Appendix A‐1 RRBWSD Banking MOU

FIRST AME DED
MEMORA DUM OF U DERSTA DI G
REGARDI G OPERATIO A D MO ITORI G
OF THE
ROSEDALE-RIO BRAVO WATER STORAGE DISTRICT
GROU DWATER BA KI G PROGRAM
This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into the Effective Date hereof by and
among ROSEDALE-RIO BRAVO WATER STORAGE DISTRICT, hereinafter referred to
as “Rosedale”, and SEMITROPIC WATER STORAGE DISTRICT, BUE A VISTA
WATER STORAGE DISTRICT, HE RY MILLER WATER DISTRICT, KER
COU TY WATER AGE CY, KER WATER BA K AUTHORITY, IMPROVEME T
DISTRICT O. 4 OF THE KER COU TY WATER AGE CY, and WEST KER
WATER DISTRICT, collectively referred to as “Adjoining Entities.”
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Rosedale expects that certain real property more particularly shown on the
map attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by this reference (“Project Site”), or
portions thereof, will be used in connection with the Project; and
WHEREAS, Rosedale intends to develop and improve the Project Site as necessary to
permit the importation, percolation and storage of water in underground aquifers for later
recovery, transportation and use for the benefit of Rosedale, all as more fully described in
Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (“Project”); and
WHEREAS, Adjoining Entities encompass lands and/or operate existing projects lying
adjacent to the Project Site as shown on said Exhibit A; and
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WHEREAS, in recent years, water banking, recovery and transfer programs in Kern
County have become increasingly numerous and complex; and
WHEREAS, it is appropriate and desirable to mitigate or eliminate any short-term and
long-term significant adverse impacts of new programs upon potentially affected projects and
landowners within the boundaries of Adjoining Entities; and
WHEREAS, Adjoining Entities and Rosedale desire that the design, operation and
monitoring of the Project be conducted and coordinated in a manner to insure that the beneficial
effects of the Project to Rosedale are maximized but that the Project does not result in significant
adverse impacts to water levels, water quality or land subsidence within the boundaries of
Adjoining Entities, or otherwise interfere with the existing and ongoing programs of Adjoining
Entities; and
WHEREAS, on October 26, 1995, the Kern Water Bank Authority and its Member
Entities, as the “Project Participants,” and Buena Vista Water Storage District, Rosedale-Rio
Bravo Water Storage District, Kern Delta Water District, Henry Miller Water District and West
Kern Water District, as the “Adjoining Entities,” entered into a Memorandum of Understanding,
similar to this Memorandum of Understanding, which provided among other things at Paragraph
8 that for “any future project within the Kern Fan Area, the Parties hereto shall use good faith
efforts to negotiate an agreement substantially similar in substance to this MOU,” and by
entering into this MOU the Adjoining Entities find that this MOU satisfies such requirement for
the Project; and
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WHEREAS, Rosedale intends to operate its Project such that the same does not cause or
contribute to overdraft of the groundwater basin; and
WHEREAS, in connection with its environmental review for the Project, Rosedale
commissioned a hydrologic balance study for a period of years, which study shows that the
District is not currently operating in a state of overdraft, and, further, Rosedale has projected said
hydrologic balance study into the future, assuming completion of the Project, and said projection
demonstrates that the District is not expected to operate in state of overdraft following
implementation of the Project, which studies have not been independently verified by the
Adjoining Entities; and
WHEREAS, in the hydrologic balance studies conducted by Rosedale in connection with
the Project, the annual safe yield from the groundwater basin is assumed to be .3 acre-feet per
acre times the gross developed acres in the District and no assumption is included with respect to
groundwater inflow or outflow; and
WHEREAS, this MOU affects the Project and other similar banking programs operated
for the benefit of third parties. Conversely, this MOU does not apply to or permit any project
involving the sale by Rosedale of water banked in the name of, and within the boundaries of,
Rosedale to third parties for a use outside the boundaries of Rosedale.
OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, based upon the mutual covenants
contained herein, the parties hereto agree as follows:
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1.

Project Design and Construction. Rosedale has completed a preliminary Project

Description of the Project described in Exhibit B hereto representing the contemplated facilities
for the Project. Said preliminary description has been reviewed by the parties hereto. The
foregoing shall not be interpreted to imply consent to any aspect of any future project not
described in existing approved environmental documentation. Rosedale will construct the
Project consistent with such preliminary description. Any major modifications of the facilities
and/or significant changes from that described in Exhibit B and in the environmental
documentation for the Project will be subject to additional environmental review pursuant to
CEQA and will be subject to review of the Monitoring Committee prior to implementation.
2.

Project Operation. The Project shall be operated to achieve the maximum water

storage and withdrawal benefits for Rosedale consistent with avoiding, mitigating or eliminating
to the greatest extent practicable, significant adverse impacts resulting from the Project. To that
end, the Project shall be operated in accordance with the following Project Objectives and
Minimum Operating Criteria:
a.

Project Objectives. Consistent with the Project description, Rosedale will make a

good faith effort to meet the following objectives, which may or may not be met:
(1)

The parties should operate their projects in such manner as to maintain and, when

possible, enhance the quality of groundwater within the Project Site and the Kern Fan Area as
shown in Exhibit C.
(2)

If supplies of acceptable recharge water exceed recharge capacity, all other things

being equal, recharge priority should be given to the purest or best quality water.
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(3)

Each project within the Kern Fan Area should be operated with the objective that

the average concentration of total dissolved salts in the recovered water will exceed the average
concentration of total dissolved salts in the recharged water, at a minimum, by a percentage
equal to or greater than the percentage of surface recharge losses. The average shall be
calculated from the start of each project.
(4)

To maintain or improve groundwater quality, recovery operations should extract

poorer quality groundwater where practicable. Blending may be used to increase recovery of
lesser quality groundwater unless doing so will exacerbate problems by generating unfavorable
movement of lesser quality groundwater. It is recognized that the extent to which blending can
help to resolve groundwater quality problems is limited by regulatory agency rules regarding
discharges into conveyance systems used for municipal supplies, which may be changed from
time to time.
(5)

All groundwater pumpers should attempt to control the migration of poor quality

water. Extensive monitoring will be used to identify the migration of poor quality water and
give advance notice of developing problems. Problem areas may be dealt with by actions
including, but not limited to:
(a)

limiting or terminating extractions that tend to draw lesser quality water toward or

into the usable water areas;
(b)

increasing extractions in areas that might generate a beneficial, reverse gradient;

(c)

increasing recharge within the usable water area to promote favorable

groundwater gradients.
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(6)

It is intended that all recovery of recharged water be subject to the so-called

“golden rule.” In the context of a banking project, the “golden rule” means that, unless
acceptable mitigation is provided, the banker may not operate so as to create conditions that are
worse than would have prevailed absent the project giving due recognition to the benefits that
may result from the project, all as more fully described at paragraph 2(b)12 below.
(7)

