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KINGS COORDINATION GROUP
TASK ORDERS

KINGS COORDINATED EFFORT IS TRYING TO ESTIMATE CURRENT OVERDRAFT

WITHIN KINGS SUB BASIN AND ASSIGN RESPONSIBILITY AMONG GSAs
* TASK 1 - PROJECT COORDINATION AND MEETINGS
* TASK 2 - GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS
* TASK 3 - ESTIMATION OF GROUNDWATER STORAGE (UNCONFINED)
* TASK 4 - GROUNDWATER FLOW ESTIMATES
* TASK 5 - CONFINED AQUIFER BOUNDARY FLOW ESTIMATE NEW
* TASK 6 - DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM NEW
* TASK 7 - WATER BUDGET NEW
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KINGS COORDINATION GROUP EFFORTS
(ON-GOING AND FUTURE)

7 KINGS GSAs MEET MONTHLY AT FRESNO IRRIGATION DISTRICT'S OFFICE
VARIOUS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUMS PREPARED AND ARE BEING UPDATED

OVERDRAFT ESTIMATION FOR EACH GSA (ON-GOING, NEARING COMPLETION)
0 CHANGE IN GROUNDWATER STORAGE

0 GROUNDWATER FLOWS — INTERNAL BETWEEN GSAs AND EXTERNAL TO
ADJACENT SUBBASINS

EVALUATED KINGS RIVER SURFACE WATER DIVERSIONS INTO KINGS SUBBASIN,
SELECTED WY 1998-2010 AS RECENT “TYPICAL” PERIOD

REGIONAL WATER BUDGET (ON-GOING)

COORDINATED DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (FUTURE)

CONSISTENCY AMONG GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLANS (FUTURE)

DEVELOP COORDINATION AGREEMENT (FUTURE)
N
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WATER BUDGET N

WATER BUDGET IS REQUIRED TO BE PREPARED AS PART OF GSP

WATER DEMAND NOT MET BY SURFACE WATER OR PRECIPITATION MUST BE MET BY
GROUNDWATER PUMPING

SURFACE WATER SUPPLY WITHIN NFKGSA ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY KINGS RIVER
APPROXIMATELY 22% OF NFKGSA AREA IS OUTSIDE KINGS RIVER SERVICE AREA
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WATER BUDGET COMPONENTS -

*  SUMMARIZE ALL WATER SOURCES AND USES
— SOURCES: SURFACE WATER, PRECIPITATION, GROUNDWATER (ESTIMATE)
— USES: IRRIGATION, MUNICIPAL, RESIDENTIAL, INDUSTRIAL

* SUMMARIZE HYDROLOGICAL INTERACTIONS
— LAND SURFACE: GROUNDWATER INTERACTIONS

=  GROUNDWATER PUMPING, DEEP PERCOLATION, INTENTIONAL
RECHARGE, RIVER/CANAL SEEPAGE

— LAND SURFACE: ATMOSPHERE INTERACTIONS
= PRECIPITATION, EVAPORATION, EVAPOTRANSPIRATION
e CALCULATE CHANGE IN GROUNDWATER STORAGE J

—  WATER INTO GROUNDWATER SYSTEM MINUS WATER OUT OF
GROUNDWATER SYSTEM

—
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GSP DEVELOPMENT - PLAN OUTLINE

Executive Summary
1 Introduction
2 PlanArea
24 Summary of Jurisdictional Areas and Other Features - i Progress -
2.2  Water Resources Monitoring and Management Programs
23  Relation to General Plans
24  Additional GSP Components
25 Notice and Communication
Basin Setting
31  Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model - in progress
3.2 Current and Historical Groundwater Conditions - in progre
3.3  Water Budget Information - in progress
34 Management Areas
4 Sustainable Management Criteria
41  Sustainability Goal
4.2  Undesirable Results
43  Minimum Thresholds
44  Measureable Objectives
5 Monitoring Network - in progress
6 Projects and Management Actions to Achieve Sustainability
7 Plan Implementation
References and Technical Studies
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MONITORING TOPICS

DESCRIPTION OF MONITORING NETWORK

MONITORING PROTOCOLS — STANDARDS AND COLLECTION METHODS
REPRESENTATIVE MONITORING — FREQUENCY & DENSITY

ASSESSMENT AND IMPROVEMENT OF MONITORING NETWORK — DATA GAPS
REPORTING MONITORING DATA TO DWR — ANNUAL REPORT

MANAGEMENT AREAS MAY DEFINE DIFFERENT MINIMUM THRESHOLDS AND BE
OPERATED TO DIFFERENT MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES

