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I. " IN ODpCTION" , .\ ,.,L,«~ ';

The propos~L Carson Creek Specific Plan'(IICCS~II or'the II'~;~j~tll)'~ouI~e~tablish ','

compt:e~~I};c.e. guidance and, regulations for development .pfi' 71D acres in western EhDorado
County. Th CCSP Land Use Plan provides for 2,434 housing units, with densities ranging
from 3 du/a re to 20 du/acre; 13.8 acres of commercial uses; 48.4 acres of research and
developmen uses; up to two schools (elementary and.possibly middle); 31.2 acres of parks;'
and 142.8.a res of open space. The proposed land uses, are planned to complement each-other.
and to creat a traditional small towntype of development with housing, employment.. .,;.- ;"
commercial, business/light industrial, andpublic uses. .In addition, the CCSP includes a ',j

Circulation lan, an Open, SpaceJ;>lan, a Grading Plan, an Infrastructure Plan, ,and plans for
Bnvironmen Management and Public Facilitiesand Services.vDevelopment Standards, in 1'00-;
CCS;p will. r gulate signageand permitted uses ill: the CCSParea. ." .

:';''''', • it'

Palisades.D .elopment, IIW., submitted applications for the CCSP in July -1994.. After
awaiting co pletion of the County's General Plan update process, which-ended.inJanuary ",:'
1996 after si years of study and intense public debate, the County completed the preparation
ofa draft en ironmental impact report r'DraftBlk") on the CCSP and issued it for public
review In ¥ '! 1996: ..The Draf\,EIR revealed-that the CCSP would have significant and;':,:'
unavoidable nvjronmenta] impacts related to aesthetics; air quality, water consumption; and­
consistency ith Gene~':~lap po1jci~so.nIWateJ:' ~ppl:y;,(~:Draft)EIR for-the Carson Creek'
Specific ,P ,.voL I, pp,.1;-,22to 7-;-24.) The public commentperiod on theDraft EIR closed '
on July 5~ 1 Wi. In August ~996, the County issued the original Final EIR, which consisted
of the D~ , .' comments-on t:hp Draft EIR, responses to comments, revisions to;the Draft '
~ text, an ,a Mitigation Monitoring. and ReportingPrpgram.

, ~, ." '! ~ ..i . . ...,' - :~ ~.I ; - ,"

The.Cou~ty lanningCommission recommended certifi~ation of the Final EIR on September '.
12, .1~;96 .. , e County Board of Supervisors ("Board") considered the·CCSP on September
24, 1996,..c~ ified the Final EIR~ and approved.the Project. (~[ResolutionN().224-96, pp.
1-3, attach as Appendix AJo this Addendum.) Indoingso.sthe-Board also approved.'
fmdings of f: 1.. a" statement of overriding considerationsandamitigation monitoring and
reporting pr gram. (Id.) On thesame cb\t~"theBoard alsoapproveda tentative subdivision
map for the orthern Euer Ranch portion of the Project site. (!d.) The County Clerk issued a
Notice of D ermination for the Project on September 26, 1996. (~Notice of
Determinati n, attached as Appendix B.)

On October 5, 1996, EI Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth (the IITaxpayers") and
the Enviro ental Planning and Information Center of Western El Dorado County ("EPIC")
filed a Petiti n for Writ of Mandate in the EI Dorado County Superior Court, requesting the
Court to ord r the County to void its certification of the EIR and its approval of the CCSP.
(~ Petition for Writ of Mandate, E1Dorado County Superior Court No. PV 002200 (filed
Oct. 25, 199 ), attached as Appendix C.) In this special proceeding, the Taxpayers and EPIC
alleged that t e County failed to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA") ( b. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the Planning and Zoning Law (Gov .
Code, § 650 0 et seq.) when it approved the CCSP. (~!d., pp. 6-7.)



An alternative writ of mandate was issued by the EI Dorado County Superior Court on .~
December 20, 1996, commanding the County to rescind its approval of the Project or to show
cause why it should not be ordered to do so. Although the Board of Supervisors of the
County, based on advice of County Counsel, believed and maintains that the EIR and related
documentation and the project approvals were legally defensible, County Counsel nevertheless
recommended that the Board rescind its approvals of the CCSP and Euer Ranch tentative map
and direct County Staff to prepare an addendum to the Final EIR addressing discrete issues
that could be discussed in greater detail than was found in the original Final EIR. The issues
in question primarily involved water supply, and the extent to which the County General Plan
required a showing of water availability at the time of approvals of specific plans and tentative
subdivision maps. The Board accepted this advice. On January 14, 1997, in response to the
alternative writ, the Board approved Resolution No. 8-97, by which it vacated Resolution No.
224-96. (Se.e Resolution No. 8-97, attached as Appendix D.) The effect of this action was to
rescind the Board's prior actions certifying the Final EIR, adopting fmdings, approving the
Specific Plan, and approving the Euer Ranch tentative map.

This Addendum is intended to be part of an expanded Final EIR for the Project. The
expanded Final EIR will-consist of the Draft EIR, the original Final EiR,aild this Addendum.
These documents will serve as the environmental documentation for the following Project
approvals:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CCSP;
pre-zoning and zoning of property within the specific plan area;
development agreement for the CCSP;
multi-family/commercial design review;
tentative and fmal subdivision or parcel maps;
conditional use permits;
annexation/reorganization of special districts;
grading permits;
building permits;
Department of Fish & Game 1600 agreement(s);
Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 certification
Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES permit;
Service District annexations; and
School site acquisition and construction; and
Public Facilities Financing Plan for the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

•

n, PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE ADDENDUM

County staff has prepared this Addendum at the request of the Board. The Addendum is
intended to provide updated information regarding water service for the CCSP. Much of this
information was available at the time the Board originally approved the CCSP in September
1996, but was not necessarily contained within the administrative record supporting the •
Board's action. Instead, such material had been created in proceedings initiated by the El
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Dorado Cou ty Water Agency ("Water Agency" or "CWA") and the El Dorado Irrigation
District (" ") relating to the "El Dorado Project," which would provide EID with the right
to divert 17, 00 acre-feet of water from Folsom Reservoir for consumptive use. At the time
of the Board I original action in September 1996, the Taxpayers already had much of this
information, ue to that organization's involvement in administrative and judicial proceedings
relating to th EI Dorado Project. Some of the information in this Addendum has been
generated aft r the Board's action of September 24, 1996. In particular, on October 2, 1996,
the State Wa r Resources Control Board ("SWRCB") issued a decision approving the water
rights applic ion filed by the Water Agency and EID. (~State Water Resources Control
Board, Decis on 1635, attached as Appendix E.)

This docume t, while labeled an "Addendum," is not being prepared under circumstances
discussed in ection 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. Under that section, an addendum, as
well as the s bsequent and supplemental EIRs referenced in sections 15162 and 15163 of the
CEQA Guid . es, are appropriate where an agency has certified an EIR but desires to provide
additional' rmation or address additional issues before acting on a project. Here, in
contrast, the oard has rescinded the Project approvals and EIR certification in response to the
lawsuit discu sed above. Because the County has not yet recertified the EIR for the CCSP,
this Addendu does not technically qualify as either an addendum, a subsequent EIR, or a
supplemental EIR as defined in the CEQA Guidelines, but instead functions as a document that
supplements previously-issued proposed Final EIR prior to certification.

This docume t is referred to as an Addendum because the material contained in this document
is not "significant new information" as defined by the CEQA Guidelines. Unless "new
significant' ormation" is added to an EIR, recirculation of the EIR or the added material for
public review or comment is not required. 1

Section 1508 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that:

"[a] I ad agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
info ation is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of
the d EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. "

"Significant ew information" includes information showing that:

"(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.

If "new ignificant information" is added to an EIR prior to certification, recirculation of the EIR for a period
of either 30 or 4 days typically is required for public review and comment.

3
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(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental
impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it. •

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. "

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).)

The information included in this "Addendum" does not merit recirculation under the foregoing
rules. As the discussion in sections ill and IV of this Addendum will make clear, the
information on water service does not reveal a new significant environmental impact or a new
mitigation measure. Nor does the information reveal an increase in the severity of an impact,
or a feasible mitigation measure or alternative that would lessen the Project's significant
impacts, but that the Project proponent declined to adopt. Finally, the inclusion of additional
information on potential water service for the CCSP does not render the draft EIR
fundamentally and basically inadequate. The information in this Addendum clarifies,
amplifies, and updates the information contained in the Draft and Final EIRs on water service.
Accordingly, CEQA does not require the County to recirculate this Addendum. Nevertheless,
pursuant to Resolution No. 8-97, the Board of Supervisors will accept public testimony on this
Addendum and Final EIR, and on the CCSP and the Euer Ranch tentative, at a noticed public
hearing. That notice will be given, and this Addendum will be available for public review, at
least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. In addition, the County will accept written •
comments on the limited issues discussed in this Addendum, although County Staff will use its
discretion in determining whether any comment(s) require any written or oral response for
presentation to the Board.

A public hearing on the augmented Final EIR for the CCSP, and on the Project itself, will be
scheduled before the Board of Supervisors. Any person or organization that desires to submit
written comments that will be presented to the Board in advance of that hearing must submit
such comments to Senior Planner Roger Trout, at the El Dorado County Planning Department,
2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, California, 95667, no later than 5:00 p.m. on the date to be
specified in the notice of the hearing.

The Board's decision to prepare an Addendum, while a reaction to the aforementioned lawsuit
filed by the Taxpayers and EPIC, in no way constitutes an admission by the Board that the
lawsuit was meritorious. Rather, the Board's decision was based, in large part, on its desire to
fully and unambiguously comply with the requirements of CEQA and the Planning and Zoning
Law, and to ensure that the administrative record for the CCSP includes a comprehensive
discussion of water supply issues that includes the information identified above.

•
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A.

UM TO DISCUSSION OF WATER SERVICE Il\1PACTS IN THE
EIR

ation On Potential Water Supplies For The CCSP

•

•

The Draft for the CCSP was issued in May 1996. At that time, BID's entitlements to
water includ 23,000 acre-feet annually ("afa") from the Sly Park Reservoir (Jenkinson
Lake), 15,08 afa from PG&E's El Dorado Forebay Reservoir, and 7,550 afa from Folsom
Reservoir. also has rights to divert 15 cubic feet per second ("cfs") of water from the
North Fork osumnes River into the Crawford Ditch between May 15 and October 15, and to
divert 15 cfs rom Clear Creek into the Crawford Ditch year round. The Draft EIR estimated
this entitleme t for Crawford Ditch to be approximately 5,562 afa. (~Draft EIR, p. 4.18­
1.) The syst m firm yield from these four integrated sources, taken together, was
approximatel 37,150 afa in 1994. Total demand in BID's service area was estimated as
approximatel 34,600 afa, or roughly 2,500 afa less than available firm yield supplies. (ld.)

For 1995 and 1996, BID estimated its system firm yield as 41,700 afa; 1995 estimated total
demand was 6,800 afa, or about 4,900 afa less than the system firm yield. (~El Dorado
Irrigation Dis ict, 1996 Update to the 1991 Water Supply and Demand Report (May 29,
1996), p. 18, attached as Appendix F; EI Dorado County Public Water Planning Ordinance
Approved 19 5 Update -- Water Supply and Demand Report (June 4, 1996), p. 1, attached as
Appendix G.

Buildout of t e CCSP would require about 3,396 equivalent dwelling units ("BOUs") of water,
or approxima ely 2038 afa. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-4.) 2 Because the additional demand for
water caused y the CCSP could outstrip existing reliable supplies at buildout, the Draft EIR
labeled water consumption impacts signifIcant until additional water sources are found to
adequately se e the CCSP area at buildout. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-3.)

also explained that BID and the Water Agency had applied to SWRCB for
consumptive use of 17,000 afa from water stored in and released from Silver,

Caples, and oha Lakes, as well as natural flow in the South Fork American River, with
diversion to 0 cur at Folsom Reservoir. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-1.) 3 This water is available as a

2/ An ED is the average annual single-family household water demand in the BID service area. (Draft EIR,
p.4.18-1.)

3/ As desc 'bed in the environmental documents for the County Water Program and the El Dorado Project,
EID and the Wat r Agency originally proposed to divert the El Dorado Project of water from Folsom Reservoir and
three other poin upstream within the South Fork American River basin. (See El Dorado County Water Agency
Water Program dEl Dorado Project for the El Dorado Irrigation District Service Area Draft Environmental Impact
Report ("El Dor 0 Project Draft EIR"), pp. 3-9 to 3-17; El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El
Dorado Project f r the El Dorado Service Area Final Environmental Impact Report ("El Dorado Project Final EIR"),
pp. 3-10 to 3-11 Appendix C.) The Water Agency and BID subsequently revised their application so that diversion
would be solely om Folsom Reservoir. (Draft Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and
El Dorado Proj t EIR ("El Dorado Project Draft Supplement"), pp. 1-3 to 1-4, II-I to II-6, & Appendix C;~
~enerally Final S pplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and El Dorado Project EIR ("El
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by-product at PG&E's historic operation of its EI Dorado Hydroelectric Project, known as
Project 184, for power purposes. The application was still pending before the SWRCB at the
time the County issued the Final EIR for the CCSP in August 1996. Even when the County
certified the EIR and approved the CCSP in September 1996, the SWRCB had not yet reached
a final decision on the application, although a draft decision was then circulating.