The Project shall be developed and operated so as to prevent, eliminate or

mitigate significant adverse impacts. Thus, the Project shall incorporate mitigation measures as
necessary. Mitigation measures to prevent significant adverse impacts from occurring include
but are not limited to the following: (i) spread out recovery area; (ii) provide buffer areas
between recovery wells and neighboring overlying users; (iii) limit the monthly, seasonal, and/or
annual recovery rate; (iv) provide sufficient recovery wells to allow rotation of recovery wells or
the use of alternate wells; (v) provide adequate well spacing; (vi) adjust pumping rates or
terminate pumping to reduce impacts, if necessary; (vii) impose time restrictions between
recharge and recovery to allow for downward percolation of water to the aquifer; and (viii)
provide recharge of water that would otherwise not recharge the Kern Fan Basin. Mitigation
measures that compensate for unavoidable adverse impacts include but are not limited to the
following: (i) with the consent of the affected groundwater pumper, lower the pump bowls or
deepen wells as necessary to restore groundwater extraction capability to such pumper; (ii) with
the consent of the affected groundwater pumper, provide alternative water supplies to such
pumper; and (iii) with the consent of the affected groundwater pumper, provide financial
compensation to such pumper.
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b.

Minimum Operating Criteria.

(1)

The Monitoring Committee shall be notified prior to the recharge of potentially

unacceptable water, such as “produced water” from oilfield operations, reclaimed water, or the
like. The Monitoring Committee shall review the proposed recharge and make recommendations
respecting the same as it deems appropriate. Where approval by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board is required, the issuance of such approval by said Board shall satisfy this
requirement.
(2)

Recharge may not occur in, on or near contaminated areas, nor may anyone

spread in, on or near an adjoining area if the effect will be to mound water near enough to the
contaminated area that the contaminants will be picked up and carried into the uncontaminated
groundwater supply. When contaminated areas are identified within or adjacent to the Project,
Rosedale shall also:
(a)

participate with other groundwater pumpers to investigate the source of the

contamination;
(b)

work with appropriate authorities to ensure that the entity or individual, if any,

responsible for the contamination meets its responsibilities to remove the contamination and
thereby return the Project Site to its full recharge and storage capacity;
(c)

operate the Project in cooperation with other groundwater pumpers to attempt to

eliminate the migration of contaminated water toward or into usable water quality areas.
(3)

Operators of projects within the Kern Fan Area will avoid operating such projects

in a fashion so as to significantly diminish the natural, normal and unavoidable recharge of water
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native to the Kern Fan Area as it existed in pre-project condition. If and to the extent this occurs
as determined by the Monitoring Committee, the parties will cooperate to provide equivalent
recharge capacity to offset such impact.
(4)

The mitigation credit for fallowed Project land shall be .3 acre-feet per acre per

year times the amount of fallowed land included in the Project Site in the year of calculation.
(5)

The lands shown in Exhibit A may be utilized for any purpose provided, however,

the use of said property by Rosedale for the Project shall not cause or contribute to overdraft of
the groundwater basin.
(6)

Each device proposed to measure recharge water to be subsequently recovered

and/or recovery of such water will be initially evaluated and periodically reviewed by the
Monitoring Committee. Each measuring device shall be properly installed, calibrated, rated,
monitored and maintained by and at the expense of the owner of the measuring device.
(7)

It shall be the responsibility of the user to insure that all measuring devices are

accurate and that the measurements are provided to the Monitoring Committee at the time and in
the manner required by the Monitoring Committee.
(8)

A producer’s flow deposited into another facility, such as a transportation canal,

shall be measured into such facility by the operator thereof and the measurement reported to the
Monitoring Committee at the time and in the manner required by such Monitoring Committee.
(9)

The Monitoring Committee or its designee will maintain official records of

recharge and recovery activities, which records shall be open and available to the public. The
Monitoring Committee will have the right to verify the accuracy of reported information by
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inspection, observation or access to user records (i.e., P.G.&E. bills). The Monitoring
Committee will publish or cause to be published annual reports of operations.
(10)

Losses shall be assessed as follows:

(a)

Surface recharge losses shall be fixed and assessed at a rate of 3%, which includes

a “safety factor” of 1% of water diverted for direct recharge. An additional surface recharge loss
of 3% shall be fixed and assessed against water directly recharged which is subsequently
extracted for out-of-district use. Such initial 3% loss may be modified in the future if studies
acceptable to the parties demonstrate that such modification is appropriate, providing that a 1%
“safety factor” shall be maintained and the total loss when directly recharged water is
subsequently extracted for out-of-district use shall not exceed 6%. Notwithstanding anything to
the contrary provided herein, water banked in Rosedale for or on behalf of third parties (i.e.,
creating a third party bank account) shall be subject to surface recharge losses calculated at 6%
of water diverted for direct recharge.
(b)

To account for all other actual or potential losses (including migration losses), a

rate of 4% of water placed in a bank account shall be deducted to the extent that Rosedale has
been compensated within three (3) years following the end of the calendar year in which the
water was designated as banked at the SWP Delta Water Rate charged by DWR at the time of
payment; provided further, however, that the water purchased and subtracted from a groundwater
bank account pursuant to this provision shall only be used for overdraft correction within the
District purchasing the water.
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(c)

An additional 5% loss shall be assessed against any water diverted to the Project

Site for banking by, for, or on behalf of any out-of-County person, entity or organization (except
current SWP Agricultural Contractors).
(d)

All losses provided for herein represent amounts of water that are non-bankable

and non-recoverable by Rosedale.
(11)

Recovery of banked water shall be from the Project Site and recovery facilities

shall be located therein. Recovery from outside the Project Site may be allowed with the consent
of the District or entity having jurisdiction over the area from which the recovery will occur and
upon review by the Monitoring Committee.
(12)

Recovery of banked water may not be allowed if not otherwise mitigated if it will

result in significant adverse impacts to surrounding overlying users. “Adverse impacts” will be
evaluated using data applicable in zones including the area which may be affected by the Project
of approximately five miles in width from the boundaries of the Project as designated by the
Monitoring Committee. In determining “adverse impacts,” as provided at this paragraph and
elsewhere in this MOU, consideration will be given to the benefits accrued over time during
operation of the Project to landowners surrounding the Project Site including higher groundwater
levels as a result of operation of the Project. In determining non-Project conditions vs. Project
conditions, credit toward mitigation of any otherwise adverse impacts shall be recognized to the
extent of the 4% loss and 5% losses recognized under paragraphs 2.b.(10)(b) and (c), for the
mitigation credit recognized under paragraph 2.b.(4), if any, and to the extent of recharge on the
Project Site for overdraft correction.