UNDESIRABLE RESULTS MUST BE DEFINED CONSISTENTLY THROUGHOUT THE
SUBBASIN =
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DENSITY OF GROUNDWATER LEVEL NETWORK

* WELL DENSITY TO BE BASED ON ‘PROFESSIONAL JUDGEMENT

* HOPKINS (1984) RECOMMENDED MINIMUM 1 WELL/25 SQUARE

MILES FOR HIGH WATER USE AQUIFERS

* DESIRABLE TO SELECT 2 -3 WELLS/TOWNSHIP = 1 WELL/18-12

SQUARE MILES

* MAY NEED MORE WELLS IN SOME AREAS BECAUSE OF VARIABILITY

* REPRESENTATIVE WELL DENSITY MAY NOT BE MET IN SOME

TOWNSHIPS — BECOMES A DATA GAP ~
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Q) MONITOR WELL INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS

* ADEQUATE MONITORING REQUIRES KNOWLEDGE OF WELL DEPTH AND
PERFORATED INTERVAL IN WELLS — NEED TO KNOW WHAT AQUIFER WELL IS
PUMPING FROM

* IN SOME AREAS THERE IS LIMITED WELL INFORMATION
* EFFORT UNDERWAY TO OBTAIN AND MATCH UP WELL COMPLETION REPORTS

* IF UNABLE TO DETERMINE ALL INFORMATION FOR MONITOR WELL NETWORK BY
GSP SUBMITTAL, THEN IDENTIFY DATA GAP AND COMMIT TO FOLLOWING BY
2025:

* VIDEO WELL; OR
* USE DIFFERENT WELL/DEDICATED MONITORING WELL
* MAINTAIN OTHER WELLS CURRENTLY BEING MEASURED — STILL USEFUL

MONITOR WELLS N
BEING INSTALLED

Fresno County obtained a grant
for installation of monitoring wells

Four (4) double completion
monitor wells are currently being
installed along the border of
North Fork Kings GSA and

s

Legend Westside (Westlands) GSA
B Well- Telemetry Intalled KRCD ",‘ NN
©  Well- BiAnnual Monitoring KRCD e, \\‘ h X )
A Well- Monitoring Drilled 2015 KRCD .‘o.. . Double Compleflon wells monitor
d ProjctArea Woetaldo O Subboels v, .* ' ' above and below Corcoran Clay
Ll Fresno County «
D Westlands W.D. ( "
D Kings River Conservation District V‘

North Fork Kings GSA S
m James ID GSA (In Kings GW Subbasin) /)

Riverdale 1.0, \\" ., '

Stinson W.D. -

Tranquility 1.0 e )

. A /
Kings Groundwater Subbasin (DWR B118, 2016) 7 u

Westside Groundwater Subbasin (DWR B118, 2016)
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NFKGSA GROUNDWATER HYDROGRAPHS — EAST TO WEST

Kings Subbasin
Coordinated Effort

North Fork Kings GSA

Spring 2011 - Water Level Elevations
(feet above mean sea level)

SRR

0 825

Spring-56

Fall-96

NFKGSA East to West Cross-Section
Depth to Water from Ground Surface

Preliminary — Subject to Change

Legend

: Specific Yield Units

[ croundwater Subbasins (owR 2016)
& Well Usedin Analysis

Water Level Gontours

" Line of Equal Elevation (10ft intsrval)

O East-West cross-section hydrographs

Q) South-North cross-section hydrographs

DRAFT
Est, 1972
—o— Liberty WD - 9M
e —=—KRCD - B35 J——
KRCD - B2S T
\;\. o PROVOST&
= PRITCHARD 5+ o
SOHRULTING SUSUS [ s—
e ——
[Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA
5558888855558 83338885558888 8350822 R0A8355
EE P P PP R EGEI RS EI LG EI P EIEIEI R EzEz RT3
5 -3 3 5 3 5 & 5 3 5 B 5 B -3 -4 B -3 -3 |3 & [}
TR ERTETE R OBEOEOE OB OETROEE E R E RO