On October 2, 1996, the SWRCB approved BID's and the CWA's application to divert 17,000
afa from Folsom Reservoir for consumptive use in the EID service area. (~State Water
Resources Control Board, Decision 1635 (Oct. 2, 1996), pp. 126-127, attached as Appendix
E.) In reaching its decision to approve the application, the SWRCB determined that water was
available for appropriation. ad., pp. 33-48.) The SWRCB considered the environmental
documents prepared for the County Water Program and the EI Dorado Project and explained
how diversion of 17,000 afa would impact recreation, water quality, and fisheries resources in
the lower American River and the San Joaquin-Sacramento River Delta and Bay Estuary, and
on endangered or threatened species. (Id., pp. 104-122.) Moreover, the SWRCB conditioned
its approval of BID's application on protections for the counties of origin (Alpine and Amador
Counties), the public interest, and the environment. (Id., pp. 126-127, 133-142.) In
particular, due to concerns expressed over how to measure PG&E's historical operation of
Project 184, the SWRCB imposed conditions to limit BID's ability to alter the timing and
amount of water released from Silver, Caples, and Aloha Lakes. (See SWRCB Decision
1635, pp. 108-112, 137-139 (conditions 13-18). Various parties subsequently fIled petitions
seeking the SWRCB's reconsideration of its decision. On November 21, 1996, the SWRCB
accepted most of the petitioners. A decision on the merits of these petitioners is expected in
February, 1997. While the SWRCB may alter its approval of the 17,000 afa, and its fmal
decision could be challenged in court, this water is currently the most likely source of water to
serve buildout of the CCSP. The environmental effects of supplying a portion of the 17,000
afa to the CCSP therefore merits further discussion.

The environmental impacts associated with BID diverting the entire 17,000 afa from Folsom
Reservoir were evaluated in both the El Dorado Project Draft and Final EIRs and the El
Dorado Project Draft and Final Supplements. The EI Dorado Project Draft EIR provided a
detailed assessment of the quality of water in Alder Creek, Weber Creek, the South Fork
American River, tributaries of the CosumnesRiver, portions of Camp Creek, and the lower
American River and the Delta. (E1 Dorado Project Draft EIR, pp. 4-1 to 4-39.) Because
water would be diverted only from Folsom Reservoir, there would be no water quality impact
to waterways upstream from Folsom. (Id., p. 4-47 to 4-54.) Water quality effects on the
lower American are expected to be minor, while the Delta could experience a slight increase in
seawater intrusion from the San Francisco Bay. (Id., p. 4-53.) The Draft EIR labeled the
impacts to water quality as less than significant. (Id. at 4-54.) The El Dorado Project Draft
Supplement concurred with this conclusion. (EI Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. ill.A-7
to ill.A-8.)

•

•

Dorado Project Final Supplement").) All environmental review documents for the County Water Program and EI •
Dorado Project are available for review at the EI Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court,
Placerville, CA 95667. The State Clearinghouse number for the EIRs and Supplements is SCH # 72012008.
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Removal of 7,000 afa from Folsom would reduce discharge of water into the lower American
River by O. 2 percent, into the Sacramento River by 0.10 percent, and into the Delta by 0.11
percent. (E1 Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. ill.A-7, IV.C-5; see also El Dorado
Project D EIR, pp. 6-28 to 6-29.) This reduction is too small to significantly impact fish
productivity in these waterways. (El Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. IV.C-5 to IV.C-6;
El Dorado oject Draft EIR, p. 6-29.) Moreover, existing minimum instream flow
requirement would be maintained to protect chinook salmon, steelhead trout, and American
shad. (!d. a IV.C-6.) Operations at Folsom Reservoir in response to diversion of 17,000 afa
have the pot ntial to reduce spawning success and fish productivity within the reservoir. (!d.
at IV.C-4.) e decrease in reservoir surface area is expected to be minor, however, and is
not expected to negatively impact fish productivity within the reservoir. (!d. at IV.C-5.) The
impact is les than significant. (Id.)

The E1 Dora 0 Project EIRs and Supplements also provide a detailed analysis of the impacts to
vegetation d wildlife from withdrawing 17,000 afa and distributing the water along a
conveyance oute yet to be constructed. (El Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. ill.D-8 to
m.D-20.) e diversion of 17,000 afa at Folsom Reservoir is not expected to have an impact
on the vege tion and habitat in the lower American River below the reservoir. (!d. at ill.D-2
to ill.D-3, .D-8.) Various impacts to habitat and vegetation associated with the conveyance
system for d stributing the water are described in the E1 Dorado Project Supplement at pages
ill.D-8 thro gh ill.D-20.

The impacts f withdrawing 17,000 afa at Folsom Reservoir on land use, geology and soils,
cultural reso rces, recreation and aesthetics, transportation, air quality, noise, public health
and safety, d growth inducement are described in the El Dorado Project Draft Supplement.

The E1 Dora 0 Project Draft Supplement also discusses the potential cumulative impacts from
the El Dorad Project in conjunction with other water supply and water quality management
projects. Th other projects evaluated for cumulative impacts include: (1) development of the
"Fazio Wate " pursuant to Public Law 101-514; (2) management programs pursuant to the
American Ri er Watershed Investigation; (3) interim reoperation of Folsom Dam and
Reservoir; ( ) other water supply projects being explored by EID and the Water Agency
(Texas Hill oject, Small Alder Project, and White Rock Project); and (5) mandatory
instream flo requirements for the lower American River pursuant to SWRCB Decision 893.
(El Dorado [ect Draft Supplement, pp. IV-2 to IV-5.) The El Dorado Project, in
conjunction ith the foregoing other projects, would contribute to an overall decline in water
levels in Fol om Reservoir. The El Dorado Project would also contribute to a decline in water
quality and ake it more difficult to meet instream flow and temperature requirements in the
lower Amerifan River. Overall, however, these impacts are considered less than significant.
(Id., pp. IV-to IV-7.) Cumulative impacts to vegetation and wildlife at Folsom Reservoir

7



and in the lower American River, as well as cumulative impacts to recreation resources, would
not be significant. (!d.) 4

Independent of its application to withdraw 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir, BID has also
entered into negotiations with PG&E to acquire and repair PG&E's Project 184. Project 184
includes dams at Caples and Silver Lakes, and Lake Aloha and conveyance facilities that
transport water through PG&E' s EI Dorado Canal. BID has committed to operate Project 184
in the same manner that PG&E has historically operated the project, and in compliance with
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") license for Project 184. (~E1
Dorado Project Draft Supplement, p. VI-2 and Appendices E thereto (Notice of Exemption for
proposed acquisition and continued operation and repair of Project 184) and F thereto
(Analysis of E1 Dorado Irrigation District Supplemental Water Requirements from PG&E
Sources).)

•

In considering the environmental impacts associated with BID withdrawing 17,000 afa from
Folsom Reservoir, it is important to recognize that the environmental impacts are caused by
the exercise of that entitlement itself, as described in the environmental documents. The
CCSP, while obviously creating a demand for additional water consumption, will use only a
small portion of BID's new entitlement. The foregoing discussion of the E1 Dorado Project's
environmental impacts is intended to the most likely potential source of water supply for the
Project and to disclose the potential environmental impacts of supplying water for the CCSP
partially from BID's new entitlement. The County does not, however, intend to suggest that
the CCSP is the cause of such impacts. Nor does the County suggest that it is responsible for •
providing in this EIR a full environmental analysis of the E1 Dorado Project. which has been
the subject of independent environmental review.

Finally, due to the SWRCB's approval of diversion of 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir, this
water will be available for use within BID's service area, including the CCSP area. Appeals
of the SWRCB' s decision may occur, and if they do they may affect the amount and time of
availability of this new water source. Furthermore, BID will allocate its new water sources on
a first come, first served basis. The approval of the BID's application thus does not guarantee
that water will be available to serve the CCSP to buildout.

Because of BID's "first come-first serve" policies, the actual source of water supply for the
Project, or portions of it, cannot be determined with absolute certainty until actual
development occurs. Therefore, for CEQA purposes, the County continues to consider the

4/ The SWRCB disagreed with the conclusion in the Draft Supplement that the El Dorado Project would not
make a significant cumulative contribution to water quality and fisheries impacts in the lower American River. (See
El Dorado Project Final Supplement, comment letter C.) In Decision 1635, the SWRCB discusses the potential for
the El Dorado Project to make significant cumulative contributions to water quality and fisheries impacts below
Folsom Reservoir. (Addendum Appendix E, pp. 113-116.) The SWRCB was entitled to reach a different conclusion.
Statements in the environmental impact report are not determinative of whether an project's impact is significant.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21082.2, subd. (e).) Ultimately, the SWRCB determined that protections for water quality •
and flow imposed in the 1995 Bay/Delta Water Quality Control Plan and Water Right Order 95-6 adequately protect
fisheries resources and water quality below Folsom Reservoir. (Addendum Appendix E, p. 115.)
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potential im act of increased water demand from the CCSP to remain significant, even with
the availabili y of 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir, in that it remains unclear whether an
adequate sup ly of water will be available to serve full buildout of the CCSP. Nevertheless,
this discussi n identifies, to the extent possible given current information, the most likely, if
not certain, ource of water supply for the Project and the environmental analysis performed
with respect 0 that source.

Even grantin in theory, however, that BID's newly approved entitlement to divert 17,000 afa
from Folso Lake may be reduced, withdrawn in its entirety or consumed by other projects,
such an even would not invalidate the County's approvals of the CCSP, if granted which
would be ba ed on the best currently available information. Furthermore, because of the lack
of absolute c rtainty regarding water sources for future development, the County has enacted
policies in th General Plan, which are discussed below, to ensure that development within the
CCSP can 0 y proceed as secure water supplies become available.

B. Clari lcation Of Water Service Impacts 4.18-1 (Water Consumption), 4.18­
3 . eflow Demand), and 4.18-4 (General Plan Consistency)

In Section 4. 8 of the Draft EIR, conclusions were reached that approval of the Project would
have certain ignificant impacts related to water service. The Draft EIR concluded that until
additional w ter supply sources are found that can adequately serve the Project, the impacts on
water consu ption and fireflow demand would be considered significant. (Draft EIR, pp.
4.18-3 to 4.18-5). In addition, under Impact 4.18-4, the Draft EIR concluded that the CCSP
was inconsis nt with General Plan Policies 5.2.1.2,5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4. (Draft EIR, p.
4.18-5 to 4.18-6). This was also determined to constitute a significant impact. These fmdings
were adopt by the Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 224-96.

The Draft EI was prepared by consultants who worked with County staff. The consultants
concluded in the Draft EIR that the CCSP was inconsistent with General Plan Policies 5.2.1.2,
5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4 because "insufficient water is currently available to supply the Project site
at Buildout." (Draft EIR, pp. 4.18-5 to 4.18-6.) While the County stands by the consultant's
technical wo k on the Draft EIR without hesitation, the consultant's assessment of the three
General Plan water policies and the manner in which they are intended to operate is, in County
Staff's opini n, regrettably incorrect. Staff believes this to have been the case at the time of
the prior cert ication of the Final EIR. It is even more true now in light of SWRCBI S recent
approval of ater rights for the El Dorado Project. While the above-referenced General Plan
policies, of curse, must ultimately be interpreted by the Board, in Staff's view the
consultant's i terpretation does not account for the legal context in which the three General
Plan policies exist, which includes a General Plan policy on concurrency and the County
Public Water Planning Ordinance, No. 4325. The following discussion revises and supersedes
the previous iscussion of Impact 4.18-4 to accurately describe the purpose and intent of the
General Plan s policies on water supply, and explains that, in Staff's view, approval by the
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Board of the CCSP and a tentative map for Euer Ranch would be consistent with these
policies.

Policy 5.2.1.2 states:

IIAn adequate quantity and quality of water for all uses, including fire
protection, shall be provided for with discretionary development. II

Policy 5.2.1.3 states:

II All medium-density residential, high-density residential, multifamily
residential, commercial, industrial and research and development projects shall
be required to connect to public water systems when located within Community
Regions and to either a public water system or to an approved private water
system in Rural Centers. II

Policy 5.2.1.4 states:

"Rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas
dependent on public water supply shall be subject to the availability of a
permanent and reliable water supply. II

Policy 5.2.1.8 states:

"The preparation and approval of specific plans may occur without the
availability of water guarantees. The timing of water guarantees shall be
established within the policies of each specific plan consistent with Policy
5.2.1.4. II

(~ El Dorado County General Plan ("General Plan"), chapter 5, available for review
at the El Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA
95667.

•

•

County Staff concludes that, taken together, General Plan policies 5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3, and
5.2.1.4 require that, in granting approvals of General Plan amendments, specific plans,
rezones, use permits, tentative subdivision maps, tentative parcel maps, or similar
discretionary approvals in Community Regions or other areas dependent on a public water
supply, the Board of Supervisors must require, as mitigation measures or conditions of
approvals, that the affected landowners or applicants, or their successors in interest, obtain
water meters or equivalent water guarantees from EID or other water purveyors prior to
receiving final subdivision maps, or, in the case of projects not requiring final maps, prior to
receiving building permits from the County. Such mitigation measures or conditions of
approval will ensure that no new physical development can be completed in such areas without
the affected landowner or applicant receiving a guarantee of available water from the •
applicable water provider.
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As Policy 5. .1.8 expressly states, approval of specific plans may occur without the
availability 0 water guarantees as long as water guarantees will be required under the specific
plan for fin subdivision maps and for building permits. The reference to "discretionary
development I in Policy 5.2.1.2 must be read consistently with the other policies to allow early
plan approv s to occur without a guaranteed water supply, as long as a supply becomes
available pri r to the issuance of final subdivision maps or building permits. The Board's
approval of s ecific plans and similar discretionary development proposals serves to put BID
or any other ected water provider on notice of the fact that development will eventually
occur in ce . areas, and that water must ultimately be provided to such areas.

This reading of the foregoing policies is consistent with, and gives effect to, the more generic
"Concurrenc Policy" contained in General Plan Policy 5.1.2.1, and is consistent with the
County Pub ·c Water Planning Ordinance No. 4325. The Concurrency Policy requires project
proponents t demonstrate that they have planned to meet future water demand prior to

. receiving dis retionary development approvals. (Findings of Fact for the El Dorado County
General Plan ("General Plan Findings"), p. 159, excerpts from the General Plan Findings are
attached here 0 as Appendix H.) The County Water Planning Ordinance requires a project
proponent to purchase a water meter for all new final parcel maps or final subdivision maps or
for other dev lopment projects requiring public water service. (~Ordinance No. 4325, El
Dorado Cou ty Public Water Planning Ordinance, attached hereto as Appendix I.) To be
consistent wi h the Concurrency Policy and the County Water Planning Ordinance, General
Plan policies 5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4 must be read to require a permanent and reliable
water supply only at the final subdivision map and building permit stages.