10

(13)

To the extent that interference, other than insignificant interference, with the

pumping lift of any existing active well as compared to non-Project conditions, is attributable to
pumping of any wells on the Project Site, Rosedale will either stop pumping as necessary to
mitigate the interference or compensate the owner for such interference, or any combination
thereof. The Monitoring Committee will establish the criteria necessary to determine if well
interference, other than insignificant interference, is attributable to pumping of Project wells by
conducting pumping tests of Project wells following the installation of monitoring wells (if not
already completed) and considering hydrogeologic information.
(14)

The Kern Fan Element Groundwater Model, with input from Rosedale and the

Adjoining Entities, and utilizing data from a comprehensive groundwater monitoring program,
may be used by the Monitoring Committee as appropriate to estimate groundwater impacts of the
Project.
(15)

The parties recognize that the Project shall be operated with a positive balance,

i.e., there shall be no “borrowing” of water for recovery from the basin.
3.

Project Monitoring. Adjoining Entities agree to participate in a comprehensive

monitoring program and as members of a Monitoring Committee, as hereinafter more
particularly described, in order to reasonably determine groundwater level and water quality
information under Project and non-Project conditions. The monitoring program will more
particularly require the following:
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a.

Monitoring Committee: Rosedale and the Adjoining Entities shall form a

Monitoring Committee for the Project upon terms and conditions acceptable to the participants.
The Monitoring Committee shall:
(1)

Engage the services of a suitable independent professional groundwater specialist

who shall, at the direction of the Committee, provide assistance in the performance of the tasks
identified below;
(2)

Meet and confer monthly or at other intervals deemed to be appropriate in

furtherance of the monitoring program;
(3)

Establish a groundwater evaluation methodology or methodologies;

(4)

Prepare a monitoring plan and two associated maps, “Well Location, Water

Quality Network,” and “Well Location, Water Level Network,” which plan and maps depict the
location and types of wells anticipated to be used in the initial phase of groundwater monitoring
(said plan and maps are expected to be modified from time to time as the monitoring program is
developed and operated);
(5)

Specify such additional monitoring wells and ancillary equipment as are deemed

to be necessary or desirable for the purposes hereof;
(6)

Prepare annual water balance studies and other interpretive studies, which will

designate all sources of water and the use thereof within the study area;
(7)

Develop criteria for determining whether excessive mounding or withdrawal is

occurring or is likely to occur in an area of interest;
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(8)

Annually or as otherwise needed determine the impacts of the Project on each of

the Adjoining Entities by evaluating with and without Project conditions; and
(9)

Develop procedures, review data, and recommend Project operational criteria for

the purpose of identifying, verifying, avoiding, eliminating or mitigating, to the extent
practicable, the creation of significant imbalances or significant adverse impacts.
b.

Collection and Sharing of Data. The Adjoining Entities will make available to the

Monitoring Committee copies of all relevant groundwater level, groundwater quality, and other
monitoring data currently collected and prepared by each. Rosedale shall annually report, by
areas of interest, water deliveries for banking and other purposes, groundwater withdrawals from
bank accounts, transfers and other changes in account balances.
c.

Monitoring Costs.

(1)

The cost of constructing monitoring wells and ancillary equipment within

Rosedale shall be borne by Rosedale. The cost of any new or additional monitoring wells and
ancillary equipment outside the boundaries of Rosedale shall be borne as may be determined by
separate agreement of Rosedale and the Adjoining Entities.
(2)

Each of the parties shall be responsible for the personnel costs of its

representative on the Monitoring Committee. In addition, the Adjoining Entities shall be
responsible for all costs of monitoring operations and facilities within their respective boundaries
and Rosedale shall be responsible for all costs of monitoring operations and facilities within the
Project Site.

13

(3)

All other groundwater monitoring costs, including employment of the

professional groundwater specialist, collection, evaluation and analyses of data as adopted by the
Monitoring Committee, shall be allocated among and borne by the parties as they shall agree
among themselves. Cost sharing among Adjoining Entities shall be as agreed by them. Any
additional monitoring costs shall be determined and allocated by separate agreement of those
parties requesting such additional monitoring.
4.

Modification of Project Operations. The Monitoring Committee may make

recommendations to Rosedale, including without limitation recommendations for modifications
in Project operations based upon evaluation(s) of data which indicate that excessive mounding or
withdrawal is occurring or is likely to occur in an area of interest. The Monitoring Committee
and its members shall not act in an arbitrary, capricious or unreasonable manner.
5.

Dispute Resolution.

a.

Submission to Monitoring Committee. All disputes regarding the operation of the

Project or the application of this MOU, or any provision hereof, shall first be submitted to the
Monitoring Committee for review and analysis. The Monitoring Committee shall meet and
review all relevant data and facts regarding the dispute and, if possible, recommend a fair and
equitable resolution of the dispute. The Monitoring Committee and its members shall not act in
an arbitrary, capricious or unreasonable manner. In the event that (1) the Monitoring Committee
fails to act as herein provided, (2) any party disputes the Monitoring Committee’s recommended
resolution or (3) any party fails to implement the Monitoring Committee’s recommended
resolution within the time allowed, any party to this MOU may seek any legal or equitable
remedy available as hereinafter provided.
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b.

Arbitration. If all of the parties agree that a factual dispute exists regarding any

recommendation of the Monitoring Committee made pursuant hereto, or implementation thereof,
such dispute shall, be submitted to binding arbitration before a single neutral arbitrator appointed
by unanimous consent and, in the absence of such consent, appointed by the presiding judge of
the Kern County Superior Court. The neutral arbitrator shall be a registered civil engineer,
registered geologist, or other person agreeable to the parties, preferably with a background in
groundwater hydrology. The arbitration shall be called and conducted in accordance with such
rules as the contestants shall agree upon, and, in the absence of such agreement, in accordance
with the procedures set forth in California Code of Civil Procedure section 1282, et seq. Any
other dispute may be pursued through a court of competent jurisdiction as otherwise provided by
law.
c.

Burden of Proof. In the event of arbitration or litigation under this MOU, all

parties shall enjoy the benefit of such presumptions as are provided by law but, in the absence
thereof, neither party shall bear the burden of proof on any contested legal or factual issue.
d.

Landowner Remedies. Nothing in this MOU shall prevent any landowner within

the boundaries of any party from pursuing any remedy at law or in equity in the event such
landowner is damaged as a result of projects within the Kern Fan Area.
6.

Term. The Effective Date of this MOU shall be January 1, 2003 regardless of the

date of actual execution. This MOU shall continue in force and effect from and after the
Effective Date until terminated by (1) operation of law, (2) unanimous consent of the parties, or
(3) abandonment of the Project and a determination by the Monitoring Committee that all
adverse impacts have been fully eliminated or mitigated as provided in this MOU.
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7.