NFKGSA South to North Cross-Section
Depth to Water from Ground Surface

Preliminary — Subject to Change

—e—KRCD - LIDO25
—#—KRCD - B32
—a—KRCD - B25
—=—KRCD- BOS

DRAFT

1
NFKGSA GROUNDWATER HYDROGRAPHS — SOUTH TO NORTH

Est. 1972
o
PROVOST &
PRITCHARD o ;>
kO oo
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USTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERI

ABILITY INDICATORS

+
O v
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B
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i
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MINIMUM THRESHOLDS

CONSIDER ALL RELEVANT SUSTAINABILITY INDICATORS
ING MINIMUM THRESHOLDS

HOW EACH MINIMUM THRESHOLD:

OID UNDESIRABLE RESULTS IN THE BASIN
D CAUSING UNDESIRABLE RESULTS IN ADJAC
EFICIAL USE OF GROUNDWATER

ATE, FEDERAL OR

v
NIMUM THRESHOLDS, INTERIM MILESTON
AND MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES

Historical

Measured Data
o
=
4
T Measurable
—
E’ GSP Adoption Objective X
. # e ®Y Margin of
E Minimum Threshold /\/“ﬁ;’ Operational
v Flexibility
i T

| | | ] j I I |
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
SGMA  GSP SGM

A
P Benchmark  Submssion Sustainabil
® |M = Interim Milestone Rl o rrvers, ity
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATORS AND UNDESIRABLE RESULTS

Sustainability

Indicators

Lowering
GW Levels

Surface Water
Depletion

Degraded
Quality

&

Land
Subsidence

Seawater
Intrusion

Reduction
of Storage

\
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Apply Sustainable
Managment Criteria

= Review data
- Consider beneficial uses and

users of groundwater

= Review specific metrics for

each sustainability indicator

!

At any representative NO

monitoring site, are any 'Y Undesirable

minimum thresholds
being exceeded?

YESi

Does any

combination of
minimum threshold
exceedances constitute
a locally-defined ’
significant and Undesirable

unreasonable Results

effect?

Status

NO

SUSTAINABLE CRITERIA BMP

BASINS MAY EXPERIENCE UNDESIRABLE RESULTS

WITHIN THE 20-YEAR PERIOD FROM 2020 TO
2040, BUT MUST STABILIZE GROUNDWATER

LEVELS BY 2040

EXAMPLE

* GROUNDWATER LEVEL DECLINE OF 2 FT/YEAR DEFINED AS

AN ‘UNDESIRABLE RESULT’

GROUNDWATER LEVELS FALL 3 FT/YEAR IN DROUGHTS,
OK AS LONG AS WATER LEVELS RECOVER

MINIMUM THRESHOLD EXCEEDED IN YEAR 10 BEFORE

PROJECTS ARE COMPLETED

MINIMUM THRESHOLD NOT EXCEEDED AFTER 2040 WHEN
PROJECTS ARE COMPLETED AND GROUNDWATER LEVELS

STABILIZED

¥\
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SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT BMP - 2015 BASELINE

“IF THE EVALUATION INDICATES THAT AN UNDESIRABLE RESULT OCCURRED
PRIOR TO JANUARY 1, 2015, THE GSA MUST SET MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES
TO EITHER MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE UPON THE CONDITIONS THAT WERE
OCCURRING IN 2015. THE GSA MUST PLAN A PATHWAY, INDICATED BY
APPROPRIATE INTERIM MILESTONES, TO REACH AND MAINTAIN THE 2015
CONDITIONS WITHIN THE 20-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION

TIMELINE.” (SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERIA BMP)

REQUIRES CAREFUL SELECTION OF “UNDESIRABLE RESULTS”

NOT SURE IF THIS IS CONSISTENT WITH WATER CODE; PROVIDED <

WRITTEN COMMENTS TO DWR

N~/ N
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SUSTAINABILITY & SUSTAINABLE YIELD

“SGMA DOES NOT INCORPORATE SUSTAINABLE YIELD ESTIMATES DIRECTLY INTO
SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT CRITERIA. BASIN-WIDE PUMPING WITHIN THE SUSTAINABLE
YIELD ESTIMATE IS NEITHER A MEASURE OF, NOR PROOF OF, SUSTAINABILITY.
SUSTAINABILITY UNDER SGMA IS ONLY DEMONSTRATED BY AVOIDING UNDESIRABLE
RESULTS FOR THE SIX SUSTAINABILITY INDICATORS.”