This reading f the General Plan policies is also consistent with practical considerations for
water supply development. These considerations were aired at length during the proceedings
leading to th adoption of the General Plan. Water purveyors may not have firmly identified
the ultimate ources of water for all development contemplated over the life of a general plan.
Over time, ater purveyors identify and analyze potential sources, perform environmental and
other neces review, and finalize plans for delivery of the water. Where possible sources of
water are kn wn at the time of specific project approvals, that source may be discussed in the
context of th project approval, as was done in the Draft EIR and Final EIR for this Project,
and in this A dendum. But final responsibility for full analysis of the impacts of such water
use typically .s the responsibility of the water purveyor proposing to make that particular water
source availa le. Furthermore, water purveyors generally will not make the capital
investments ecessary to obtain water supplies for new development until the County's
planning pro ess has advanced to the point where the water purveyor realizes that it will have
a paying cust mer in the not-too-distant future. Early in the planning process (i.e., at the
specific plan tage), landowners will commit to creating funding mechanisms to allow the
purveyors to ake the necessary investments, but such investments typically cannot be made in
advance of s ch preliminary planning approvals. Upon the granting of preliminary planning
approvals, ca ital is created for the purveyors to build the physical facilities needed to obtain
and deliver ater. By the time that the County is ready to grant later approvals, such as final
subdivision aps or building permits, the water purveyors will have had sufficient time and
funding to b ild the infrastructure necessary to guarantee a supply through a water meter.
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(~Addendum Appendix H, pp. 159-160; see also El Dorado Irrigation District Policy
Statement 22 (attached as Appendix 1) and Policy Statement 41 (attached as Appendix K)
(describing procedures for obtaining water service to new projects).) The General Plan
Policies on water supply are intended to recognize the practicalities of the water development
process by allowing water supply development to occur while development planning moves
from the plan- and zoning-level towards the ministerial issuance of final subdivision maps and
building permits.

Based on what County Staff believes is the correct interpretation of the County's General Plan
policies on water supply, approval of the CCSP and the Euer Ranch tentative subdivision map
would be in conformance with the policies. The CCSP is part of the El Dorado Hills
Community Region, as designated in the General Plan. (General Plan, p. 12, Policy 2.1.1.1.)
In conformance with Policy 5.2.1.3, all development within the CCSP area will be served by
public water systems. (~CCSP, pp. 42-43.)

•

The General Plan expressly allows approval of specific plans such as the CCSP without a
guaranteed supply of water. Policies 5.2.1.8,5.2.1.4, the Concurrency Policy, and the
County Water Ordinance all require, however, that a guaranteed supply be available prior to
final planning approvals for Project buildout. (~General Plan, Policies 5.1.2.1, 5.2.1.4,
5.2.1.8; County Public Water Planning Ordinance, § 1.) The Project applicant will have to
demonstrate a guaranteed supply of water at the final parcel map, final subdivision map, and
building permit stages. BID's pending entitlement to withdraw additional water from Folsom •
strengthens the likelihood that the Project proponent will be able to comply with these policies
later in the Project approval process. Nevertheless, in Staff's view, the CCSP itself is
consistent with Policies 1.2.1.4 and 5.2.1. 8, as well as the Concurrency Policy and the Public
Water Planning Ordinance, even though an adequate supply of water for CCSP buildout is not
yet guaranteed through water meters. Contrary to the conclusion in the Draft EIR, the CCSP
is consistent with the General Plan policies. Therefore, project approval would not result in
any significant impact for Impact 4.18-4 as a result of the analysis of the consistency of the
Project with these General Plan policies. No mitigation measures are required. Because of the
purpose and manner of operation of these General Plan policies, the same conclusion would
hold even if, for some reason, the SWRCB reconsidered or vacated its Decision 1635, or if a
court set that decision aside. The prohibition on approvals of final subdivision maps and/or
building permits without water meters from BID precludes the possibility that the CCSP will
build out with BID first having obtained an adequate water supply.

Water Consumption and Firet10w Demand Impacts

The Draft EIR and Resolution No. 224-96 also concluded that, despite mitigation measures
imposed, the Project would have impacts in these two areas which are considered significant.
However, these potential impacts must be considered in light of the entire regulatory scheme
enacted by the County and in light of the General Plan Concurrency Policies discussed above.
In fact, in adopting the General Plan, the Board of Supervisors adopted a finding that adoption
of the General Plan would not have a significant impact on water service. (Findings of Fact, •
Ex. H hereto, p.163). This finding was made based specifically upon policies incorporated in
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the General Ian to mitigate water service impacts which would "reduce impacts associated
with an incr sed demand for public water services to a less-than-significant.) These changes
included the arious policies adopted above.

Because of t I ese policies and their effect, staff concludes that the original fmdings of
significant' pacts on water consumption and fireflow demand (Impacts 4.18-1 and 4.18-3)
proposed in he Draft ErR and adopted in Resolution No. 224-96 were, and are, incorrect.
Therefore, . the Board of Supervisors certifies the revised Final EIR, including this
Addendum, d determines to approve the Project, staff recommends that the Board of
Supervisors md that through application of the General Plan Concurrency Policies, through
the impositi n of mitigation measures discussed in the Draft EIR, and for the other reasons
discussed in his Addendum, the impacts on water consumption and frreflow demand have
been reduc to a levelless-than-significant. This recommendation is made for the following
reasons, indi idually and collectively:

1. The County incorporated in the General Plan various policies
inten ed to address potential issues concerning the availability of water service
for d velopment which may occur consistent with the General Plan, referred to
as th Concurrency Policies which are described above.

2. The Board of Supervisors found that incorporation of the
Cone rrency Policies in the General Plan would reduce the impacts of adoption
of th1 General Plan on water service to a levelless-than-significant.

3. The Project is consistent with the General Plan and does not raise any
issue specific to the Project concerning impacts on water service which were
not c nsidered in the EIR prepared for the General Plan.

4. Since adoption of the General Plan, potential sources of water supply
Project and other development under the General Plan have been more
identified, further mitigating potential impacts on water service.

IV.

TIle Taxpaye s provided the County with extensive comments on the Draft EIR for the CCSP,
including de . ed comments and questions related to water supply. In the original Final EIR,
the County sponded in writing to all significant environmental points raised in those
comments. n an effort to provide as much information as possible about water supply for the
CCSP, howe er, the County has included in this Addendum additional information from a
variety of so rces to amplify its previous responses to the Taxpayers I comments on water
supply issues. The discussion does not trace the comments point-by-point, but rather provides
information ddressing specific general topics, with some cross-references to the comments as
delineated in the Final ErR Responses to Comments Addendum. Where relevant, the
discussion in orporates supporting documentation by reference.
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A. Water Required For Bulldout Of The CCSP •BID has estimated that the CCSP would require 3,396 EDUs at bulldout based on proposed
land uses. (Draft BIR, p. 4.18-4.) This figure translates to about 2038 afa and is higher than
the estimate contained in the text of the CCSP of 1,750 afa. As explained in the Final BIR,
BID's estimate of the required EDUs was based on the originally proposed level of residential
and non-residential uses, which has since been reduced. For purposes of the environmental
analysis, however, the County retained the original figure of 3,396 EDUs. (Final BIR, p. 3­
331 to 3-332.)

The Project proponent has reserved 300 EDUs for Phase 1 of the CCSP by paying annual
assessments into EID's Assessment District No.3. The remaining approximately 3,096 EDUs
needed for the remainder of Phase 1 and for Phase 2 of the CCSP is expected to become
available from existing sources and EID's pending entitlement to withdraw 17,000 afa from
Folsom Reservoir. The timing and availability of these supplies will depend on approval by
the EI Dorado County Local Agency Formation Commission ("LAFCO") of the annexation of
the Phase 2 area into EID, and the formation of a new assessment district for the Phase 2 area.
The fmancing necessary to fund infrastructure improvements to deliver water to the CCSP will
be described in more detail in the forthcoming Carson Creek Specific Plan Public Facilities
Financing Plan. (~Comments 15-168 and 15-176 on the Draft BIR.)

B. EID's Average Unit Consumption Figure

For planning purposes, EID uses a "normal usage" figure of 0.60 af/du. This amount is based
on BID's records of actual average unit consumption between 1993 and 1995. EID uses this
conservative figure for planning purposes, although it maintains records showing that actual
average unit consumption rates in the western, central, and eastern parts of EID's service area
are lower. The eastern service area three-year average unit consumpnon for active meters is
0.25 af/du. The three-year average unit consumption for active meters in the central service
area is 0.44 af/du and 0.56 af/du for the western service area, where the CCSP is located.
(Addendum Appendix F, p. 15 [Table 6B].)

EID utilizes the 0.60 af/du figure because its water metering program has allowed it to
establish the range of water uses in its various service areas and develop its average
consumption figures based on actual usage data. Other jurisdictions often use 1 af/du annually
as average use per household as a conservative figure for planning purposes in the absence of
data from water meters. Because BID has accurate data on actual water usage, it can rely on
this data for planning purposes rather than on estimates.

•

It is appropriate to use the 1993-1995 period as a base for calculating "normal" usage for three
reasons. First, the 1993-1995 period had a normal amount of precipitation. Second, this
period was available for EID to identify water usage data for all active single family residential
meters for determining average annual consumption. In comparison, for the 1984-1986
period, BID used a sampling of accounts to estimate average water use for active single family •
residential meters. Finally, using a three-year averaging allows EID to stabilize any
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in system operations when it calculates "normal" usage. (~Addendum

p. 12, 14, 15.)

One Draft comment from the Taxpayers questioned whether there was a trend in the
region towar younger families with children, and whether such a trend would affect the
normal hous old water usage. The County does not have information regarding the existence
of such a tre d. To the extent that younger families represent additional persons per
household, t e trend could potentially lead to a higher water use per household. (See
Comments 1 -164, 15-166, 15-167, 15-173 on the Draft B1R.)

c. Potential Effect on Owners of Existing Approved Parcels Of Allowing The
CCSP To Go Forward

Where suppl is available, BID provides water service to new consumers on a first-come, first­
served basis. The owners of existing approved parcels that have obtained water meters, even
if the meters ave not yet become active, will not be detrimentally affected by BID providing
water service to the CCSP. Their supply is already reserved. As explained above, the Project
proponent ha paid annual assessments into BID's Assessment District No.3 ("AD-3") and has
an allocation f 300 EDUs from AD-3 for Phase 1. Remaining EDUs necessary for the
remainder of Phase 1 and all of Phase 2 of the CCSP will be available from additional
unreserved s pplies or as BID develops new supplies, including the recently approved
entitlement t withdraw 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir.

BID fmances the infrastructure required to use new water sources through assessment districts
and connecti n fees, which are borne by new users. Costs associated vith improvements
necessary for existing customers are borne by the existing customers. A detailed description of
the: fmancing process for Assessment District No. 3 is contained in Chapter 6 of "Supplement
No.2 to the eliminary Design Report for El Dorado Irrigation District Assessment District
No.3 (Janu 1991), which is available for review at the EI Dorado County Planning
Department, 850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. (~Comments 15-170, 15-192 on
Draft BIR.)

D. Information on EID's Existing Water Supply and Demand

In its 1996 U date to the 1991 Water Supply and Demand Report, BID defmes "safe yield" as
the maximu annual quantity of water that can continuously be made available without
deficiency, ch and every year, under hydrologic conditions similar to the most critical dry
period of rec rd. (Addendum Appendix F, p. 6.) "System firm yield" is defmed as the
annual quanti y of water that a source or project can make available with no shortages in 95
years out of 100, based on historic hydrological conditions and restrictions. In the remaining 5
years out of 100, shortages of up to twenty percent are accepted. (Id.) "Entitlement" refers to
existing wate rights and contracts, and is defmed as the maximum current legal opportunity
for BID to e water supplies.
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BID's entitlements to water are: 15,080 afa from El Dorado Forebay; 7,550 afa from Folsom •
Reservoir; and 23,000 afa from Sly Park Reservoir. In addition, BID has a right to divert 15
cubic feet per second ("cfs") from the North Fork of the Cosumnes River into the Crawford
Ditch from May 15 to October 15, and 15 cfs from Clear Creek into the Crawford Ditch year
round. The Draft EIR quantified this right as 5,562 afa. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-1.) BID
voluntarily allows a bypass of 2 cfs in the North Fork Cosumnes River to maintain fisheries.

According to BID's 1996 Update to the 1991 Water Supply and Demand Report, the current
system firm yield from its integrated sources, including Sly Park Reservoir, the El Dorado
Forebay, Folsom Reservoir, and the Crawford Ditch was 41,700 af. (Addendum Appendix F,
p. 2.) BID calculates the system firm yield using the Abraham Model. The Abraham Model
does not establish firm yields by individual water source. Rather, it uses numerous input
parameters to calculate the firm yield for the entire integrated system of water sources. Some
of the parameters that the model uses include estimates of withdrawals from the EI Dorado
Forebay and Folsom Reservoir, the potential supply of treated water from the Crawford Ditch
through BID Reservoir 7, the minimum required pool in Sly Park Reservoir, and various
conservative assumptions. (ld., pp. 17-18;~ also Agenda Item Summary for March 27,
1995, El Dorado Irrigation District Board Meeting, pp. 1-4 [the El Dorado County Planning
Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667].) s

Notably, the Abraham Model uses actual hydrological data from 1908 through the current year
to calculate the system fmn yield. The hydrologic data accounts for climate conditions in El •
Dorado County because the amount of runoff into reservoirs is influenced by precipitation,
temperature, and soil conditions. Accordingly, the Abraham Model is highly responsive to the
actual climate conditions in El Dorado County. (pers. comm., Sharon Fraser, BID (Jan.
1997); see alsc Addendum Appendix F, pp. 17-18.)