Complete Agreement/Incorporation Into Banking Agreements. This MOU

constitutes the whole and complete agreement of the parties regarding Project operation,
maintenance and monitoring (amending and replacing the original MOU between the parties
regarding Rosedale’s Groundwater Banking Program). Rosedale shall incorporate this MOU by
reference into any further agreement it enters into respecting banking of water in or withdrawal
of water from the Project Site.
8.

Future Projects. With respect to any future project within the Kern Fan Area, the

Parties hereto shall use good faith efforts to negotiate an agreement substantially similar in
substance to this MOU.
9.

Notice Clause. All notices required by this MOU shall be sent via first class

United States mail to the addresses shown on the signature page of this agreement and shall be
deemed delivered three days after deposited in the mail. Notice of changes in the representative
or address of a party shall be given in the same manner.
10.

California Law Clause. All provisions of this MOU and all rights and obligations

of the parties hereto shall be interpreted and construed according to the laws of the State of
California.
11.

Amendments. This MOU may be amended by written instrument executed by all

of the parties. In addition, recognizing that the parties may not now be able to contemplate all
the implications of the Project, the parties agree that on the tenth anniversary of implementation
of the Project, if facts and conditions not envisioned at the time of entering into this MOU are
present, the parties will negotiate in good faith amendments to this MOU. If the parties cannot
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agree on whether conditions have changed necessitating an amendment and/or upon appropriate
amendments to the MOU, such limited issues shall be submitted to an arbitrator or court, as the
case may be, as provided above.
12.

Successors and Assigns. This MOU shall bind and inure to the benefit of the

successors and assigns of the parties.
13.

Severability. The rights and privileges set forth in this MOU are severable and

the failure or invalidity of any particular provision of this MOU shall not invalidate the other
provisions of this MOU; rather all other provisions of this MOU shall continue and remain in full
force and effect notwithstanding such partial failure or invalidity.
14.

Force Majeure. All obligations of the parties shall be suspended for so long as

and to the extent the performance thereof is prevented, directly or indirectly, by earthquakes,
fires, tornadoes, facility failures, floods, drownings, strikes, other casualties, acts of God, orders
of court or governmental agencies having competent jurisdiction, or other events or causes
beyond the control of the parties. In no event shall any liability accrue against a party, or its
officers, agents or employees, for any damage arising out of or connected with a suspension of
performance pursuant to this paragraph.
15.

Counterparts. This MOU, and any amendment or supplement thereto, may be

executed in two or more counterparts, and by each party on a separate counterpart, each of
which, when executed and delivered, shall be an original and all of which together shall
constitute one instrument, with the same force and effect as though all signatures appeared on a
single document. In proving this MOU or any such amendment, supplement, document or
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instrument, it shall not be necessary to produce or account for more than one counterpart thereof
signed by the party against whom enforcement is sought.
I WIT ESS WHEREOF the parties have executed this MOU the day and year first
above written at Bakersfield, California.
ROSEDALE-RIO BRAVO
WATER STORAGE DISTRICT
P. O. Box 867
Bakersfield, CA 93302-0867

WEST KER WATER DISTRICT
800 Kern Street
P. O. Box 1105
Taft, CA 93268-1105

By:_________________________

By:________________________

By:_________________________

By:________________________

SEMITROPIC WATER
STORAGE DISTRICT
P. O. Box Z
Wasco, CA 93280-0877

BUE A VISTA WATER
STORAGE DISTRICT
P. O. Box 756
Buttonwillow, CA 93206

By:_________________________

By:________________________

By:_________________________

By:________________________

HE RY MILLER WATER DISTRICT
P. O. Box 9759
Bakersfield, CA 93389-9759

KER WATER BA K AUTHORITY
P. O. Box 80607
Bakersfield, CA 93380-0607

By:_________________________

By:________________________

By:_________________________

By:________________________

KER COU TY WATER AGE CY
P. O. Box 58
Bakersfield, CA 93302-0058

IMPROVEME T DISTRICT O. 4
P. O. Box 58
Bakersfield, CA 93302-0058

By:_________________________

By:________________________

By:_________________________

By:________________________
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Appendix A‐2 RRBWSD Banking and Sale MOU

Appendix A‐3 Sampling Procedure

Kern Fan Purge Pump Water Quality Sampling Procedures
Background: Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) utilizes a Purge Pump rig to sample selected
monitoring wells on the Kern Fan region once or twice a year. The Purge Pump was developed by the
Kern Water Bank Authority (KWBA) several decades ago and is kept functional and maintained by KCWA.
The purge pump samples monitoring wells by placing the high‐volume (as of 2018, 30‐70 gpm)
submersible pump into wells and purging approximately 5 well casing volumes of water prior to
collecting samples. These sampling activities include a large summer run and a smaller winter run with
a subset of wells (see attached well list). Electrical Conductivity and pH measurements are collected
during this purge to determine if water quality values are stable.
Materials:
Purge Pump rig
Plopper/Sounder
pH meter, buffers, buffer cups, calibration logbook
EC meter, buffer, buffer cups, calibration logbook
DI water
Sample bottles (from lab, may be unpreserved or preserved)
Gloves
Calibration Set‐up: Prior to sampling, the pH meter and EC meter will be calibrated as per SOPs using
buffers as stated in the calibration set‐up. Date, technician, buffer lot numbers and results will be
reported as shown on the SOP.
Sample collection:
1. The Depth to water will be determined via calibrated sounder or plopper. With the depth to
water value the approximate well casing volume will be determined through the use of the Kern
Fan Water Quality Sampling Program Pumping Notes worksheet (see attached). Through the
worksheet the total gallons to be pumped is calculated. Total gallons pumped, starting time,
meter readings, pumping rate and other values are recorded on this worksheet throughout the
sampling session.
2. While the purge pump is purging the well of the 5 well casing volumes the technician will collect
samples every 5‐10 minutes in a clean reusable plastic container and analyze for pH and EC.
These values, as well as date, time, well, technician, etc. will be recorded on the KFMC – Water
Quality Sampling Program Field Parameters Measurement Record worksheet (see attached).
3. When the minimum required volume of water has been purged, and when the EC and pH values
are stable, the technician will collect the water quality samples in the bottles provided from the
lab. Unpreserved bottles require that the bottle be filled to the top. Preserved bottles require
that the bottle be filled as much as possible without overflowing, as preservative will be lost and
the sample integrity may be affected. No filtering of samples will be done in the field.

4. All bottles will be labeled with the well name (State Well Number format), date, time, technician
and placed immediately after collection in a water cooler with ice.
5. At the completion of a well sampling day the samples are transported to KCWA. The Chain of
Custody is completed and the custody of the samples is transferred for transport to the
Laboratory.
6. Bottles are transported to the laboratory with the Chain of Custody.

