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TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Michael Glaze, General Manager 
 
DATE: September 20, 2005 
 
RE: Consulting Services Agreement – Water Rights Permits CEQA Processing 
 Agenda Item for 9/27/05 Board of Directors Meeting 
 
 
At the end of 2004, South Feather Water and Power Agency (SFWPA) and Yuba County Water District 
(YCWD) filed petitions with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to extend by 40 years the 
time to place to beneficial use water available to them under their respective consumptive water rights.  
Because YCWD, by agreement, uses SFWPA’s diversion, storage and conveyance facilities to supply 
water to YCWD facilities and customers, SFWPA and YCWD further agreed to jointly comply with the 
SWRCB’s order that the two agencies – prior to June 1, 2006 – prepare and submit completed 
environmental documentation in support of their petitions for extension of time of their respective water 
rights. 
 
Assuming that a single CEQA document addressing the deliveries of water to the two agencies and for all 
of the petitions for extension of time would result in savings of time and expense, SFWPA and YCWD 
agreed to cooperate in the preparation of a single CEQA document for all of these petitions.  Because 
SFWPA is the owner and operator of the storage, diversion and conveyance facilities that are used to 
provide water under these permits, SFWPA will be the lead agency under CEQA for the preparation of the 
necessary documents.   
 
A “Request for Qualifications for the Provision of CEQA Consultant Services” was approved by SFWPA’s 
Board of Directors on June 28, 2005, subsequently posted on SFWPA’s web site and also sent to six 
environmental consulting firms known to be qualified as a result of their work on projects of a similar nature. 
 Three firms responded:  Jones & Stokes, Analytical Environmental Services (AES) and ESA. 
 
After receiving and reviewing the Statements of Qualifications from the three firms, I prepared an evaluation 
(copy attached) that resulted in a recommendation to Yuba County Water District as follows: 
 

After reviewing the SOQs (see attached “Initial Evaluation of Statements of Qualifications), I 
have ranked the respondents as follows (highest to lowest):  Jones and Stokes; AES; ESA. 
 
With your concurrence, I would like to commence negotiations with Jones and Stokes for a 
professional services agreement regarding the work to be performed and the price for that 



work.  Once negotiated, the tentative agreement would then be submitted to the SFWPA 
Board of Directors and to you for consideration. 

 
At its August 17 meeting, the YCWD Board concurred with the recommendation and sanctioned 
negotiations with Jones & Stokes. 
 
My subsequent negotiations with Mike Rushton, Jones & Stokes’ project director, resulted in the attached 
Consulting Services Agreement.  Legal counsel Jeff Meith has also reviewed this contract.  This agreement 
was sent to Yuba County Water District for consideration at its meeting on September 21, 2005.  The 
YCWD Board did not approve the agreement, but sent it for review by legal counsel Alan Lilly.  They 
scheduled a special meeting on September 28 to receive his comments and consider approval. 
 
Because CEQA processing for this project (as with most projects) could take a number of different 
procedural paths (some taking less time than others, i.e., a negative declaration as opposed to a complete 
EIR), the consultant cannot provide a fixed bid for doing the work.  However, based on their experience on 
more than ten water rights application projects, Mr. Rushton estimates that “the costs for carrying [our] 
project through an Initial Study and a Negative Declaration could range between $30,000 and $60,000, 
depending on the scope of work ultimately required by the SWRCB.” 
 
Jones & Stokes estimates the project completion time to be 12 weeks if a Negative Declaration is the final 
scope of work.  However, if an EIR is required, the project time could be as long as 28 weeks.  Given 
SWRCB’s June 1, 2006 deadline for completion of this project, it is imperative that we proceed as soon as 
possible, notwithstanding the uncertainty of YCWD’s support.  You may want to consider the option of 
proceeding with the project independently of YCWD and let that agency find its own consultant. 
 
The following action is requested: 
 

“I move that the Consulting Services Agreement with Jones & Stokes Associates be 
approved and the CEQA processing described therein authorized.” 



INITIAL EVALUATION OF STATEMENTS OF QUALIFICATIONS 
 
QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 
 
Firm 
All three respondents are well qualified and experienced for the subject project.  Jones & Stokes is the 
most robust in terms of providing multidisciplinary environmental services and are proposing to provide all 
necessary resources for the project from within their firm.  AES is proposing to subcontract with another 
firm if fisheries issues related to the project need analysis.  ESA is also proposing a subcontractor for 
fisheries issues and another for developing water use needs. 
 
Principal, Key Personnel and Lead Personnel 
All three respondents would utilize personnel with significant qualifications and expertise in CEQA and 
environmental documentation. 
 
Similar Water Rights Related Projects Undertaken 
Jones & Stokes and AES listed projects they’ve undertaken that more closely match our petition-for-time-
extension project.  Jones & Stokes has actually worked for the SWRCB on approximately 20 water-rights 
projects to provide CEQA compliance.  Therefore, they probably have the best understanding of the 
expectations of the SWRCB staff. 
 
CEQA Knowledge and Experience 
All three respondents have considerable knowledge and experience in CEQA compliance and 
documentation. 
 
Water Rights Knowledge and Experience 
Based on the information provided, I ranked the respondents’ water rights knowledge and experience (from 
most to least) as:  Jones & Stokes, AES, and ESA. 
 
UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROJECT 
 
All three respondents have an acceptable level of understanding of the project.  However, in attempting to 
demonstrate its understanding of the project, ESA incorrectly stated that it would need to address past 
environmental impacts of having put water to use between 1975 and 2004, revealing that they failed to note 
adoption of a Negative Declaration by SFWPA and YCWD in compliance with CEQA for that historical 
usage. 
 
PROJECT-MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 
 
All three respondents proposed a completion strategy that is workable and that would meet the specified 
deadline.  Jones & Stokes, however, estimated a more streamlined timeline that the other two 
(approximately 10 weeks shorter). 
 
BILLING RATES AND PROBABLE COST 
 
Rates for the three respondents were relatively comparable.  However, Jones & Stokes only adds 9.5% to 
direct costs, and AES and ESA both add 15%.  Given that Jones & Stokes is not proposing the use of 
subcontractors, as well as a shorter project timeline, their cost, therefore, would probably be less overall. 
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