Sly Park Minimum Pool

Sly Park Reservoir is owned by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation ("USBR") and operated by
BID for water supply and recreational purposes. BID operates the Reservoir in accordance
with USBR's requirements. By contract with USBR, BID is entitled to withdraw up to 23,000
afa. According to BID's 1996 Urban Water Management Plan, average use from Sly Park
over the last ten years has been about 19,000 afa.

Between 1991 and 1994, the minimum pool for Sly Park Reservoir was set by the BID Board
of Directors at 4,000 af. The 4,000 af minimum pool had been established for planning

SI For example, in calculating the system firm yield, the EID Board of Directors determined that the estimate
of water available from Folsom Reservoir under Em's contract with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for 7,550 af
should be reduced by 25 percent, to 5,660 af. This percentage reduction in the assumed available water from Folsom
builds a conservative "cushion" into BID's estimate of the system firm yield. Moreover, the Abraham Model
automatically reduces the amount of water assumed available from Folsom by an additional 25 percent in dry years, •.
thus providing another layer of conservatism in estimating the system firm yield. (pers. comm., Sharon Fraser, EID
(Jan. 1997); see also Agenda Item Summary for March 27, 1995, EI Dorado Irrigation District Board Meeting, p. 3
[available for review at the El Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 956671·)
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purposes to r tain a cushion in the volume of water to be maintained in the Sly Park Reservoir.
Other consid rations in establishing a 4,000 af minimum pool for Sly Park included
maintaining ater quality, providing carryover water from year to year, and ensuring BID's
ability to se e local water demands that cannot be served from BID's other sources. By
retaining a I gel' minimum pool in Sly Park, less water from the Reservoir was available for
use. (~A enda Item Summary for March 27, 1995, EI Dorado Irrigation District Board
Meeting, p. , available for review at the EI Dorado County Planning Department, 2850
Fairlane Cou , Placerville, CA 95667.)

In 1995, the Board lowered the required minimum pool for the Sly Park Reservoir to
2,000 af. e decision was based on the determination that a 2,000 af minimum pool
provided an dequate level of cushion in the volume of water in the reservoir. Halving the
minimum po I still protects local water users that cannot be served from other sources because
the producti ity of the Sly Park Reservoir is not affected, even if the Reservoir level were to
drop to 2, af. Notably, BID uses water levels in Sly Park Reservoir for determining when
to impose w er conservation measures under its Four-Stage Water Supply Matrix. Under the
Matrix, BID' poses mandatory conservation measures long before Sly Park Reservoir reaches
2,000 af. e Four-Stage Water Supply Matrix and Water Shortage Response Measures (June
12, 1995) is ontained in EJD's Urban Water Management Plan (February 26, 1996). The
Urban Water Management Plan is available for review at the El Dorado County Planning
Department, 850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. (See Comment 15-173 on the Draft
BIR.)

The Crawfor Ditch diverts water from the North Fork Cosumnes River, from natural flows in
Clear Creek, and is also supplied water released from the Sly Park Reservoir by rediversion to
Clear Creek. BID serves customers along the Ditch with untreated irrigation water. In
addition, has the potential to treat Crawford Ditch water at its Reservoir 7 Water
Treatment PI t for domestic use. BID completed improvements to the Crawford Ditch in
1991. With provements, the Crawford Ditch was expected to provide an increase in
available wat I' supply to Reservoir 7 by about 2,800 afa.

Between 199 and 1994, BID assumed that no supply of water was available for domestic
purposes fro the Crawford Ditch, due to a challenge to BID's rights to this water before the
SWRCB. F I' these years, the Abraham Model used a parameter of 0 af available from the
Crawford Di ch in calculating the system firm yield. The SWRCB ultimately dismissed the
challenge to's rights to water from the Crawford Ditch. BID then changed its assumption
of the amoun of water available from the Crawford Ditch to 200 af for purposes of calculating
the:: system fi yield.

As explained above, BID has the right to divert 15 cfs of the North Fork Cosumnes River
between May 15 and October 15 into the Crawford Ditch. In addition, BID has the right to
divert 15 cfs f Clear Creek into the Crawford Ditch. The Draft EIR quantified the right as
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5,562 afa. EID voluntarily allows a 2 cfs pass-through of water on the North Fork Cosumnes •
River for fisheries.

Additional details about the Crawford Ditch are contained in the Final Environmental Impact
Report for the Crawford Ditch improvements, prepared by CH2M Hill for EID. A copy of
the Final BIR is available for review at the EI Dorado County Planning Department, 2850
Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. (~Comments 5-171, 5-172, 5-173, and 15-184 on
the Draft BIR.)

EI Dorado Forebay

Pursuant to a 1919 Agreement with PG&E, EID is entitled to withdraw 15,080 afa at the El
Dorado Forebay. One comment suggested that EID's rights to this water source were the
subject of ongoing litigation. Taxpayers dispute BID's rights to water from the El Dorado
Forebay in their petition to the SWRCB for reconsideration of Decision 1635, which granted
EID the right to withdraw 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir. In their challenge to the
County's adoption of its new General Plan, Taxpayers have also generally alleged that EID's
diversion of water from the Forebay is unlawful. As of the time County Staff prepared this
Addendum, neither the Taxpayers nor any other group had directly challenged BID's rights to
the 15,080 afa from the El Dorado Forebay before the SWRCB or in Superior Court. (~
Comment 5-181 on the Draft BIR.)

Latent Water Demand

The County Water Agency's 1995 Update -- Water Supply And Demand Report includes in its
"latent water demand" figures the combined anticipated demand for water by all inactive and
uninstalled meters, if and when placed in service. (~El Dorado County Public Water
Planning Ordinance Approved 1995 Update -- Water Supply and Demand Report, p. 2, fn. 2,
attached to this Addendum as Appendix K.) BID does not assume that all parcels of 5 acres or
more are on well water. (~Comment 15-177 on the Draft BIR.)

E. Information On EID's Potential Water Sources

Reclaimed Water

•

The CWA's Water Supply and Demand Summary, adopted on June 4, 1996, includes in
potential supplies for BID approximately 5,680 afa of reclaimed water through the year 2015.
(~ Appendix K, p. 2.) HID has been at the forefront of using reclaimed water for landscape
and industrial uses, in compliance with State water quality and health regulations. Reclaimed
water represents a "supply" of water in that every landscape or industrial use relying on
reclaimed water is a use that no longer requires treated potable water. Accordingly, the use of
reclaimed water in lieu of treated water expands the total water supply. Currently, however,
BID does not include reclaimed water in calculating the system firm yield via the Abraham

~. •
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In 1994, approved a Water Reclamation Master Plan that identified and evaluated
potential wa r reclamation projects in BID's service area and developed a framework for
implementin such projects. Of the various water reuse alternatives evaluated in the Master
Plan, the PI recommends a program that would reuse roughly 3,110 afa on a total of 33 sites
in the EI Do do Hills area. The program is described in more detail in section 6 of the
Master Plan. A copy of the Water Reclamation Master Plan (July 1994) is available for
review at th El Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA
95667. (~Comment 15-174.)

The CWA, n behalf of BID and the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District, is pursuing a
water supply service contract with USBR pursuant to Public Law 101-514. The so-called
"Fazio Wate " contract is expected to provide BID with an entitlement to half the contract
amount, or a out 7,500 afa.

When BID u es its share of the Fazio Water, BID will have the option of diverting the water
either at Fol om Reservoir or upstream along the South Fork of the American River. BID
does not cu ntly contemplate an off-stream storage facility. BID's existing pumping
facilities hav available capacity to convey at least some of the Fazio water from Folsom
Reservoir fo use in BID's service area. New infrastructure for conveying the Fazio water
may also be eveloped through the new Assessment District 12, described more fully below.
(S.~ Comme ts 15-164 and 15-182 on the Draft BIR.)

As discussed above, the SWRCB recently issued a decision granting BID's application to
divert 17,0 afa from Folsom Lake for consumptive uses. (~Comment 15-183 on the
Draft BIR.)

F. Em's Water Conservation and Leak Detection Programs and Reductions in
Unaccounted-For Water

The Central alley Project Improvement Act of 1992 required all U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
contractors, . eluding BID, to prepare new water conservation plans that met established
criteria. submitted its plan in December 1993. The Bureau approved the plan in
November 1 94 and has since selected BID's plan as a model for combination urban and
agricultural istricts in the western United States. BID implements all of the Best Management
Practices ("B s") designated in the Memorandum of Understanding regarding Urban Water
Conservation in California. These BMPs are described in Section V of BID's Urban Water

• Management Plan (Feb. 26, 1996).
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The history of BID's water conservation efforts over the last twenty years is described in the
Urban Water Management Plan at pages 3-7. BID's program of metering its entire system has
resulted in substantial water savings. Other important conservation measures have included the
Irrigation Management System, public education, monitoring by Water Patrol staff, adoption
of the Four-Stage Water Supply Matrix and Water Shortage Response Measures, and adoption
of the Urban Water Management Plan. The Urban Water Management Plan and the 4-Stage
Water Supply Matrix and Water Shortage Response Measures are available for review at the El
Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. (5«
Comment 15-180 on the Draft EIR.)

Leak Detection

BID has conducted audits of its water system since 1990 and a leak detection and repair
program since 1987. Both programs are ongoing, and have contributed to reducing
unaccounted-for water from about 50 percent of system totals in 1986 to about 21 percent in
1995. (See Comment 15-179 on the Draft EIR.)

Unaccounted-For Water

•

Unaccounted-for water is defmed as water that is taken into the BID's water system from all of
its main sources, but which is not delivered to consumers or otherwise accounted for. Losses
can occur from evaporation, spillage, and extremely dry soil conditions. BID estimated that •
unaccounted for water in 1995 was approximately 6,260 afa, less than the 1994 estimate of
7,663 af. The CWA's 1995 Update -- Water Supply and Demand Report does not, as the
Taxpayers have suggested, predict that unaccounted for water will continue to decline. (5«
Addendum Appendix K, p. 1.) Rather, the Water Supply and Demand Report depicts BID's
estimate of unaccounted for water for the foregoing year. BID evaluated the 1994 and 1995
figures to determine the cause of the drop in unaccounted for water in 1995. The evaluation
indicated that a variety of factors contributed to the lower amount of unaccounted for water in
1995 than in 1994, including reduced operations of the BID Main Ditch in 1995, above normal
precipitation in 1995 leading to reduced evaporation and losses from dry soils, and reduced
operational spills in 1995. (& Addendum Appendix F, pp. 18-21.)

BID adopted a three-year average in calculating unaccounted-for water, as part of its water
demand analysis. The three-year average of unaccounted-for water provides stability in the
calculation year-to-year. (& Addendum Appendix F, pp. 21, 24; Addendum Appendix K, p.
1.)

As more water is taken into BID's water system (i.e., from additional water from Folsom
Reservoir), there is a potential for the total amount of unaccounted-for water to increase.
Unaccounted-for water as a percentage of total water in the system is expected to remain
steady. BID's goal is to maintain unaccounted-for water at approximately 15 percent of water
in the system. (~Comment 15-178 on the Draft EIR.) •
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G. Information On AD-3 And Formation Of The New AD-12

•

•

In 1982, CH M Hill prepared a Preliminary Design Report for EID' s Assessment District 3,
which serves ortions of the El Dorado Hills area. The Report recommended formation of an
assessment di trict encompassing 4,400 acres wherein EID would commit to provide water
service to an dditional 7,200 EDUs beyond the current service. Moreover, the Report
recommend that all lands within the boundaries of AD-3 be assessed for initial
improvement , and that funds for construction of future facilities be raised through
supplemental connections fees.

After comple ion of the Preliminary Design Report, the project was delayed until fmancing
could be ged for the design engineering. Financing became available in the form of
bonds in Dec mber 1993.

Between 198 and December 1983, several events resulted in the expansion of the boundaries
of AD-3 ove those proposed in the Preliminary DesignReport, The El Dorado Hills Business
Park obtain 1,000 afa from Folsom Lake. EID also reviewed its water use and concluded
that it has su Ius gravity water that could be delivered to the El Dorado Hills area. Finally, a
number of p perties had petitioned to be included within the proposed assessment district. By
the time AD- was formed in 1984, the first phase of AD-3 had grown to encompass 5,474
acres, an ad tional9,234 EDUs of water service beyond existing levels, and an additional
9,225 EDUs sewer service beyond existing levels. Phase 2 of AD-3 expanded it a total of
11,.400 acres; an additional 10,701 EDUs in water service beyond existing levels, and an
additional 11 063 EDUs in sewer service beyond existing levels. In combination with 2,563
committed w tel' EDUs, 1,359 EDUs connected to the treatment plant, and 1,643 EDUs
committed fo sewer service in 1982, AD-3 Phase 2 had expanded the assessment district to
include a to commitment of 13,264 EDUs in water service and 14,065 EDUs in sewer
service.

Supplement No.1 to the Preliminary Design Report in 1984 to evaluate the
water and se er facilities required to serve the expanded area of AD-3. EID also established
connections f s based on the facilities proposed in Supplement No.1, as well as "buy-in"
charges for p operties wishing to increase their density over that for which they had been
assessed, and for properties that had not participated in the assessment district but that wanted
service. In 1 89, BID imposed a prohibition to prevent properties outside of AD-3's
boundaries fr m obtaining water service, or properties within AD-3 from increasing density,
until addition sources became available.

Supplement No.2 to the Preliminary Design Report in 1991 to update
information n future water and service needs in the EI Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls Area Plan
boundary, BI Service Zone 2, and the AD-3 Phase 2 boundary. The boundaries of the study
area for Sup ement No. 2 are included as Figure 1-1 of that document. Supplement No. 2
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evaluated increasing AD-3 to 33,600 water EDUs and 33,100 sewer EDUs. The EID Board •
of Directors approved and adopted Supplement No.2.