Appendix A‐4 Pump‐in Policy

Water Quality Assessment of Non‐Project Turn‐ins to the California Aqueduct, 2016

Appendix A. Department of Water Resources Water Quality
Policy and Implementation Process for Acceptance of Non‐
Project Water into the State Water Project (October 2012)
It is the Department of Water Resources (DWR) policy to assist with the conveyance of water to
provide water supply, and to protect the State Water Project (SWP) water quality within the
California Aqueduct. To facilitate this policy DWR provides the following implementation process for
accepting non‐project water into the SWP (Policy). For purposes of this document, SWP and
California Aqueduct are interchangeable and the same.
POLICY PROVISIONS
DWR shall consider and evaluate all requests for Non‐Project (NP) water input directly into the SWP
conveyance facilities based upon the criteria established in this document. NP water shall be
considered to be any water input into the SWP for conveyance by the SWP that is not directly
diverted from the Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta or natural inflow into SWP reservoirs.
The proponent of any NP water input proposal shall demonstrate that the water is of consistent,
predictable, and acceptable quality.
DWR will consult with State Water Project (Contractors), existing NP participants and the
Department of Public Health (DPH) on drinking water quality issues relating to NP water as needed
to assure the protection of SWP water quality.
Nothing in this document shall be construed as authorizing the objectives of Article 19 of the SWP
water supply contracts or DPH drinking water maximum contaminant levels to be exceeded.
This Policy shall not constrain the ability of DWR to operate the SWP for its intended purposes and
shall not adversely impact SWP water deliveries, operation or facilities.
EVALUATING NP WATER PROPOSALS
DWR shall use a two‐tiered approach for evaluating NP water for input into the California Aqueduct.
NP Tier 1
Tier 1 NP pump‐in proposals (PIP) shall exhibit water quality that is essentially the same, or better,
than what occurs in the California Aqueduct. PIP’s considered to be tier 1 shall be approved by DWR
(see baseline water quality tables 1 through 4).
NP Tier 2
Tier 2 PIP’s are those that exhibit water quality that is different and possibly worse than in the
California Aqueduct and/or have the potential to cause adverse impacts to the Contractors. Tier 2
PIP’s shall be referred to a NP Facilitation Group (FG), which would review the project and if needed
make recommendations to DWR in consideration of the PIP.

Page 118

Water Quality Assessment of Non‐Project Turn‐ins to the California Aqueduct, 2016
SWC Facilitation Group
This advisory group consists of representatives from each Contractor that chooses to participate
and DWR. The group shall review tier 2 PIP’s based on the merits, impacts, mitigation, water quality
monitoring, cost/benefits or other issues of each PIP and provide recommendations to DWR. Upon
initial review of tier 2 PIP by DWR, it shall then be submitted to the FG for review. A consensus
recommendation from the FG would be sought regarding approval of the PIP. DWR shall base its
decision on the merits of the PIP, recommendations of the FG and the PIP’s ability to provide overall
benefits to the SWP and the State of California.
Blending Water Sources
Blending of multiple water sources prior to inflow into the SWP is acceptable and may be preferred
depending upon water quality of the PIP. Blending of water in this manner may be used to quality a
project as NP Tier 1.
Mixing (blending) within the California aqueduct can be considered but shall not be adjacent to
municipal and industrial (M&I) delivery locations. PIP’s that are coordinating water discharged to
maintain or improve SWP water quality are an example of the mixing approach. The PIP shall
demonstrate by model or an approach acceptable to DWR and the FG that the water is adequately
mixed before reaching the first M&I customer. Generally NP PIP’s that involve mixing with SWP
water shall be considered NP Tier 2.
Baseline Water Quality
To aid in developing and evaluating PIP’s both historical and current SWP water quality levels shall
be considered. A representative baseline water quality summary is shown in Tables 1 through 4 by
using historical SWP water quality records at O’Neill Forebay.
NP IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS
Project Proposals
The NP project proponent requesting to introduce water into the SWP shall submit a detailed PIP to
DWR. The proponent shall demonstrate that the NP water is of consistent,
predictable and reliable quality, and is responsible for preparing and complying with any and all
contracts, environmental documents, permits or licenses that are necessary consistent with
applicable laws, regulations, agreements, procedures, or policies.
Project Description
The proponent will submit to DWR a PIP describing the proposed program, identifying the water
source(s), planned operation, characterizing the inflow water quality and any anticipated impacts to
SWP water quality and/or operations. The PIP should be submitted at least one month prior to
proposed start up to allow for DWR and FG review. The PIP shall include:
 Project proponent names, locations, addresses, and contact person(s).
 Maps identifying all sources of water, point of inflow to the SWP and ultimate fate of the
introduced water.
 Terms and conditions of inflow, timing, rates and volumes of inflow, pumping, conveyance
and storage requirements.
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Construction details of any facilities located adjacent to the SWP including valves, meters,
and pump and piping size.
All potential impacts and/or benefits to downstream SWP water contractors.
Detailed water quality data for all sources of water and any blend of sources that will be
introduced into the SWP.
Identify anticipated water quality changes within the SWP.
Identify other relevant environmental issues such as subsidence, ground water overdraft or,
presents of endangered species.
Provide performance measures and remedial actions that will be taken in the event
projected SWP water quality levels are not met.
Reference an existing contract or indicate that one is in process with DWR to conduct a PIP.

