's legislative department is available to provide specific information on
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State Legislative Committee’s Guidelines for Taking Positions on Legislation
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bills, and Committee members are encouraged to communicate ACWA positions
on priority legislation at the region level. ACWA'’s State Legislative Department
appreciates being informed by ACWA members of positions taken by ACWA
members on legislation.

For more information, contact Cindy Tuck, ACWA'’s State Legislative Director, at
916.441.4545 or cindyt@acwa.com.
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