Supplement No.2 to the Preliminary Design Report for El Dorado Irrigation District
Assessment District No.3 (January 1991) is available for review at the E1 Dorado County
Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. The Preliminary Design
Report for AD-3 (1982) and Supplement No.1 to the Preliminary Design Report (1984) are
available for review at the E1 Dorado Irrigation District, 2890 Mosquito Road, Placerville, CA
95667.

As explained in the Draft EIR, Phase 1 of the CCSP (Euer Ranch) is located within AD-3.
The Project proponent has paid annual assessments into AD-3 to reserve 300 EDUs of water
service. The Project proponent has applied to EID to transfer the additional EDUs necessary
for Phase 1 pursuant to EID's established transfer processes. (~Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-23 to
4.2-24, 4.18-4.)

A question was raised regarding why original documentation on AD-3 in 1982 suggested that it
could provide 6,550 afa, whereas documentation from 1988 stated that it could provide 7,550
afa. The 1,000 afa difference was due to the E1 Dorado Hills Business Park obtaining,
through a contract between EID and USBR, 1,000 afa from Folsom Lake. (~Supplement

No. 2 to the Preliminary Design Report for E1 Dorado Irrigation District Assessment District
No.3 (January 1991), p. 3-1.)

Formation Of New AD-12

The southern portion of the CCSP is outside of EID' s existing service area. An application is
now pending before the EI Dorado County LAFCO for the annexation of Phase 2 of the CCSP
into EID. EID has determined that it is necessary to create a new assessment district to
accommodate the service needs of proposed new development in the El Dorado Hills area that
was not anticipated when AD-3 was formed, including Phase 2 of the CCSP.

On October 7, 1996, the EID Board of Directors approved the El Dorado Hills Master
Facilities Plan (November 1995). This Plan describes the facilities required to complete the
original plans of AD-3 and those required to meet current demand in the E1 Dorado Hills area.
Included in the Plan are specific proposed facilities and phasing for both water and sewer
facilities. The EID Board directed its staff to begin the formation of a new district, now
referred to as AD-12, to carry out the recommendations in the E1 Dorado Hills Master
Facilities Plan.

•

The new AD-12 will be implemented in essentially the same way as AD-3. Annual
assessments will be imposed on properties based on the planned number of EDUs required for
the development of the property. The assessments will provide the income stream for issuance
of bonds for "backbone" facilities to serve the area. Additionally, increased hookup fees will
be collected at the time of fmal map approval to provide ongoing funding for future phases of •
facility development. (~Comments 15-165 and 15-169 to the Draft BIR.)

22



•

•

•

The El Dora 0 Hills Master Facilities Plan is available for review at the EI Dorado County
Planning De artment, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667.

V.. CON ISTENCY OF CCSP DEVELOPMENT WITH SACRAMENTO COUNTY
G PLAN

In their Petit on for Writ of Mandate, Taxpayers and EPIC claimed that the EIR failed to
address the c nflict between uses contemplated by the CCSP and adjacent grazing uses in
Sacramento ounty. In the Land Use section, the Draft EIR acknowledges that property west
of the site in Sacramento County is designated as Agricultural 80-acre minimum. A map is
provided tha pictures the agricultural area abutting the western edge of the CCSP. (Draft
BIR, pp. 4.2 3 to 4.2-4; .see alsc Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-11 to 4.2-12.) While the Draft EIR
provided a t xtual discussion of land use compatibility for the CCSP's northern, eastern, and
southern bou daries, a specific discussion of compatibility with the agricultural area to the
west was not provided. The following discussion is intended to render moot any claim that the
prior EIR w deficient in its discussion of these issues.

The agricul ral area to the west of the CCSP is used primarily for cattle grazing. To provide
a buffer bet een uses in the CCSP and the grazing activities, the CCSP includes a 3D-foot
wide, landsc ped easement in the residential rear yards along the western perimeter of the
Project site. Where open space abuts Sacramento County grazing lands, a four foot high, open
screen fence will be constructed to control the movement of cattle, and conflicts with cattle
grazing are ot expected in that grazing is a passive and generally quiet agricultural activity
that does not involve aerial application of pesticides or fertilizer. The 3D-foot landscaped
buffer will eviate odor and/or visual impacts on residents within the CCSP. The buffer and
protective fe ce will also eliminate impacts on cattle grazing operations from residential and
other uses w thin the CCSP. (Pers. Comm., William Snodgrass, January 21, 1997). Impacts
along the C SP's western border with Sacramento County are therefore less than significant.
No mitigatio is required. Furthermore, in light of the considerations discussed above,
approval of t e CCSP would not conflict with the policies of the Sacramento County General
Plan, which, in any event, could not direct EI Dorado County to permit or not permit any
particular I d uses within the boundaries of El Dorado County .
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VI. APPENDICES

The following appendices are attached to this Addendum: •
Appendix A

Appendix B

Appendix C

Appendix D

Appendix E

AppendixF

Appendix G

AppendixH

Appendix I

AppendixJ

Appendix K

Resolution No. 224-96 of the Board of Supervisors of the County of EI
Dorado;

Notice of Determination, Carson Creek Specific Plan (September 26,
1996);

EI Dorado County Taxpayers for QJlality Growth, et aI. y. County of EI
Dorado (Case No. PV 002200);

Resolution 8-97;

State Water Resources Control Board, Decision No. 1635 (October 2,
1996);

El Dorado Irrigation District, 1996 Update to the 1991 Water Supply
and Demand Report (May 29, 1996);

EI Dorado County Water Agency, El Dorado County Public Water
Planning Ordinance, Approved 1995 Update -- Water Supply and
Demand Report (adopted June 4, 1996);

Excerpts from Findings of Fact of the Board of Supervisors of El
Dorado County for the El Dorado County General Plan (January 23,
1996, revised January 26, 1996);

Ordinance No. 4325, El Dorado County Public Water Planning
Ordinance;

El Dorado Irrigation District, Policy Statement No. 22;

EI Dorado Irrigation District, Policy Statement No. 41.
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• In addition, t is Addendum includes citations to, or directly or indirectly relies on, the
following d uments, which will be part of the record of proceedings for any action taken by
the Board wi h respect to the CCSP:

• vironmental Impact Report, El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program
and Dorado Project for the El Dorado Irrigation District Service Area (September
30, 1 92) (State Clearinghouse # 72012008);

El Do do County General Plan, Vol. II, Background Information (adopted January
23, 1 96);

• do County General Plan, Vol. I, Goals, Objectives, and Policies (adopted
23, 1996);

• Draft upplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and El Dorado
Proj t EIR (July 1995) (State Clearinghouse # 72012008);

•

• Final vironmental Impact Report, El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program
and E Dorado Project for the El Dorado Service Area (March 1993) (State
Cle . ghouse # 72012008);

• Final upplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and El Dorado
Proj t EIR (October 1995) (State Clearinghouse # 72012008);

•
• Fin . gs of Fact of the Board of Supervisors for the El Dorado County General Plan

(adop ed January 23, 1996, revised January 26, 1996);

• Draft vironmental Impact Report for El Dorado County General Plan (December
1994) (State Clearinghouse # 94012008);

• Suppl ment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the El Dorado County
Gene Plan (September 1, 1995) (State Clearinghouse # 94012008);

• Final vironmental Impact Report for the El Dorado County General Plan (December
1995) (State Clearinghouse # 94012008);

• Suppl ment No.2 to the Preliminary Design Report for El Dorado Irrigation District
Asses ment District No.3 (January 1991);

rban Water Management Plan, El Dorado Irrigation District (February 26,

• Agen Item Summary for March 27, 1995, El Dorado Irrigation District Board
Meeti g;

••
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• Final Environmental Impact Report for the Crawford Ditch Improvement Project (State
Clearinghouse # 89022010, February, 1990); •

• Water Reclamation Master Plan, EI Dorado Irrigation District (July 1994);

• EI Dorado Hills Master Facilities Plan (November 1995).

All of these documents can be reviewed at the offices of the El Dorado County Planning
Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, California, 95667.

26

•

•



~.

RESOLUTION No. 224-96

F THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

The Board of Su rvisors of the County of El Dorado resolves as follows:

RECITALS

Carson Creek Specific Plan area. is located south ofHighway SO and generally
do Hills Business Park in the·El Dorado Hills area of El Dorado County.

2. Th application for the Carson Creek Specific Plan (hereinafter, "Specific Plan")
was submitted in uly 1994.

3. The Specific Plan text was submitted for staff review and was made available for

~
bliC review. er. County Planning Department review, staff concluded that, because the
ecific Plan had e potential to adversely affect the environment, an Environmental Impact

eport ("ErR") ould be required pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA").

4. A otice of Preparation of the EIR was mailed to all responsible and affected
agencies on June 3 , 1994, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.4.

5. A ErR for the Carson Creek Specific Plan was prepared in accordance with
CEQA, the State EQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Review Guidelines of El Dorado
County.

6. The ounty distributed copies of the draft EIR to the public agencies which have
jurisdiction by law ith respect to the project and to other interested persons and agencies and
sought the commen of such persons and agencies.

7. Noti e inviting comments on the draft EIR was given in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 5085.

8. On J ne 27, 1996, a public hearing on the draft ErR was held by the County
Planning Commissi n.

•

9. Wrin n and oral comments to the draft EIR have been received and responses to
e comments hav been prepared.

10. ublic comment period for the draft EIR ended on July 5, 1996.

EXHIBIT-L



Resolution No. 224-96
Page 2

•
11. On 'lIz." 1996, the EI Dorado County Planning Commission recommended

the certification of the final EIR as adequate and complete in accordance with the provisions of
the California Environmental Quality Act and local ordinances and forwarded its
recommendation of approval of the Specific Plan to the Board of Supervisors. .

12. The environmental record prepared in conjunction with the consideration and
adoption of the Carson Creek Specific PIan includes the following:

a. The Carson Creek Specific Plan application package;

b. The draft and final ErR;

c. All staff reports, public memoranda, maps, and minutes of meetings prepared by
County staff relating to the project and presented to the Planning Commission andlor Board of .
Supervisors;

d. All testimony and documents presented by the applicant or the applicant's agents
relating to the project and presented to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors;

e. The proceedings before the Planning Commission relating to the project and~
including testimony, oral and written, and documentary evidence introduced at the public •
hearings to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors; and

f. Matters of common knowledge to the Board which it considers including, but not
limited to, the following:

i. The E1 Dorado County General Plan;

ii. The El Dorado County Zoning Code;

iii. The El Dorado County Code; and

. iv. Other formally adopted policies and ordinances.

13. The Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado has reviewed the final EIR
prepared for the Carson Creek Specific Plan, Planning Department staff reports pertaining to the
draft EIR, and all evidence received by the Planning Commission at the duly noticed public
hearings. All these documents and evidence are incorporated by reference into this Resolution.

14. The final EIR identified certain significant and potentially significant adverse
effects on the environment caused by the Carson Creek Specific Plan project.

15. The Board of Supervisors is required, pursuant to CEQA, to adopt all feasible •
mitigation measures or feasible project alternatives that can substantially lessen or avoid any
significant environmental effects.



Resolution No. 224-96
• Page 3

16. e Board of Supervisors desires, in accordance with CEQA, to declare that,
despite the occu nee of significant environmental effects that cannot be substantially lessened
or avoided thro gh the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives, there
exist certain ove .ding economic, social, and other considerations for approving the Specific
Plan that the Bo believes justify the occurrence of those impacts.

NOW, .I.~~..c.rORE, the Board of Supervisors of the County of EI Dorado does hereby
resolve as follo

1.
CEQA..

It .s .hereby certified that the final EIR has been completed in compliance with

2. It is hereby certified that the final EIR has been presented to the Board, which
reviewed and co sidered the information and analysis contained therein before making the
findings attached hereto, adopting the mitigation monitoring program as set forth in the final
ER, and issuing the statement of overriding considerations, all of which are on file with the
County Clerk.

3. Th Board finds that many of the impacts identified in the initial study for the
8ipecific Plan in olve rmrters which were studied in the final environmental impact report
~repared for the ounty General Plan adopted in February 1996. In accordance with Public

Resources Code ection 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, the Specific PIan is
consistent with t e General Plan, and the level of impacts other than those peculiar to the
Specific Plan are onsistent with the level of impact identified in the General Plan EIR.

4. Th Board further finds, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, that many of the proposed mitigation measures described in
the final EIR are feasible and therefore will become binding upon the County and affected
landowners and th ir assigns or successors in interest when the Board approves the Specific Plan
and that other pro sed mitigation measures are infeasible.

5. To the extent that these findings conclude that various proposed mitigation
measures outlin in the EIR are feasible and have not been modified, superseded, or
withdrawn, the Bo d hereby binds itself, all landowners within the Carson Creek Specific Plan
area, and their ass gns and successors in interest to implement those measures. These findings
are not merely inti rmational but constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect
when the County dopts this Resolution approving the Specific Plan.

6.. The Board resolves this Resolution will become, upon adoption, incorporated into
the Carson Creek Specific Plan. Thereafter, when any proposed specific project within the
Specific Plan area s reviewed for its consistency with the Specific Plan, the conditions of said

•
POSed project w 1 have to be deemed consistent with the Specific Plan and the conditions and

tigations set fort herein prior to approval of the proposed project.
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•7. As set forth in its findings of fact attached as Exhibit C, the Board hereby finds
that none of the proposed. project alternatives set forth in the final EIR can feasibly substantially
lessen or avoid the significant adverse environmental effects that will not be substantially
lessened or avoided by the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures.

8. In order to comply with Public Resources Code Section 21080.6, the Board
hereby adopts the mitigation monitoring and reporting program as set forth in the final ErR.
The program is designed to ensure that, during project implementation, the County, affected
landowners, their assigns and successors in interest, and any other responsible parties comply
with the feasible mitigation measures identified in Exhibits A and B. The mitigation monitoring
and reporting program identifies, for each mitigation measure, the party responsible for
implementation.