Water Quality Monitoring
In order to demonstrate that the water source(s) are of consistent, predictable, and acceptable
quality the NP proponent shall monitor water quality. The proponent shall, for the duration of the
program, regularly report on operations as they affect water quality, monitoring data and water
quality changes. Both DPH title 22 and a short list of Constituents of Concern (COC) shall be
monitored for based upon one of the following water quality monitoring options.
Constituents of Concern. Current COC are Arsenic, Bromide, Chloride, Nitrate, Sulfate, Organic
Carbon, and Total Dissolved Solids. These COC’s may be changed as needed.
Water Quality Monitoring Options. NP proponents shall select one of the testing options below and
perform all water quality testing and provide analytical results in a timely manner as described
herein. Monitoring shall be conducted for initial well start‐up, periodic well re‐testing and on‐going
testing during operation. Well data should be no more than three years old. Title 22 results should
be provided to DWR and the FG within two weeks of testing and COC results within one week of
testing, unless other schedules are agreed upon by DWR and the FG.
Option 1 ‐ Baseline tests for Individual Wells
Well Start‐up: Title 22 tests are required for all wells participating in the program prior to start‐up.
An existing title 22 test that is no more than three years old may be used. A Title 22 test may be
substituted for any well near a similar well with a Title 22 test of record.
Well Re‐testing: Title 22 test for all wells participating every three years.
Ongoing Monitoring: COC tests are required for all discharge locations to the SWP at start up and
quarterly thereafter for new programs and resumption of established programs. New programs or
those with constituents that may potentially degrade the SWP shall conduct at least weekly COC
sampling of all discharge locations until the proponent demonstrates that the NP water is of
consistent, predictable and reliable quality. Once the nature of the discharge has been clearly
established, the COC tests are required quarterly for each discharge point.
Option 2 ‐ Baseline tests for Representative Wells
Well Start‐up: COC tests of record are required for all wells participating in the program and Title 22
tests of record are required for representative wells comprising a subset of all wells. This would
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typically be a group of wells that are manifold together and discharge to one pipe. Representative
wells shall be identified on a case‐by‐case basis to be representative of the manifold area, well
proximity, and water levels.
Well Re‐testing: Same as required in Option 1.
On‐going Monitoring: COC tests are required for all discharge locations to the SWP at start up and
monthly thereafter for the duration of the program and annually at each well. New programs or
those with constituents that may potentially degrade the SWP shall conduct weekly COC sampling
of all discharge locations until the proponent demonstrates that the NP water is of consistent,
predictable and reliable quality.
Option 3 – Self Directed
A PIP may propose a water quality monitoring program for approval by DWR and the FG that is
different from options 1 or 2. It must include COC and title 22 testing that will fully characterize
water pumped into the SWP and be at an interval to show a consistent, predictable and reliable
quality.
Analytical Methods
Analytical laboratories used by project proponents shall be DPH certified by the Environmental
Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP) and use EPA prescribed and ELAP accredited methods for
drinking water analysis. Minimum Reporting Levels must be at least as low as the DPH required
detection limits for purposes of reporting (DLR). The current DLRs are listed on the DPH website at
Http://www.cdph.ca.gov/certlic/drinkingwater/Pages/MCLsandPHGs. DWR shall continue to use
Bryte Chemical Laboratory as it’s analytical and reference lab.
Flow Measurements
The project proponent shall maintain current, accurate records of water production rate and
volume from each source, as well as, each point of discharge into the SWP. All flow measurements
shall be submitted to regularly to DWR.
RECONSIDERATION
If an NP proponent disagrees with the FG or DWR decision or feels that there is an overriding
benefit of the proposal, the proponent may request reconsideration from DWR on the basis of
overriding public benefit or water supply deficiency. DWR shall consider these requests on a case‐
by‐case basis.
ONGOING PROGRAM
Any NP Proponent who has successfully established a NP water inflow program (Including existing
Kern Fan Banking Projects, Kern Water Bank, Pioneer and Berrenda Mesa Projects, Semitropic
Water Storage District Wheeler Ridge Mariposa Water Storage District and Arvin Edison Water
Storage District) may reinitiate the program by notifying DWR at least ten days before inflow is
scheduled to begin and provide the following information:
 Updated water quality data and/or updated modeling that adequately reflects the quality of
water to be introduced into the SWP.
 Turn‐in location.
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Expected rate and duration of inflow. DWR shall notify the FG of this reinitiating of inflow.
Water quality monitoring schedule that meets the objective of this policy.

FUTURE NP PROGRAMS
Future NP projects should be planned and designed considering the following items:
 Projects involving water quality exceeding primary drinking water standards shall show that
the water shall be treated or blended before it enters the SWP to prevent water quality
impacts.
 The project proponent of a Tier 2 proposal should clearly identify and establish that water
inflow shall be managed and operated such that poor quality water will be blended with
better quality water so that SWP water quality will not be degraded upon acceptable levels
as determined by the FG and DWR.
 If a significant water supply deficiency exists and it is recommended by the FG that raw
water quality criteria be set aside to ensure adequate supply, such action shall be subject to
approval by the DPH.
 The project proponent of a NP inflow program which degrades SWP water quality shall
identify mitigation to downstream water contractors for water quality impacts associated
with increased water supply or treatment costs.
DWR ROLE
DWR shall seek, as needed, DPH or SWC recommendations on changes or additions to this
document governing the NP water quality projects. The FG shall review proposed changes or
additions prior to implementation by DWR, as needed.
DWR and or the United States Bureau of Reclamation (for San Luis Canal inflow) shall have ultimate
responsibility for approving the water quality of all NP inflow, as well as, the oversight of monitoring
and tracking the water quality of operating programs. DWR shall also ensure that the proponents of
the NP inflow program perform according to their proposals, and will take appropriate action in the
event of non‐conformance.
Project Proposal Review Process
Upon receipt of a proposal for PIP, DWR shall review it for adequacy. DWR shall consider all PIPs
based upon these guidelines. Review shall take no more than one month after receiving a complete
program proposal. If necessary, DWR will convene timely meetings with the FG during the review.
At a minimum the review will include
 Examination of all documents and data for completeness of the PIP.
 Notification of the affected Field Divisions, and the FG has been received by DWR.
 Consideration by DWR of comments from all parties before the final decision.
 Upon completion of the review DWR will notify the proponent and FG of the acceptance of
the PIP or explain the reason(s) for rejecting it.
 DWR may reconsider a decision on a PIP based upon a recommendation from the FG.
Reconsideration by DWR will be on a case‐by‐case basis.
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Periodic Review
DWR may schedule periodic reviews of each operating NP inflow with input from the FG. As part of
the review, program proponents shall provide the following information:
 Summary of deliveries to the Aqueduct.
 Water quality monitoring results.
 Proposed changes in the program operation.
The review may result in changes in monitoring and testing required of the program proponent as a
result of;
 New constituents being added to the EPA /DPH list of drinking water standards.
 Changes in the maximum contaminant levels for the EPA/DPH list of drinking water
standards.
 Identification of new constituents of concern.
 Changes in the water quality provided by the program.
 Changes in constituent background levels in the California Aqueduct.
This procedure shall recognize emerging contaminants and/or those detrimental to agricultural
viability as they are identified by the regulatory agencies and shall set appropriate standards for
water introduction based upon ambient levels in the California Aqueduct or State Notification
Levels. Emerging contaminants are those that may pose significant risk to public health, but as yet
do not have an MCL. Currently the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the DPH
establish Public Health Goals and Notification Levels, respectively. These levels, though not
regulated, do provide health‐based guidance to water utilities and can require public notification if
exceeded.
Water Quality Review
DWR shall track and periodically report to the FG on water quality monitoring results on the SWP
from NP water inflow and make all water quality data available to the public upon request.
 DWR shall review analyze and maintain all records of water quality testing conducted by the
proponent of the well(s), source(s) and discharge(s) into the SWP.
 DWR shall determine what additional water quality monitoring, if any, is necessary within
the SWP to ensure adequate protection of SWP water quality. DWR shall conduct all water
quality monitoring within the SWP.
 DWR may prepare periodic reports of NP projects.
On‐site Surveillance
The appropriate Field Division within DWR will be responsible for review and approval of all
construction activities within the SWP right‐of‐way. Plans showing the discharge system piping,
valves, sampling point, meters and locations must be submitted and approved prior to any
construction. In addition, the appropriate Field Division will be responsible for confirmation of all
meter readings and water quality monitoring conducted by the proponent.
 Field division staff may visit, inspect, and calibrate meters and measure flow conditions at
each source or point of inflow into the SWP.
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Flow meters, sampling ports and anti‐siphon valves must be conveniently located near the
SWP right‐of‐way.
Field division staff may collect water samples at each source or point of discharge into the
SWP.
The appropriate Field Division shall conduct additional water quality monitoring within the
SWP, if deemed necessary, to assure compliance with the NP Inflow Criteria.
DWR shall monitor aqueduct water quality and analyze several “split samples” of the water
at the point of introduction into the aqueduct to ensure consistent analytical results.