DWR CARES ABOUT RESULTS OF PUMPAGE, NOT NECESSARILY AMOUNT OF PUMPAGE

WILL NEED TO MONITOR PUMPAGE AND SUSTAINABILITY CRITERIA
SUSTAINABLE YIELD WILL BE ESTIMATED TO SATISFY SUSTAINABILITY CRITERIA

SUSTAINABLE YIELD MAY NEED TO BE MODIFIED IN FUTURE (5-YEAR INTERVALS)

* ONLY AN ESTIMATE; SOME UNCERTAINTIES —

* CHANGES OVER TIME

u\/ 9
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TO SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER L

Historical Implement GSP Sustainable ——p

Zone of =

Operational
Flexibility

Groundwater
Levels

URABLE OBJECTIVES & MINIMUM THRESH

Historical Implement GSP Sustainable —=———s

Measurable Objective
Ground /

water R

Levels

\

Minimum Threshold

5
I I

2020 2030 2040
Year



Groundwater Level - Sustainability Criteria
Variables

120 mmm for Muswait
Purposes Only

110 -

100
Rate of Mitigation
Alt 1: Constant
90 =

Alt 2: Phased (gradually Increasing)
Rate of GW Decline Alt 3: Deferred Mitigation (Progress at the end)

Alt 1: Last 20 Years

&
=
.8 80 |
I Alt 2: Worst 20-year Period
[«7} . H i §
= i ﬁ: 27 g::rqlqgtc Avg Period Y .),' . Measurable
o 2 er e
% Value #1 to be e, J Objective
g set by GSA LI .
&
50 - Operational Flexibility
Value #2 to be Alt 1: Recent drought
40 - | ‘ set by GSA Alt 2: Other smaller drought R
Minimum Threshold Alt 3: Conjunctive use operations
30 - !
20 ; : ; |
1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
Year

Groundwater Level - Sustainability Criteria
Alternative 1 - Constant Mitigation
(25% improvement every 5 years) * CONSTANT

100
50 -
Recent 20 Years EL74
L Decline of 1.6 feet/year Measurable
T bo BN | w2 23% 5% Objective

Groundwater Elevation (ft)
3

.
I 1.6t /20 years L i =59 feet
=0.08ft e, !
o ) l"'l.].- -

Operational Flexibility of 33 feet

—
40 - Sshidue (based on recent drought) — ~~——

Minimum Threshold = 26 feet




Groundwater Level - Sustainability Criteria

Alternative 2 - Phased Mitigation o ‘
(higher mitigation in later years) MAY BE MO

REALISTIC

* HIGHER
YEARS

110 -

£ 9 Reduction in Rate of GW Level Decline

5 Measurable
E Recent 20 Years 10% Objective
o ” Decline of 1.6 feet/year P 20% =55 feet

e EL74 e

s -

1=

5 s | l

GSPdue ~ | Operational Flexibility of 33 feet

(based on recent drought)

30

Minimum Threshold = 22 feet

10 '
1930 2000 2010

LTERNATIVE F — DEFERRED MITIGATIO

Groundwater Level - Sustainability Criteria
Alternative 3 - Deferred Mitigation
(All Mitigation in last 5 years)

110 |

Reduction in Rate of GW Level Decline

Measurable
Recent 20 Years - Objective
Decline of 1.6 feet/year o 0% =47 feet
EL74 =

Groundwater Elevation (ft)
-
3

| Operational Flexibility of 33 feet |
GSP due iy (based on recent drought)

Minimum Threshold = 14 feet

2000 2010



FUTURE WORK

E METHODOLOGY (ENTIRE KINGS BASIN MUST BE C
RMINE RANGE OF YEARS FOR INITIAL CONDITIONS
AINE RATE OF MITIGATION

NE BASIS FOR OPERATIONAL FLEXIBILITY
UATION AREAS (AGENCY BOUNDARIES

DESIRABLE RESULTS’ — MEA

LAND SUBSIDENCE

NCE APPEARS TO BE AN ISSUE IN WESTERN PORTI(
ST BE CONSIDERED IN GSP

\ONITORING SPECIFIC SITES

SBR HAS BEEN ASSESSING REGIONAL SUB
LLITE DATA
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PROPOSITION 218 ELECTION UPDATE

* BALLOTS WERE MAILED MARCH 16™
* PUBLIC HEARING AND TABULATION OF BALLOTS MAY 9™

* ASSESSMENT ROLL TO BE SENT TO FRESNO AND KINGS COUNTIES IN

JULY /AUGUST FOR INCLUSION IN FISCAL YEAR 2018/19 COUNTY
TAXES

e
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NEXT STEPS

3EGIN WORKING ON PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

PS MAY WANT TO MEET REGARDII

QUESTIONS?