9. Since the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures will not substantially lessen
or avoid all significant adverse environmental effects caused by adoption of the Specific Plan,
the Board hereby issues, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 and attached hereto as
Exhibit D, a statement of overriding considerations that render those effects acceptable.

10. The County Clerk is directed, after the Board adopts this Resolution formally
approving the Specific Plan, to post a Notice of Determination, together with a copy of this
Resolution and its exhibits, in the Office of the County Clerk and shall file such Notice with the •
County Clerk of El Dorado County and, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section
21152, shall cause such Notice to be posted. in the County Clerk's Office, all within five
working days following adoption of this Resolution approving the Specific Plan.

11. The draft and final ErRs set forth environmental impacts that would be significant
or potentially significant in the absence of mitigation measures. As to each such impact, the
Board of Supervisors hereby finds that changes or alterations incorporated into the project
mitigate or substantially lessen the significant or potentially significant environmental impacts
as specifically set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto. Also set forth are impacts that are
significant and unavoidable that cannot be substantially lessened or avoided through the adoption
of feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives, as specifically set forth in Exhibit B
attached hereto. As to these impacts, the Board of Supervisors hereby finds that there exist
certain overriding economic, social, and other considerations for approving the Specific Plan that
the Board believes justify the occurrence of those impacts.

12. The Board of Supervisors finds that the Specific Plan is consistent with the El
Dorado County General Plan for all of those reasons set forth in the text of the Specific Plan and
that the Specific Plan implements the goals and policies of the General Plan.

13. Based on all of the foregoing and on the facts set forth in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations set forth in this Resolution, the Board of Supervisors hereby adopts
the Carson Creek Specific Plan as submitted to this Board. •
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PASSED DADOPTeD by the Board 01 SupeMsotS 01 Ute County of a Dorado at I regul;rmeelfng
01 said Soard. held on the. 24TH day of SEPTEMBER • 19 96 •
by rhe fo • 9 vote of said Board: SUPERVISORS: RAYMOND J. NUTTING, J. MARK NIELSE'

WALTER L. SHULTZ, JOHN E. UPTONAyes:

•
I CeRTIFY THA :
THE FonEGOI G INSTRUMENT IS A CORRECT COpy OF THe ORIGINAL ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE.

DATE.
ATTEST: DIXIE FOOTE. O.rk 01,,,. Board 01SUpervlSOl, 01 Ill. Counly 01 EI Dolado. Slate 01 Calilornia. ."C!'.



EXHIKIT A

Findings of significant or potentially significant impacts reduced to less than significant
levels through mitigation [CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1)]. Each of the significant or
potentially significant impacts are summarized below followed by the mitigation measure(s)
identified in the draft and final environmental impact report.

L LAND USE

A. Significant Impact: General Plan Consistency. The proposed project' would
be consistent with General Plan Strategies 1, 3, 6, 7, and 8; it would, however, be inconsistent
with Strategy 4 with regard to fully funding its own services. The Specific Plan would be
generally consistent with General Plan Concepts but inconsistent with one Plan Concept until
annexation into special districts is approved. It would be consistent with land use element Goal
2.1, Objectives 2.1.1 and 2.2.2, and Policies 2.1.1.2, 2.1.1.3, 2.1.4.1, 2.1.4.2, 2.1.4.3,
2.1.4.4, 2.1.4.5, 2.1.4.6, 2.1.4.9, and 2.2.2.6; it would, however, be inconsistent with
Objective 2.1.4 until annexations into special districts are approved.

Mitigation Measure 4.2-3: Apply Mitigation Measures 4.16-1. 4.18-1, and 5-3, and no
further mitigation is required.

•

B. Significant Impact: Consistency With Special Districts. The southern portion
of the project site is currently located inside CSA No.9, Zone 17, and outside of EID and the •
El Dorado Hills County Water Fue District. It is outside, and discontiguous to, the E1 Dorado
Hills eSD. Until LAFCO approval for de-annexation and annexations are complete, the. site is
not located within appropriate service districts.

Mitigation Measure 4.2-5: Apply Mitigation Measures 4.16-1,4.18-1, and 5-3 and no
further mitigation is required.

n. TRAFFIC

A. Significant Impact: .Daily Traffic Volume <Latrobe Road Between U.S.
Highway 50 and White Rock Roadl. Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would Increase
daily traffic volumes on Latrobe Road resulting in a deterioration of LOS from C to F between
U.S. Highway 50 and White Rock Road.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1: The project developer shall be responsible for their -fair­
share" cost of widening Latrobe Road from two lanes to six lanes with a median from White
Rock Road to the U.S. Highway 50 eastbound I3D1ps. These improvement projects are included
in the El Dorado Hills Road Impact Fee (RIF); therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIF
fee concurrently with the issuance of building permits. Implementation of this mitigation
measure would improve the daily level of service on Latrobe Road to LOS B.

•
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B. ~ignificantImpact: Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes m.s. Highway Interchange).
Bulldou of the proposed Specific Plan would increase peak hour traffic volumes along

U.S. :Highway 0 at the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange.

Mitigati n Measure 4.5-5: The project developer shall be responsible for contributing
their "fair- .. of the cost to reconstruct the E1 Dorado Hills BoulevardlLatrobe Road
interchange and widen U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes. Reconstruction of the interchange is
included in the ; therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIF fee prior to the issuance
of building permits, A separate impact fee program has been established to fund the mainline
widening ofU.~. Highway 50 through the western portion ofEl Dorado County. A fair-share
contribution of . fee shall also be paid by the project developer prior to the issuance of
building permits Implementation of this mitigation measure will improve the ramp intersection
and ramp juncti n levels of service as follows:

a. El Dorado Hills Boulevard/U.S. Highway 50 westbound ramps
intersection - La from F to B during the a.m. peak hour and from E to C during the p.m. peak
hour;

b. Latrobe RoadJU.S. Highway 50 eastbound ramps intersection LOS from
F to B during th a.m. peak hour and from F to B during the p.m. peak hour;

c. Latrobe RoadlU.S. Highway 50 eastbound ramps - LOS A during the a.m,
~ hour and LSD during the p.m. peak hour;

d. I U.S. Highway 50 eastbound loop off-ramp - LOS B during the a.m. peak
hour and LOS D during the p.m. peak hour,

e. U.S. Highway 50 westbound diagonal on-ramp - LOS C during the a.m.
peak hour and L S B during the p.m. peak hour, and

f. U.S. Highway 50 westbound diagonal off-ramp - LOS C during the a.m.
peak hour and L S B during the p.m. peak hour.

'on of the interchange may also include the addition of eastbound diagonal
und loop off-ramp. Both of these new ramps would also operate at LOS

both peak hours.

c. S·· IC2ntImpact: Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes <Latrobe Road Intersection>.
Build out of the proposed Specific Plan would increase a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes
~ong~be Roaf resulting in levels of service that exceed the County LOS E standard at four
mre~OM. I .

~fitigation II Measure 4.5-6: The following mitigation measures address the four
intersections along Latrobe Road that are projected to operate at unacceptable (worse than LOS

• levels of servic with buildout of the Specific Plan.
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a. In addition to Mitigation Measure 4.5-1, the project developer shall be
responsible for their "fair-share" cost of signalization and tum lane improvements at the White
Rock RoadlLatrobe Road intersection. These improvement projects are included in the El
Dorado Hills RIF; therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIF fee concurrently with the
issuance of building permits. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the
White Rock RoadlLatrobe Road intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m, peak hour and
from F to C during the p.m. peak hour.

b. The project developer shall be responsible for their "fair-share" of the
signal and tum lane improvements at the Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway North
ntersection. These improvement projects will be included in the El Dorado Hills RIF at the
1998 update; therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIF fee concurrently with the
issuance of building permits, Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the
Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway North intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m.
peak hour and from F to D during the p.m. peak hour.

•

c. The project developer shall be responsible for their "fair-share" of the
signal and tum lane improvements at the Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway South
intersection. These improvement projects will be included in the E1. Dorado Hills RIF at the 1998
update, therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIP fee concurrently with the issuance of
building permits. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the Latrobe
Road/Golden Foothill Parkway South intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m. and from •
F to C during the p.m. peak hours.

d. The project developer shall be responsible for their "fair-share" of the
following improvements:

1. Modifying tum lanes at the Latrobe RoadlInvestment Boulevard
. intersection;

2. Signalizing the Latrobe RoadlInvestment Boulevard intersection.

These improvement projects will be included in the El Dorado Hills RIP" at the 1998
update; therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIF fee concurrently with the issuance of
building permits. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the Latrobe
RoadfInvestment Boulevard intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.

The Latrobe RoadlInvestment Boulevard intersection operates at LOS B during the p.m.
peak hour with one left-tum lane on the eastbound approach. The left-tum volume is t?OO
vehicles per hour during the p.m. peak hour. Occasional queuing of vehicles on the left-tum
lane could occur on the eastbound approach. The County should monitor the queues and design
the left-tum pocket for this movement to accommodate the volumes. If the County decides to
provide dual left-tum lanes for this left-tum movement, an additional northbound lane would be
required on Latrobe Road between Investment Boulevard and Golden Foothill Parkway South. •
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D. Si nifieant Impact: Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes <White Rock Road
Intersections>. uildout of the proposed Specific Plan would increase traffic volumes along
White Rock Ro d, resulting in peak-hour levels of service that exceed the County LOS E
standard at two dditional intersections.

l\1itigatio Measure 4.5-7: The following measures address the two intersections along
White Rock Roa (west of Latrobe Road) that are projected to operate at LOS F with buildout
of the Specific P an.

a. Th project developer shall construct tum lane improvements at the White Rock
Road/Project Ac Road intersection. DOT will, at the next update of the RIP, detennine the
cost of signalizati n and tum lanes at this intersection and determine the "fair-share" cost of the
project developer The RIF will reimburse the project developer the difference between the cost
of the improvem nts and the project developer's "fair-share" portion. Implementation of this
mitigation measu would improve the White Rock Road/Project Access Road intersection LOS
from 0 to B du . g the a.m. peak hour and from F to C during the p.m. peak hour.

E. Si· leant Impact: Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes (White Rock Road
Intersec..1:ion). B ildout of the purposed Speciflc Plan would increase demand for public transit
service and facili .es in western El Dorado County, including fixed route service, commuter
service, dial-a-rid service, and park-and-ride lot spaces. To accommodate these trips, Policy

•.9.2.3 and other policies of the El Dorado County General Plan require new development to
mstall bus turnou ,bus shelters, and other public transportation related improvements where
appropriate.

l\1itigation Measures 4.5-8: The project developer shall be responsible for the
construction of a us turnout and transit shelter along the project site frontage on White Rock
Road when fixed ute transit service or commuter service is extended to serve the project. The
project developer hall also reserve the land area for the proposed mass transit station and
parking area as id ntified in the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

F'. Si· tcant Impact: BicycIelPedestrian Facilities. Buildout of the Specific Plan
would generate w . g and bicycling trips within the project site and vicinity. Although the
proposed Specific Ian identifies on-site bicycle and pedestrian facilities, it does not include bike
lanes along the p dect frontage on White Rock Road as proposed in the El Dorado County
Bikeway Master P and required by El Dorado County General Plan Policy 3.11.1.!.

l\.1itigation Measure 4.5-9: The project developer shall be responsible for the
construction of CI s n bike lanes along the project site frontage on White Rock Road prior to
the issuance of bu ding permits. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 includes the
construction of CI s n bike lanes.

G. Si icant Impacts: Consistency With Relevant General Plan Provisions·
-Ae Specific Plan ould be required to comply with relevant E1 Dorado County General Plan
~ectives; and poll ies related to transportation and circulation. The Specific Plan would be

~:.' :;-- .. :- .
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generally consistent with General Plan provisions except, as previously discussed, in relation to
projected roadway levels of service and the Specific Plan's failure to provide bicycle/pedestrian
paths along White Rock Road and bus turnouts!shelters.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-10: Apply Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-5 through 4.5-9, and
no further mitigation is required.

Those mitigation measures set forth in the Final Environmental Impact Report as
Mitigation Measure 4.5-7 and 7-2 which require the project applicant to enter into an agreement
with Sacramento County for roadway improvements are hereby rejected as provided by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091(a)2 as the changes or alterations are within the responsibility and
jurisdiction of another public agency and such changes can and should be adopted by that
agency. In addition, the proposed mitigation is uncertain and cannot be quantified in a
reasonable manner at this time or in the near furore because of the uncertainty of the future
development of the affected portion of Sacramento County. The factual basis for this finding
is that the need for such mitigation is largely based on cumulative impacts and the rate, density,
and timing of development in Sacramento County is uncertain and completely within the
discretion of the County. Further, the subject area bas been under study by the City of Folsom
as a potential area for annexation and urbanization within its City Limits. At such time as the
affected portion of Sacramento County is planned for development, either by the City or County,
improvements to White Rock Road, which is the only major east-west collector road in the
vicinity, can or should be made apart of such development plans. Finally, with respect to Payen
Road (Mitigation Measure 4.5-7), the Specific Plan has been revised to eliminate Payen Road
as an access to the project.

m. NOISE

A. Significant Impact: Short-Term Construction Noise Impacts.
Construction activities in the Euer Ranch portion of the project site could potentially cause short­
term significant noise impacts to residences north of the project site.

:Mitigation Measure 4.7-1: Construction activities shall be conducted in accordance with
the County noise regulation or limited to the following hours and days:

a. Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on any weekday;

b. Between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays;

c. Prohibited on Sundays and holidays.

At the time of the letting of the construction contract, it shall be demonstrated that engine
noise from excavation equipment would be mitigated by keeping engine doors closed during
equipment operation. For equipment that cannot be enclosed behind doors, lead curtains shall
be used to attenuate noise.