Table A1 HISTORICAL WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS 1988
TO 2011 AT O'NEILL FOREBAY OUTLET (mg/L)
Parameter
Aluminum
Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryllium
Bromide
Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Fluoride
Iron
Manganese
Mercury
Nickel
Nitrate
Selenium
Silver
Sulfate
Total Organic Carbon
Zinc

Mean
0.03
0.002
0.002
0.05
0.001*
0.22
0.003
0.004
0.004
0.1
0.037
0.009
0.001
0.001
2.9
0.001
0.003
42
4.0
0.007

Min.
0.01
0.001*
0.001
0.05
0.001*
0.04
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.1
0.005
0.005
0.0002
0.001
0.2
0.001
0.001
14
0.8
0.005

Max.
0.527
0.005
0.004
0.068
0.001*
0.54
0.005
0.011
0.028
0.5
0.416
0.06
0.001
0.004
8.1
0.002
0.005
99
12.6
0.21

Std. Dev.
0.05
0.002
0.001
0.002
0.000
0.16
0.002
0.002
0.003
0.1
0.050
0.007
0.0004
0.0005
1.6
0.0001
0.002
15
1.6
0.01

*These values represent reporting limits. Actual values would be lower
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Table A2 O'Neill Forebay Outlet Total Dissolved Solids Criteria by Water Year Classification, 1988-2011
(mg/L)
Year Type

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Wet
Near Normal

227.2
317.9

262.5
324.7

295.4
351.7

228.9
295.4

213.8
268.1

231.2
302.7

184.4
270.0

226.5
285.1

181.5
230.1

171.4
211.9

195.7
170.9

157.3
202.6

Dry

286.4

319.6

370.0

362.0

344.2

305.2

240.4

278.2

307.3

234.8

269.0

336.6

Critical
256.6 312.9 372.9 367.0 361.0 335.0 307.1 291.8 335.1
* Year type is based on water year classification. Below normal and above normal year types

325.7

339.4

328.8

have been combined into one designation called "near normal."

Table A3 O'Neill Forebay Outlet Bromide Criteria by Water Year Classification, 1988-2011
(mg/L)
Year Type

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Wet
Near Normal

0.19
0.31

0.24
0.31

0.28
0.34

0.13
0.21

0.10
0.15

0.12
0.15

0.12
0.18

0.17
0.22

0.12
0.15

0.12
0.15

0.13
0.14

0.10
0.19

Dry

0.25

0.29

0.35

0.35

0.24

0.20

0.17

0.24

0.27

0.13

0.29

0.41

Critical
0.26
0.28
0.32
0.37
0.33
0.27
0.22
0.22
0.28
* Year type is based on water year classification. Below normal and above normal year types
have been combined into one designation called "near normal."

0.28

0.32

0.37

Table A4 O'Neill Forebay Outlet Total Organic Carbon Criteria by Water Year Classification, 1988-2011
(mg/L)
Year Type*

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Wet
Near Normal

2.8
3.7

2.9
4.1

3.9
4.0

5.2
7.0

4.8
6.3

3.8
5.6

3.9
4.7

3.4
4.4

3.1
4.0

3.2
3.3

3.1
3.3

2.7
3.4

Dry

3.0

3.0

4.0

5.7

4.8

5.7

4.5

3.6

3.7

2.9

2.9

2.7

Critical

2.8

3.1

3.3

4.9

6.0

5.7

4.7

4.0

3.8

3.9

4.0

3.5

* Year type is based on water year classification. Below normal and above normal year types
have been combined into one designation called "near normal."
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Appendix B-3
Long Term Project Recovery Operations Plan

Stockdale Integrated Banking Project
Draft EIR

ESA / 211181
April 2015

LONG TERM PROJECT RECOVERY
OPERATIONS PLAN
REGARDING ROSEDALE-RIO BRAVO WATER STORAGE DISTRICT PROJECTS
Purpose.
Consistent with Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District’s (Rosedale) Memorandums of
Understanding governing its banking projects (MOUs), this Long Term Operations Plan
Regarding Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Projects (“Plan”) designates specific
measures to be employed to “... prevent, eliminate or mitigate significant adverse impacts”
resulting from project operations within areas of concern (AOC’s). All Rosedale projects which
are subject to an MOU with adjoining entities shall be subject to and operated consistent with
this Plan. Rosedale will carry out its duties and responsibilities under this Plan in good faith and
in cooperation with its landowners, to the end that the objectives and purposes of this Plan will
be achieved and/or carried out to the greatest extent practicable.
Plan Components:
A.

Establish a Protocol for Monitoring and Reporting Groundwater Conditions to the
Board of Directors and the Public.
1.

2.

3.

B.

During years when Rosedale is recovering (or is expected to recover)
groundwater from a Rosedale project, Rosedale will conduct monitoring of
groundwater conditions, as necessary, in addition to the monitoring conducted by
the Kern Fan Monitoring Committee (pursuant to the MOUs), and provide reports
on groundwater levels as described below.
Rosedale will report current groundwater levels to its Board of Directors at each
monthly regular meeting, and will make the reports available to the public on its
website (http://www.rrbwsd.com/).
Rosedale will regularly update its Groundwater Model (Model) to actual
conditions and use the Model to project future groundwater conditions. Rosedale
will endeavor to use the best and latest science and information available in all
modeling and technical matters. Rosedale will report the results of its modeling
to its Board of Directors and will make the results available to the public on its
website (http://www.rrbwsd.com/). Recovery in any calendar year shall not
commence until the Model has been run for projected operations and the results
have been reported to the Board and made available to the public.

Implement Proactive Measures (in addition to A. above).
1.

Rosedale will be obligated to collect and/or contribute funds to meet mitigation
obligations hereunder (“Action Fund”), which shall be initially set at $2.00/AF
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2.

3.