EXTRA SLIDES

o
KINGS COORDINATION
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUMS
E OF UNCONFINED AQUIFER
IFIC YIELD VALUES
OLOGIC BASE PERIOD DETERMINATION
E CHANGE ESTIMATION (UNCONFINED A(
FLOW ESTIMATED (UNCONFINED A
ROUNDWATER USE ESTIM




GSP DEVELOPMENT UPDATE

A CHAPTER
ARTICIPANTS
SE
ITY AND CHARACTERISTICS
OPERATIONAL FLEXIBILITY

GSP DEVELOPMENT UPDATE

ATER CONDITIONS CHAPTER
NDWATER ELEVATION AND DEPTH (CONTOUR MAP
DWATER FLOWS/MOVEMENT
RAGE VARIATION
PHS AND TRENDS




GSP DEVELOPMENT UPDATE

EOLOGIC CONCEPTUAL MODEL CHAPTER
AL AND NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF GROUNDWATER

© COMPLICATED GEOLOGY
UNCONFINED VS CONFINED AQUIFERS

KIFES Swl BACm)
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SURFACE WATER SUPPLY

S RIVER WATER SUPPLY TO NFKGSA MEMBERS IS HIGHLY VAl

Kings River Headgate Diversions
NORTH FORK KINGS GSA
Coordinated Kings period
y — Subject to Change i Average
WY 1997 WY 2006 WY 1997/98 WY 2010
-1998 - 2007 -2009/10 -2011

Burrel Ditch Company 4,860 1,785 5,485 11,732
Clark's Fork Recl District 2,337 801 1,406 2,388
Crescent Canal Company 31,777 3,429 14,157 38,178
Laguna Irrigation District 75,124 15,285 47,579 96,959
Liberty Canal Company 15,701 595 6,157 15,383
Murphy Slough Association 118,028 14,860 51,278 119,436
Stinson Canal & Irrigation Co. 26,097 3,916 10,728 59,671
Upper San Jose Water Company 2,914 436 2,302 3,810

Total 276,838 41,107 139,091 347,557
% Water Year 186% 41% 198%

All data through 2009 from KRWA Watermaster Reports. Other data from KRWA website.

ORTH FORK KINGS GSA LAND USE - 20

North Fork Kings GSA
Land Use Classifications

%Sub]ect to Change
| | Emwmsmww

" amaay

| owR Land use (2014, 2009, 2009)
N B cmres

I commencia

Bl occiouous FRUT ANDNUTS
| B Fewocaoes

GRAIN AND HAY CROPS.

Land Use (per DWR) Acres
CITRUS
COMMERCIAL 71
DECIDUOUS FRUIT AND NUTS 49,319
FIELD CROPS 33,330

DLE
I woustrRIaL
NATIVE VEGETATION

0 woruesuen

B eesture croes

B reswenmia
RIPARIAN VEGETATION

GRAIN AND HAY CROPS 5,241
SEMAGRIGULTURAL

IDLE 8,328 | TRUGK. NURSERY AND BERRY CROPS.
INDUSTRIAL 637 B e

[0 ureAN LANDSCAPE
NATIVE VEGETATION 3,317 Bl s

| —

NOT LABELED 1,101 I e suaraces

[ vouna peRERNIAL

PASTURE CROPS 21,036

RESIDENTIAL 1530 1%
RIPARIAN VEGETATION 7,280 4% RO t .
SEMIAGRICULTURAL 6,509 4% ET ]
TRUCK, NURSERY AND BERRY CROPS 4,068 2% =5
URBAN 805 0.5% e . = +
L] =
URBAN LANDSCAPE el 0.0 Preliminary estimate of annual water demand = 430,000+ AF
VINEYARDS 2,66 13% * Portion of water demand is met by effective precipitation, could
WATER SURFACES 2,048 reduce annual demand for applied water to 350,000+ AF

YOUNG PERENNIAL 7% 05% * Land use needs to be verified
CROPS SUBTOTAL 142,969 .