•

•

•
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B. ignificant Impact: Incfmed Traffic Noise: Traffic noise impacts at existing

noise-sensitive eptor locations are anticipated. The increased traffic noise levels could result
in exc:eedances tf the 60dBA CNEL residential standard at existing off-site and proposed on-site
residential uses

Mitigaltin Measure 4.7-2: Where the development of a project could result in the
exposure of no' e-sensitive land uses to existing or projected future traffic noise levels in excess
of the applicabl County noise standards, the County shall require an acoustical analysis to be
performed prio~ to the approval of such projects.

Where acoustical analysis determines that the project would contribute to traffic noise
levels in excess pf applicable County noise standards at proposed on-site or planned future off­
site noise senst·ive uses, the County shall require the implementation of noise attenuation
measures such setbacks, sound barrier walls, or noise berms, as necessary, to reduce traffic
noise levels at p posed noise sensitive uses to conform with the applicable County standards.

C. S~lcantImpact: Railroad Noise. Implementation of the proposed Specific
Plan could aIlo for the establishment of future light rail service to the project site. Railroad
noise could ex the 60 dBA CNEL standard recommended by El Dorado County for
transportation noise exposure at proposed residential units R(lO) which would be adjacent to the
SPRR tracks. I

e Mitigati!n Measure 4.7-3: Where the development of a project could result in the
exposure of no' -sensitive land uses to projected future railroad noise levels in excess of the
applicable Coun noise standards, the County sbaIl require an acoustical analysis to be
performed prior fO the approval of such projects.

Where acoustical analysis determines that railroad noise levels would exceed applicable
County noise ~dards at proposed on-site noise sensitive uses, the County shall require the
implementation f noise attenuation measures such as setbacks, sound banier walls, or noise
berms, as neces , to reduce traffic noise levels at proposed noise sensitive uses to conform
with the applicab e County standards.

IV. BIOLOG CAL RESOURCES

A. Si~lcant Impact: Loss of Wetlands. On Carson Creek Ranch, 9.14 acres of
the existing 27.4 acres of wetlands would be lost if the proposed project is implemented. The
Specific Plan inc des a Wetland Preservation and Compensation PIan that includes measures
that would redu e impacts on wetlands to a less-than-significant level. On Euer Ranch,
unverifi.ed 1.08 a~res of wetland could be lost although these wetlands appear to fall within areas
of the project sitelProposed for preservation. Wetlands on Euer Ranch are not included under
the Wetland Preservation and Compensation Plan.

• I
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Mitigation Measure 4.8-2:

a. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the wetland delineation completed
for the Eller Ranch shall be verified by U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers. After verification, any
wetlands that would be lost or disturbed shall be replaced or rehabilitated on a "no-net-loss"
basis in accordance with USACE mitigation guidelines. El Dorado County has also supponed
the protection of wetlands as specified in the County's General Plan under Objective 7.4.2.
Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or replacement shall be at a location and by methods
agreeable to USACE.

b. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement
shall be obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), pursuant to
Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code, for each stream crossing and any other
activities affecting the bed, bank, or associated riparian vegetation of the stream. If required,
the project applicant shall coordinate with CDFG in developing appropriate mitigation and shall
abide by the conditions of any executed permits.

c. Grading activities shall incorporate appropriate erosion control measures
as provided in the El Dorado County Grading Ordinance. Appropriate runoffcontrols such as
berms, storm grates, detention basins, overflow collection areas, filtration systems, and sediment
traps shall be implemented to control situations and the potential discharge of pollutants into
drainage.

B. Significant Impact: Soecial-Status Plants. Implementation of the proposed
project could affect populations of the Bogg's Lake hedge-hyssop (state-listed endangered).

Mitigation Measure 4.8-3: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, habitat on the Euer
Ranch that is suitable to support Bogg's Lake hedge-hyssop shall be surveyed. If any significant
populations of this species are found in areas proposed for development, a mitigation plan
designed to result in a no-net-loss of the species shall be prepared by theproject proponent and
approved by State Department of Fish and Game. The plan may include measures such as
transplantation or revegetation in protected areas on-site.

v. EARTH RESOURCES

A. Significant Impact: Liquefaction. Liquefaction is not likely to occur within
most of the project site due to the presence of a thin mantle of soil developed upon firm
bedrock. There is a low potential for liquefaction to occur within the Carson Creek drainage.
This impact would be considered potentially significant to uses (flood control and recreational
trials) proposed within the area.

•

•

•
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Mitigatirn Measure 4.9-1:

a~ The E1Dorado County Department of Transportation roon shall consult
with the El Dorado County Planning Department during the grading permit approval process to
ensure that earth resources impacts related to development in the Carson Creek Specific Plan
area are sUffici9ntlyaddresSed.

b Prior to the approval of a grading permit for development in the Carson
Creek drainage, the applicant shall submit to, and receive approval from, the El Dorado County
Department of I Transportation (DO'lj a soils and geologic hazards report meetings the
requirements for such reports provided in the E1 Dorado County Grading Ordinance. If
proposed improyements to the Carson Creek drainage would be located in areas identified as
susceptible to~ or geologic hazards, proposed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage
sball be designl to prevent failure or damage due to such hazards.

B. S~gnificant Impact. Differential Compaction/Seismic Settlement. The thin
soil mantle deve oped on bedrock of relatively strong slightly weathered material over much of
the site would ot be prone to differential compaction or seismic settlement. Differential
compaction and r.ismiC settlement is possible, however, within the on-site drainage areas which
would be design ed as open space. This impact would be considered significant to proposed
improvements (i e., flood control and recreational) in these areas.

• MitigatioLMeasure 4.9-3: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, and no additional measures
are required. r

C. SiL·1cint Impact: Ground Rupture. Due to the project site's proximity to
the West Branch~e Bear Mountains Fault Zone (4,000 feet) and the presence of the Mormon
Island Fault Zon, on the project site, ground rupture on the project site is possible.

Mitigatio Measure 4.9-4: Prior to the issuance of building permits, all structures shall
be designed in ac ordance with the Uniform Building Code ((]BC), Chapter 23. Although wood
frame buildings a not more than two stories in height in unincorporated areas are exempt under
the California quake Protection Law, structures shall adhere to the design factors presented
for UBe, Zone , as a minimum. Final design standards shall be in accordance with the
findings of detailr geologic and geotechnical analyses for proposed building sites.

Prior to th~ approval of subdivision tract maps in the vicinity of the Mormon Island Fault
Zone, the locati0frand age of displacements associated with the fault zone shall be determined
by geologic mapp g and trench logging. Critical structures such as schools shall not be located
within the zones f active faulting. ,

I

I

• I

I

I
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D. Significant Impact: Ground Shakin,. Because the potential exists for ground •
accelerations as high as 0.7 g from strong earthquakes along the Bear Mountain Fault Zone near
the project site, a low to moderate potential for severe ground shaking exists at the site. The
presence of the Mormon Island Fault Zone also creates a potential for ground shaking to occur
on the project site.

Mitigation Measures 4.9-5: Prior to the issuance of building permits, all structures shall
be designed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC), Chapter 23. Although wood
frame buildings of not more than two stories in height in Incorporated areas are exempt under
the California Earthquake Protection Law, structures shall adhere to the design factors presented
for UBC, Zone 3, as a minimum. Final design standards shall be in accordance with the
findings of detailed geologic and geotechnical analysis for proposed building sites.

Prior to the approval of subdivision tract maps in the vicinity of the Mormon Island Fault
Zone, a ground acceleration analysis shall be conducted for the Mormon Island Fault Zone. All
structures shall be designed in accordance with the ground acceleration analysis for the Mormon
Island Fault Zone and the on-site ground accelerations anticipated from the Bear Mountain Fault
Zone.

E. Significant Impacts: TOp9lJ1lphic Alteration (Ground Stability and Erosion
Potential). Construction activities resulting in ground disturbance could result in a moderate
potential for ground instability and erosion.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-7: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, grading design
plans shall incorporate the findings of detailed geologic and geotechnical investigations. These
findings all include methods to control soil erosion and ground instability. Some potential
methods include: .

a. Cut slopes and drainage ways within native material shall be protected
from direct exposure to water runoff immediately following grading activities. Any cut or fill
slopes and their appurtenant drainage facilities shall be designed in accordance with the El
Dorado County Grading Ordinance and the Uniform Building Code guidelines.

b. Drainage facilities shall be lined as necessary to prevent erosion of the site
soils immediately following grading activities.

c. During construction, trenches greater than five feet in depth shall be
shored, sloped back at 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) slope angle, or reviewed for stability by the
Geotechnical Engineer in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
regulations if personnel are to enter the excavations.

d. Erosion control measures shall be implemented during and after
construction to conform with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, Storm Drain
Standards, and El Dorado County Standards.

•

•
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Rainfall shall be collected and channeled into an appropriate collection
system design to receive the runoff, minimize erosion, and convey the runoff off site.
Conduits inten~ed to convey drainage water off site shall be protected with energy dissipating
devices as app priate and in some areas potentially lined with an impermeable, impact proof
material.

Parking facilities, roadway surfaces, and buildings all have impervious
surfaces which oncentrate runoff and artificially change existing drainage conditions. Collection
systems shall designed where possible to divert natural. drainage away from these structures,
to collect wate concentrated by these surfaces, and to convey water away from the site in
accordance wi the National Pollution Discharge EUmination System, Stonn Drain Standards,
and Fl Dorado ounty Standards.

VI. HYDR LOGY AND WATER QUALITY

A. S'gnificant Impact: Increased Surface Runoff. Project development would
increase runoff uantity and peak: discharge from the project site resulting in potential increased
water levels in arson Creek. Although the Specific Plan proposes improvements designed to
ensure than do nstream flows are not substantially increased over existing levels, an increase
in downstream I?eak flows could occur during lOO-year storm events.

I

• Mitigati1n Measure: 4.10-1:

a. t. Prior to the issuance of a grading plan, the project applicant shall submit
and obtain appfOval of final drainage plans by the El Dorado County Department of
Transportation. These final drainage plans shall demonstrate that future post-development
stormwater disc e levels derived by the project will remain at existing stormwater discharge
levels and that d tention basins will be permanently maintained. The drainage plan shall be
prepared by a ce . ed Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the El Dorado County
Drainage Manu adopted by the Board of Supervisors in March 1995. The project applicant
shall form a age zone of benefit (ZOB) or other appropriate entirety to ensure that all
stormwater requi ments are met. The drainage plan shall include, at a minimum, written text
addressing existi g conditions, the effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations,
a watershed map, potential increase in downstream flows, proposed on-site improvements, and
drainage easemen , if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site and implementation and
maintenance re nsibilities. The plan shall address storm drainage during construction and
proposed Best M agement Practices (BM:P's) to reduce erosion and water quality degradation.
All on-site drain ge facilities shall be constructed to EI Dorado County Department of
Tzansponation sa . faction. B:MP's shall be implemented throughout the construction process.

b. Maintenance of the detention basin and drainage facilities shall include
periodic inspectio s (e.g. annual) to ensure facility integrity and debris removal as necessary.

•
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B. Significant Impact: The 100-Year Flood Event. The Specific Plan proposes •
to provide loo-year flood protection by raising proposed development areas above the lOO-year
flood plain. However, at present, insufficient drainage plan specificity is available to determine
whether proposed residential, commercial, and other uses would be afforded loo-year flood
protection.

l\I.fitigation Measure 4.10-2: Prior to the approval of a grading permit, the applicant
shall submit a final drainage plan that clearly identifies the lOO-year flood zone following project
development to the El Dorado County Department of Transportation for approval. Project
development shall not occur in areas within the loo-year flood zone shown in the final~e
plan. The final drainage plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer and contain a
hydrologic study that outlines the loo-year flood zones associated with the project and proposed
flood control measures such as detention basins. Alternatively, lOO-year flood protection
improvements, approved by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation, can be
implemented to allow development in these areas. All storm drainage facilities and
embankments shall be designed in compliance with the County Drainage Manual.

C. Significant Impact: . Floodinr Associated with the Failure of Darns arid
Levees. Several flood containment ponds are planned for construction within the Carson Creek
drainage. The height of the dams for these ponds is intended to be less than five feet. The
banks of Carson Creek are planned to be reinforced with levees. There is a potential for
flooding due to failure of dams and levees.

l\I.fitigation Measure 4.10-3: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.10-2, and no further
mitigation is required.

D. Significant Impact: Short-term Construction-RelatedWaterQuality Impacts.
Water quality would be degraded during construction activities associated with buildout of the
proposed Specific Plan due to the area and quantity of potential grading activities.

Mitigation Measure 4.10-5:

a. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall obtain from the
Central Valley Region Water Quality Control Board a General Construction Activity Stormwater
Permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and comply with
all requirements of the permit to minimize pollution of stormwater discharges during
construction activities.

b. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant sba1lsubmit to
the El Dorado County Department of Transportation and the Resource Conservation District for
review and approval an erosion control program which indicates that proper control of siltation,
sedimentation, and other pollutants will be implemented per NPDES permit requirements.

•

•
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E. ignificant Impact: Lon&-Tenn Water Quality Impacts. Water quality would
be degraded fo owing site development by the introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle
oil and grease, heavy metals on parking lots and driveways, fertilizers and pesticides used on
site landscapin , toxic compounds released from commercial and industrial areas, and the
potential use ofl reclaimed water on the project site.

Mitigatibn Measure 4.10-6:

a On-site detention basins shall be constructed and maintained through the
construction pe .od to receive stormwater runoff from graded areas to allow capture and settling
of sediment pri r to discharge to receiving waters. Periodic maintenance of detention basins,
such as debris moval, shall occur as needed to ensure continued effectiveness.

b Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant sball develop
a surface water~POllUtiOn control plan (i. e., parking lot sweeping program and periodic storm
drain cleaning) 0 reduce long-term surface water quality impacts. The plan shall also include
the installation f oil, gas, and grease trap separators in any project parking lot. These grease
trap separators~will be cleaned annually. The project applicant shall develop a financial
mechanism, to approved by the El Dorado County Department ofTransportation, that ensures
the long-term' plementation of the program.

