ORDINANCE No. 98-3

AN ORDINANCE OF THE PAJARC VALLEY WATER
MANAGEMENT AGENCY AUTHORIZING THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS TO INCREASE THE AUGMENTATION FEE TO AN
AMOUNT NOT YO EXCEED $95 UPON FINDING THAT AN
ENGINEER’S ESTIMATE OF COST TO IMPLEMENT LOCAL
PROJECTS, AS AUTHORIZED MEASURE D, DEMONSTRATES
THE NEED TO iNCREASE THE FEE ABOVE $50 PER ACRE
FOOT AS APPROVED BY MEASURE D
MEASURE L

The people of the Pajaro Vailey Water Management Agency
District do ordain as follows:

FINDINGS

WHEREAS, the Pajara Valley Water Management Agency ("Agency”)
has developed a long-term Basin Management Plan {"BMP") to nalance
water demands with water supplies in the Pajaro basin; and

WHEREAS, the people of Pajaro Vailey, through the adeption of
Measure D in June of 1998, have direciad the Agency to focus for
the next ten (10) years on conservation measures and local water
supply projects; and

WHEREAS, as part of the BMP and as presented in the Water Suoply
Project Summary Report dated May 19, 1998, the Agenicy has identifled

a number of viable locai water projects including, Coliege Lake, |

Murphy's Crossing, Watsonville and Harkins Slough, and use of
regycled water; and

WHEREAS, the Agency desires to develop the local soiutions
mandated by Measure D; and

WHEREAS, the Agency may not have sufficient funds avajlable for
such purposes with the present $50 per acre-foot augmentation fee
mandated under Measure [ and

WHEREAS, the Ageney, in order o increase the augmentation fee above
$50 per acre-foot must obtain the consent of voters in the district.

CROINANCE

SECTION 1: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The people of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency
{"Agancy") hereby enact this ordinance in order to fund implementation
of iocal water supply projects as provided under the Basin Management
Pian ("BMP'} and authorized under Measure D, approved by voters
in June of 1998.

SECTION 2: AUGMENTATION FEE

The Board of Directors of the Pajarc Valley Water Management Agency
may increase the Augmentation Fee, authorized pursuant to Section
124-1001 of the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency Act, up to an
amount r:ot to exceed ninety-five dollars ($95) per acre-foot if the Board
finds that based on an Engineers Estimate of the cost to implement the
local projects (including paying all costs associated with purchasing,
capturing, storing and distributing supplementa water) the costs wil
exceed fifty doflars {$50) per acre foot, as approved by Measure D). Any
increase in the Augmentation Fee adopted by the Board of Directors
pursuant to this section shall be completed in compliance with the
requirements of Sections 124-1001, 124-1002, and 124-1003 Pajaro Valley
Waler Management Agency Act.

SECTION 3: EFFECTIVE DATE
If approved by the voters, this Ordinance shail take effect ten days
after certification of the election results,

SECTION 4: SEVERASBILITY

If any subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this
Ordinance is, for any reason, held to be invalid or unenforceable by a
court of competent jurisciction, such invaligity or unenforceabiiity shalf
not effect the validity or enforcement of the remaining portions of this
Ordinance. It is the people’s express intent that each rermaining provisions
of this Ordinance would have been adopted irrespective of the fact that
cne or more subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, or phrases
be declared invalid or unenforceable.

JOINT IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS BY COUNTY COUNSEL
MEASURE L

The Pajarc Valley Water Management Agency is established by
California law for the purpose of managing water resources within
Agency boundaries.

State law sets out a procedure whereby the Agency's Board of
Directors can set a groundwater augmentation fee to be collected
within Agency boundaries.

An Agency ordinance, adopted as Measure D by the voters of the
Agency in June 1998, limited the maximum groundwater augmentation
charges within the Agency to $50 per acre-foot unless modified by
a vote of the people.

This measure, if approved by a majority of those voting, will become
an Agency ordinance, Its passage would not directly cause any fees
to change. If the ordinance is approved, the board could propose
increased fees up to the maximum limit of $35 per acre-foot if it finds,
based on an engineer's estimate, that the cost of implementing the
locai water supply projects exceeds the current amount available based
on the maximum -augmentation fee of $50 per acre foot. The Board
would also be required t comply with various state laws governing
an increased fee, including the ballot approval provisions of Proposition
218 to the extent applicable, before it wouid take sffect.

A 'yes" vote is to approve the ordinance.

A "no” vote is against approving the ordinance.