168,154

Water demand and effective precipitation to be refined
TOTAL :



PROJECT DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATION

ORTIONS OF THE NFKGSA AREA APPEAR BETTER SUITED FOR
'ROUNDWATER RECHARGE THAN OTHERS

ODIFIED SOIL AGRICULTURAL GROUNDWATER BANKING INDEX
ONE METHOD OF IDENTIFYING POTENTIAL RECHARGE AREAS

North Fork Kings GSA

Modified Soil Agricultural
Groundwater Banking
Index (SAGBI) Rating

and considers issues such s percalation rale.
slopes. sod chemistry and ofher laciors.

PRovosTE )

PRITCHARD

ey

Sougss: Ese, HERE, Delotne frtwines, focsarint P Gorg, GEEGO, USGS, FAQ, NPS, NAGAN, GaoBlase. 1G]
N Odarce Survey, Eni Japat, METI, 33 Chinn Bori¥ana), swisopo, Uaomylrcia © Open Svesiblap ccrir
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PROPOSED BUDGET FOR ENGINEER’S REPORT

North Fork Kings GSA 5-year Budget for Prop 218 Engineer's Report 2/28/2018

Category oo FY* 2017-2018
6/30/17 17-21
GSA Administration
KRCD Staffing / Public Qutreach $  69000) s 7i100|$  73200|%  75400|$ 77,700 |$ 80,000 |$ 377,400
(Office Supplies / Postage / Outreach Materials S 6,000 5 6,200 | $ 6,400 | S 6,600 | $ 2,000 | S 2,100 | § 23,300
Insurance 3 2000 |3 2,100 | $ 2,200 | 5 2,300 | 3 2,400 | 3 2,500 [$ 11,500
Annual Audit 3 . s 4,000 3 4,100 | % 42008 4,300 | % 4400 |% 21000
M 15 Overhead 3 1,500 |3 1,500 | $ 1,500 | $ 1,500 | $ 1,500 | $ 1,500 | $ 7,500
Start-up Costs | $ 188,628 S o ) - |s = = | ) 5
sutoTal |5 188628 |5 78500 |$  sa900|$  87400[%  soooo|$  s7o00|S  90500|$ 440,700
Professional Services
Project N $ 20000 |$ 208600|$ 21200($ 21800|% 22500 S  23,200|$ 109,300
Funding Mechanism Assessment 5 8,000 5 5 - s s = 5 $ =
Prop 218 Engineer's Report/Elections S 30,000 | | S 2,000 | $ - |s s - |s S 2,000
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Preparation” H 150,000 $ 285770 % 80,000 [ S - S - 5 - $ 365770
Legal, Litigation Reserve s  2s000| |s  25800|3  26600[3$  27400|$  28200|S 29,000 |% 137,000
Lobbyist B 3000 | | 3 3,100 | $ 3,200 | § 3,300 | $ 3,400 | § 3,500 [$ 16,500
Grant Writing 3 7,000 |3 - |3 - |s - s - |5 - |3 =
SUBTOTAL | § - |$ 2a3000| |35 337270|% 131000|3 s2500|3%  s4100[$  ss700[$  s30,570
[ ~10% Contingency/Reserve | [ 19296 |5  42200]¢  21840[% 143250][$  14200[$  14620[35 107130]
[ Reimbursement to Member Agencies | | s 264712[$  264712]% = & - & - |s s529424]
Total Estimated GSA Administration &
Professional ServicesCost |5 188628 |3 340,796 | |$ 729102 |$% 504952 [$  156750|$ 156,200 |$ 160,820 | $ 1,707,824
Enterprise Fund for GSP Implementation - Project
Development / Groundwater Monitoring $  907435|% 1,131,585 |3 1,479,787 |$ 1,480,337 |$ 1475717 | $ 6,474,361
[ Total Estimated Cost | | $ 1,636,537 | $ 1636537 [$ 1,636537 | $ 1636537 % 1,636537 | $ 8,182,685 |
[ Average Cost per Acre® | [ $ 10.00 [ $ 10.00 | $ 10.00 [ $ 10,00 | § 10.00 | $ 50.00 |

Notes: a Fiscal Year (FY) is July 1 - June 30
b GSP Preparation includes Inter-Basin and Intra-Basin Coordination
¢ NFKGSA Assessable Acres = 163,654