C.

of recovered water from all prospective project operations (actually pumped, not
exchanged), until the Action Fund balance reaches $_______. If the Action Fund
balance drops below $____________ contributions shall be resumed until the
Action Fund balance again reaches $___________. In addition, Rosedale shall
initially provide $50,000 to the Action Fund. Rosedale shall maintain an
accounting of funds and shall serve as fiscal agent for the Action Fund; Rosedale
shall report the balance of the fund to its Board of Directors at its regular monthly
meetings.
Rosedale will use its Model as a tool to evaluate groundwater impacts resulting
from its project operations. The Model will be periodically run and updated as
projected recovery plans become known or change and the Model will assume
such conditions.
The Model has been and will be used to:
(a)
Forecast groundwater levels.
(b)
Forecast and predict the contribution of Rosedale’s projects to
groundwater level declines in the area.
(c)
Determine water level conditions in the “No Project” Condition for
purposes of evaluating the impact of project operations. The “No Project”
condition is the water level that would have been at any particular well
location absent the Rosedale project.
(d)
Identify, based upon an analysis of “No Project” and Project conditions, if
a negative project impact (“NPI”) has or is likely to occur for which the
measures described at D, E, F and G may be operative. NPI is determined
according to C., 2., below.
(e)
Forecast any localized areas for special attention and/or monitoring, i.e.,
AOC’s.
(f)
Identify wells at risk of impacts during recovery operations.

Establish Triggers and Actions within any identified AOC.

As described below at sections D, E, F, and G, these actions will be implemented in consultation
with affected landowners that make a claim to Rosedale of well impacts relating to Rosedale’s
recovery operations and groundwater level declines. The triggers and actions below are for wells
within any identified AOC, subject to the following:
.
1.
These actions would not occur in years when average water levels (measured at
the following wells: 29S/25E-27N1&2, 29S/25E-25M1&2, 29S/26E-31H1&2,
and 29S/25E-35G01) are less than 140 feet from the surface as measured on
March 31 of each year because it is expected that water levels will not decline
during such year to an extent resulting in adverse impacts to wells.
2.
The trigger for whether mitigation is warranted shall be based upon an analysis
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and comparison of Model generated “No Project” conditions to Model generated
“Project” conditions. When the Project conditions are 30 feet deeper than the No
Project conditions at an operative well, and the well has (or is expected to)
experience mechanical failure or other operational problems due to declining
water levels, a negative project impact (“NPI”) is triggered.

D.

3.

It is the intent of Rosedale to mitigate and/or compensate for legitimate Project
impacts; it is not the intent of the Rosedale or the Plan to generate a windfall for
landowners. Accordingly, reasonable adjustments in the form or level of
mitigation and/or compensation may be made where it can be demonstrated that
the affected well requires remediation for reasons other than temporary
groundwater level declines resulting from Project operations (i.e., general
overdraft conditions, lack of well maintenance, normal wear and tear, failure of
well equipment, casing degradation, etc.).

4.

For a well owner to be eligible for mitigation as provided below, the affected
landowner shall submit a claim to Rosedale, which shall, at a minimum, provide
information concerning the condition of the well and casing and pumping
equipment of the well, and other information that is relevant to the landowner’s
claim. Upon receipt of a claim, Rosedale shall use the Model (or the results of
modelling as reported to the Board and the public) to determine whether an NPI
exists at the landowner’s well and respond with the appropriate action described
below.

Action for Ag Wells – Well Adjustment Needed and Available
1.

2.

E.

Trigger: When the Model predicts NPI for an operational ag well outside the
current operating range of the pump but within the potential operating range of
the well.
Actions:
(a)
Field verify (with the affected landowner if requested) static depth to
groundwater levels within the well and compare to Model values.
(b)
Compare pump setting information with Model projected pumping water
levels throughout the year to determine pump submergence levels and
evaluate the necessity and feasibility of lowering the well pump to meet
the landowner’s needs.
(c)
Secure an estimate to complete the necessary work.
(d)
Using the Action Fund, pay all costs associated with the landowner claim,
including the cost to complete the necessary work (less negotiated offsets),
upon the landowner executing a release.

Action for Ag Wells – Well Adjustment Unavailable
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1.
2.

F.

Trigger: When the Model predicts NPI for an operational ag well outside the
current and potential operating range of the well.
Action:
(a)
Field verify (with the affected landowner if requested) static depth to
groundwater levels within the well and compare to Model values.
(b)
Supply equivalent water supply to the affected landowner from an
alternate source at no greater cost to the affected landowner; or
(c)
With the consent of the affected landowner, provide other acceptable
mitigation; or
(d)
Reduce or adjust pumping as necessary to prevent, avoid or eliminate the
NPI. Use the Model(s) to identify the well or wells that may require
reduction or adjustment in pumping.

Action for Domestic Wells.
1.

2.

Trigger: Emergency health and safety concerns exist because a domestic well
production ceases or is likely to cease as a result of pumping by Rosedale’s
project.
Actions:
(a)
Field verify (with the affected landowner if requested) if flow stoppage is
due to groundwater level decline.
(b)
Obtain right-of-entry permit and well data release from well owner.
(c)
Collect pump manufacture data, the in-situ pump setting and the casing
depth information.
(d)
If it is determined that no NPI exists at the well, or if flow stoppage is due
to causes unrelated to groundwater level decline (i.e., pump failure, casing
degradation, etc.) repairs are the responsibility of the landowner.
(d)
If flow stoppage is due to groundwater level decline in the aquifer
proximate to the impacted well and an NPI exists at the well, offer to fund
from the Action Fund one of the following in order to provide the least
cost short and long term solution:
(1)
Lower the domestic submersible pump bowl setting sufficient to
restore and maintain service.
(2)
Provide a one-time permanent connection to the nearest water
service provider.
(3)
Drill and equip a new domestic well, the cost of which may be
subject to offset by the landowner based on betterment.
(4)
If necessary, provide interim in-home water supplies until action
(1), (2) or (3) above is completed.
(e)
Using the Action Fund, pay all costs associated with the landowner claim,
including the cost to complete the necessary work (less negotiated offsets),
upon the landowner executing a release.
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G.

Action for Other Landowner Claims.
1.

2.

H.

Trigger: A landowner makes a claim of impact on his groundwater use (which
could be due to Rosedale’s projects, adjacent landowners, or a combination) that
does not relate to the actual (or likely) cessation of production at a well.
Actions:
(a)
Refer claim to the Board of Directors to evaluate and respond to
landowner claim at its next regularly scheduled meeting.
(b)
Process claim according to agreed upon dispute resolution process (e.g.,
mediation, arbitration, etc.) in the event the affected landowner does not
agree with the Board of Directors’ response.

Release; Rosedale’s Rights Against Others

In all instances when Rosedale takes action to mitigate the effects of declining
groundwater levels under this Plan, the affected landowner shall be required to execute an
appropriate release in favor of Rosedale. Nothing in this Plan or any action taken by Rosedale
hereunder shall affect Rosedale’s rights or remedies against any other person or entity (e.g.,
adjacent landowners, other recovery projects in the area and participants in such projects, etc.)
which may have caused or contributed to the effects for which Rosedale has mitigated; if
appropriate, an affected landowner that receives assistance from Rosedale hereunder shall assign
its rights against such other person(s) or entity(ies) to Rosedale.
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