‘Dated: August 13, 1998

s/ DWIGHT L. HERR
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY COUNSEL

s/ DOUGLAS C. HOLLAND
MONTEREY COUNTY COUNSEL

s/ STEVEN R. SANDERS :
SAN BENITO COUNTY COUNSEL

MEASURE L CONTINUED CN
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ARGUIENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE L

Your Water agency has adopted a Basin Management Plan aimed
al solving the problems of basin overdraft-and seawater intrusion
which threaten aur well water. The Plan consists of building a pipeline
to import defta waler, and also three focal projects which involve using
watsr in College Lake-for irrigation, and taking water from the Pajaro
River and Harkins Slough for percolation ponds to recharge the ground
water, Voters recently passed Measure [, direciing the Agency to
carry out the local projects first, and {6 posipons pipeling constriction
for 10 vears. But Measure [ aiso restricled augmentation charges
for water to no more than $50 per acre foot unless the voters approve
an increase in that amount There is every indication that the §50
fes is not enough 1o carmy-out the local projects. Moasure L is designed
1o permit the Agency 1o raise the fee i it can be-proven that more
funds are necessary o carry oul these-local projects. The Agency
has no present intention (o raise the augmentation fee, but passage
of this measure will allow an’increase If the increase is shown by
firm enginearing estimates 10 be requived.- It is-important that your
water agency have this very limited latiude o finance the local projects
without an EXDENSIVE specaa% glection. Vo%e YES on Measure L. -

s/ James H. Dutra
Pajare Valley Water Managemeﬂt Agency {?VWE\;"A} Chaw

s/ Brad Bennett
PVAWMA Vics-Chalr

s/ HMoward Mauthe
FYWMA Director

s/ “Gwen” Wanda W. Carroll
PVWMA Director

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT W FAVOR OF MEASURE

When the PYW.MA, states that there is an indication that the §60
par acre fool Augmentetion Fees are insufficient 1o construct local
projects, it should be pointed out that the PVWALA presently has
over $5,000,000 in the bank and an ncome of $3,060,000 annually
with the Augmentatmr Fee at 850 per acre fool,

Lat Us be positive of the need for additional taxation, rather than
an increase based ypon an (ndication!

No finm cost estimates have been established for any of the local
projects t ba construcied, one at a time, on a pay as you go basis

Voters, don't be misted, don't increase this tax burden of additional
augmentation fess,

A yes vote on Measure L will allow the PYW.M.A. to nearly double
the fees that are now aliowed under Measure [ which was
overwhelmingly passed in June of 1998, imiling the Augmentailon
Fee to $560.00 per acre fool. This is like signing a blank check, that
the agency can increase at willl
VOTE NO ON MEASURE [

Committee for "NO OVERPRICED PIPELINE EVER" (NORE)

&/ Bonnie Matulich
s/ Douglas McKinnay
s/ Nita Gizdich

s/ Hank Schimpeler

ARGUMENT AGAKET MEABURE L

The veters of the Pajaro Valley passed Messure U this past June,
1408 which limits water fees 1 $80.00 per acre foot,

The PVWMA Is brazen enough ?0 toli us tha% we did not know what
we ware voting for.

The voters have said that $50, ﬁﬁ ;aer aere foot ls sufficient money
to consiruct necessary lodal water projecis over time 1o combat our
seawater intrusion and overdrafting problems,

The PYWMA doss not even have a projaet to show you what they
will do with your money but they want you to pay more. Thay waal
you 1o vols 1o give them the right to aimost double thelr water tax
on you without any plan at afl of what they will give you for &. Basically
thay just want more moneyl

'Ehe PVYWRE presently has over $5,000,80¢ in the bank which is
sufficient to complete the first loca! gr&;@cf and the current §50.00
augmentation charge gives them $3,000,000 more per year. Do not
vole for higher augmentation taxes uniesa we ‘positively know that
they are needed. :

If they think they can justify this i increase, let them show us what
we witl get for 1, then we can deocide if this is whal we want,

¥OTE ND on this proposed gugmentation increase and stog fhis
unnecessary bureaueratio taxation burden nowl ' '

AGAIR, YOTE NOY :

N.C.PE. (No Overpriced Pipsline Ever)

&/ Hank Schimpeler
s/ Dick Peixolo

s/ Dougias MeKinney
s/ Bonnie Matulich
s/ Nita Gizdieh

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINGT MEASUHE L

The persons who drew up Measure D knew nothing about the cost
of the focal projects which Measure © demands, and Measurs I
supporters have no fagls to support thel cost estimates. So in a very
real sense, when the voters voted for a $50 augmeniai_ﬁeﬂ fag, NOBODY
knew exactly what they were voting for. The voters DID vote to have
your Water Agency carry out tocal projects first, and that is what the
agency wanis to do. Tha voters aiso said the Agency should come
to them if larger fees were necessary. That is exactly what we are
doirig! Your Agency's Plan contains local projects. Voiers shouid not
be deluded by claims that these local projects will be cheap. We
already have cost estimates that indicate the most effective local
projecis will cost more than the 550 augmentation fees allowed under
Measure D Measure L gives the Agency permission o increase fees,
but it restricts the Agency from raising them until the Increase is
justified by more refined engineering estimates at the time of
implamentation. If the voters act now, the Agency will not be faced
with delaying construction while waiting for an election at the turn of
the century or later. This more than meets the objection against
Heasure L. Don't listen to those who want to stall or stop the local
projects voters voted for, and choke off our water supply. Vole YES
on Measure L. o - :

s/ James R Dubva
Pajare Valley Waler Maraagéneﬁt Agency (PYWMA) Chalr

s/ Brad Benneit
PYWMA Vice-Chair

3/ "Gwen” Wanda W. Carroll
PYWMA Ditector

s/ Moward Mauthe
~ PVWMA Drector

END OF MEASURE L
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