......q.~ RESOURCESvn.

Mitigati n Measure 4.10-7: Apply Mitigation Measures 4.8-2, 4.10-1,4.10-2,4.10-5,
4.10-6, and no rther mitigation is required.

• Ieant Impact: Archaeoloaical Sites CC-2. CC-3. CC-4. CC-S. CC-6. and
inear eatu CC-L -1 CC-LF-2 and C-LF-3. All of these sites are

planned for construction disturbance, infrastructure or recreational
improvements, 0 urban land use development. Implementation of project features could result
directly or in~tly to the disturbance or destruction of one or more of these archaeological
resources. Thesj impacts are considered to be potentially significant.

•
F. S gnificant Impact: Consisten~,with Relevant General Plan Proyisions. The

Specific Plan w uld be required to comply with relevant El Dorado County General Plan
objectives and licies related to hydrology and water quality. Although the Specific Plan
proposes to m . tain the natural clrainageways, incorporate detention basins, and provide 100­
year flood prot tion, mitigation measures are required to ensure that proposed Specific PIan
provisions are s ccessful. The Plan would not be consistent with General Plan policies related
to hydrology an water quality.

•
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Mitigation Measure 4.11-1:

a. Prior to grading and construction activities, significant cultural resources
found on the project site shall be recorded or described in a professional report and submitted
to the North Central Infonnation Center at California State University at Sacramento.

b. During grading and construction activities, the name and telephone number
of an El Dorado County approved, licensed archaeologist shall be available at the project site.
In the event a heritage resource is encountered during grading or construction activities, the
project applicant shall insure that all activities will cease in the vicinity of the recovered heritage
resource until an archaeologist can examine the find in place and determine its significance. If
a find is authenticated, the archaeologist shall determine proper methods of bandUng the
resource(s) for transport and placement in an appropriate repository. Grading and construction
activities may resume after the resource is either retrieved or found to be not of consequence.

B. Significant Impact: Other Berna" Resources. Areas on the project site that
were subject to a general reconnaissance, cursory coverage, or not inspected during the field
survey may contain heritage resources that were not detected during the field survey. In
addition, heritage resources may be buried or undiscovered. during the field survey. Due to this
potential, the project may impact these other heritage resources.

•

Mitigation Measure 4.11-3: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.11-1, and no further
mitigation is required. •

C. Significant Impact: Traditional Cultural Properties. Although no Native
American culturat properties were identified within the project site, sites of ethnic/religious
significance to descendants of the County's Native American population may be presented on
the site.

Mitigation Measure 4.11-4: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.11-1, and no further
mitigation is required.

vm, SCHOOLS

A. Significant Impact: Latrobe Schoo) District Elementary School. It is uncertain
whether or not the Carson Creek elementary school would be available in time to accommodate
project-generated students due to time requirements for processing, approving, and constructing
a new school.

Mitigation Measure 4.12-1:

a. The project applicant shall enter into a written agreement with the affected
school district for the mitigation of impacts to school facilities or the demand therefor in
accordance with General Plan Policy 5.8.1.1. School mitigation fees shall be the amount in
effect at the time building permits are issued.
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Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, and no further

The applicant shall also ensure that proposed school facilities are in place
prior to issuan e of occupancy permits, Assurances can be made in various ways such as the
following:

1. Creation of Mello-Roos district or other financing
entity/arrange ent to finance construction of the elementary school prior to final map approval.

I 2. Provisions for temporary school facilities to accommodate additional
students, provided necessary core facilities are in place consistent with the applicable school
district or stat~ policies. Temporary facilities may include, but are not limited to, portable
classrooms, Ire of commercial space in the El Dorado Hills Business Park, and other
temporary faci ities if such facilities comply with State construction standards for school
buildings; .

I 3. Any combination of the aforementioned, or other arrangement,
financial agree~ent, and!or inter-district agreement between the applicant and relevant school
districtts), and jith evidence of appropriate approvals filed with the El Dorado County planning
Department.

B. Slignifieant Impact: Latrobe School District M:iddle School. It is uncertain
whether or not I the Carson Creek elementary/middle school would be available in time to
accommodate p [ect-generated students due to time requirements for processing, approving, and
constructing a w school.

• Mitigati n Measure 4.12-2:
mitigation is uired.

c. S~gnificant Impact: El Dorado Union High School District. Sufficient capacity
may not be available at EDUHSD facilities to accommodate students generated by Specific Plan
buildout. Depending on the timing of Carson Creek development, EDUHSD facilities may not
be available to sfrve project-generated students. .

M:itigati~n Measure 4.U-4: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(a), and no further
mitigation is reqrired.

D. Si' leant Impact: General Plan Consistency. School facilities are proposed
under the Specifi Plan to accommodate students generated by the project at buildout. However,
the proposed S ific Plan does not provide for a written agreement between the applicant and
the school distri t as required by Policy 5.8.1.1 or contain a funding mechanism for site
acquisition and c nstruction of on-site school facilities as required by Policy 5.8.2.4.

Mitigatio Measure 4.12-5: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 and the following
measure: Prior to the approval of Specific Plan, the applicant shall provide a fun~g

mechanism for ire acquisition and construction for incorporation into the Specific Plan In

accordance with eneral Plan Policy 5.8.2.4.•
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IX. LAW ENFORCEl\1ENT

A. Significant Impact: Law Enforcement Services. The Sheriff's Department's
existing personnel and equipment would not be able to provide adequate level of service to the
proposed project. Additional personnel and equipment are funded through tax revenues allocated
by the County Board of Supervisors. Due to the project's net fiscal deficit on the County, the
proposed Specific Plan may not be able to provide adequate funding to meet the Department's
service goal of one sworn officer per 1,000 residents.

Mitigation Measure 4.14-1: The project applicant shall ensure adequate law
enforcement personnel and equipment to serve the Specific Plan area through one of the
following mechanisms:

a. Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the project applicant will be
required to obtain a service letter form the El Dorado County Sheriff's Department identifying
that law enforcement staff and equipment are available to serve the proposed land use upon
occupancy and the Department has reasonably estimated that annual funding is available to
provide adequate Staff and equipment in the furore.

•

B. Significant Impact: General Plan Consistency - Response Times. Existing law
enforcement services could be unable to regularly respond to emergencies in the Specific Plan
site within the eight-minute standard for Community Regions. The response time to the project •
site from existing law enforcement could be inconsistent with General Plan Policy 5.1.2.2.

:Mitigation Measure 4.14-2: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.14-1(a), and no further
mitigation is required.

Those mitigation measures set forth in the Final Environmental Impact Report as
Mitigation Measures 4. 14-1(b) and 4.14-2 which may result in the project applicant forming an
assessment district to fund Sheriffs services is hereby rejected as provided by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091(a)2 since there is evidence that the economic impacts of the project on the County
General Fund are not as significant as previously entertained, and that the Sheriff's Department
services are funded by the County General Fund, subject to Board of Supervisors approval. In
addition, the formation of an assessment district for Sheriff's services may be legally
inappropriate for the Carson Creek Specific Plan area. Further, the Sheriff's Department may
benefit in efficiencies inherent in serving the proposed high density residential development of
the Carson Creek Specific Plan, like fully improved County roads and concentrated residential
development located adjacent to an area currently served adequately by the Sheriff's Department.

•
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IrARKS, RECREATION, AND COl\llMlJNITY SERVICES

A. ~ignificant Impact: Active Parks and Recreational Facilities. Development
of the propose1. Specific Plan would result in the demand for 38 acres of active parkland based
on the El DO~O Hills Community Service District's (EDHCSD) (also set forth in General Plan
Policy 9.1. 1.1 requirement of five acres of developed or active parkland for every 1,000
population. e Specific PIan designates 31.2 acres for active parkland which would result in
up to seven fe1Jer acres of active parkland than required by the EDHCSD depending on the
densities propor in each phase of development.

Mitigatton Measure 4.16-1: The project applicant shall pay in-lieu fees for the purchase
and developmefOfapproximately seven acres ofactive parks and recreation facilities in addition
to the 31.2 ac the applicant shall dedicate for such purposes. Aetualland dedication and in-
lieu fees will v based on the final densities proposed in each phase of development.

XI. RISK 1

A. ~ignificant Impact: Work Shed and Bam Areas. A potential exists for
individuals to beexposed to contaminated soils in the vicinity of the work shed and bam during
construction of fhe project and on-going landscaping activities.

I

• l\i.fitigati nMeasure 4.22-1: If on-site contamination resulting from the storage and use
of hazardous su stances within the area of the work shed and bam is discovered during grading
or construction the appropriate local, State, and/or Federal agencies shall be contacted.
Remediation 0 any unauthorized release of hazardous substances shall be undertaken in
accordance wi all existing local, State, and Federal regulations/requirements and guidelines
established for e treatment of hazardous materials.

•

B. S~cant Impact: Historical Minin:. Due to previous on-site mining
activities, the~iS a potential for mining-related chemicals such as mercury to have been
deposited within on-site drainage (i.e., Carson Creek and unnamed tributaries) and/or shallow
groundwater. plementation of the proposed project may result in the potential for individuals
to be exposed tol these chemicals during development of the site.

MitigatiJn Measure 4.22-4: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, shallow
groundwater an~ on-site drainage area shall be sampled to determine the potential presence of
on-site contam~tion (mercury, etc.). If contamination is found, the appropriate regulatory

.agency shall be lontacted.

If deem~ necessary by the appropriate regulatory agency, remediation shall be
undertaken in ac:rdance with all existing local, State, and Federal regulations/requirements and
guidelines estab '1 hed for the treatment of hazardous substances.

• 1

I

1

I
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C. SignificantImpact: Underground Storage Tanks <USD. Although the USTs
previously located on the project site are unlikely to have released hazardous substances on the
project site, a UST currently in use at the adjacent Wetsel-Ovaitt site could potentially release
hazardous substances. Contamination could occur on-site if hazardous substances released from
the Wetsel-Ovaitt UST are carried on-site through groundwater.

MitigationMeasure 4.22-6: Prior to the issuance ofa grading permit, a soils report will
be prepared by a licensed geotechnical engineer. In addition to providing recommendations
regarding grading, the soils report will address the possibility of underground storage tank
contamination from off-site properties. Ifcontamination is discovered to affect the project, then
the appropriate regulatory agencies shall be consulted in identifying the responsible party and
initiating the development of a remediation program in accordance with all applicable local,
State, and Federal regulations/requirements and a guidelines established for the treatment of
hazardous substances.

XIV. OTHER CEQA REQUIRED SECTION (SECTION 7)

A. Significant Impact: Project Contribution to Cumulative Transit Impacts.

•

Mitigation Measure 7-3: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.5-8, and no further mitigation
is required.

B. Significant Impact: Project Contribution to Cumulative Bicycle and Pedestrian •
System Impacts.

Mitigation Measure 7-4: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.5-8, and no further mitigation
is required.

C. Significant Impact: Project Contribution to Cumulative Mobile Source Noise.

Mitigation Measure 7-6: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.7-2, and no further mitigation
is required.

D. Significant Impact: Project Contribution to Cumulative Biological Resources.

Mitigation Measure 7-7: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.8-2 and 4.8-3, and no further
mitigation is required.

E. Significant Impact: Cumulative HYdrololY and Water OualityImpacts

Mitigation Measure 7-8: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 and 4.10-6, and no further
mitigation measures are required.

F. Significant Impact: Project Contribution to Potential Cumulative Cultural •
Resources Impacts.



n Measure 7-9: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.11-1,. and no further mitigation

• lcant Impact: Pmject Contribution to Cumulative Law EgforgmegtG.
Impacts.
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Mitiga • D Measure 7-10: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.11-1, and no further mitigation
is required.

H. S· • lcant Impact: Project Contribution to Cumulative Parks and Recreation
Impacts

••

Mitigati nMeasure 7-U: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.16-1, and no further mitigation
is required•

•

•
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Findings of significant or potentially significant and unavoidable impacts that, despite
substantial mitigation, economic, social, or other considerations, make mitigation to less than
significance infeasible (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091(a)(3): These impacts will require
Statements of Overriding Considerations as described by Section 15093 af CEQA Guidelines.
The mitigation measures identified for each impact are found to lessen the impact but not to a
level of less than significant.

I. AESTHETICS

A. Significant Impact: White Rock Road at Manchester Lane. Views of the
project site along White Rock Road at Manchester Lane are unobstructed, and predominantly
include gently sloping, undeveloped terrain. V1eWS of undeveloped land would be substantially
altered by proposed development. A 3O-foot wide heavily landscaped greenbelt would reduce
these impacts but not to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2:

•

a. Use a majority of native plant species in the proposed 30-foot greenbelt
to maximize a compatible visual relationship with residential uses to the north and with the
surrounding natural terrain and vegetation.

b. Require use of natural colored roof materiaIs in project development to •
maximize consistency with the surrounding natural environment to minimjze staIk visual
contrasts.

c. Use natural components in fencing materials (e.g., wood, stone, brick) that
would be consistent with residential uses to the north and would enhance visual compatibility
with the natural surroundings of the site.

d. A variety of fast-growing shrubs and trees will be provided in the 3O-foot
landscape easement to provide effective screening between the carson Creek project and
surrounding uses prior to occupancy of project residences.

B. Significant Impact: White Rock Road at EI Dorado/Sacramento County Line.
Open views of undeveloped, gently sloping land along White Rock Road near the Sacramento
County border would be substantially altered by introduction of new project development. A
3D-foot wide heavily landscaped greenbelt would reduce the visual effects ofurban development,
but obstruction of the site would occur.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-3: Apply mitigation measure 4.3-2, and no other mitigation is
available.

•
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C. ignificant Impact: Golden Foothills Parkway at Carson Creek. The primary
aesthetic fieatlllJe, Carson Creek, would remain unaltered with the proposed project.
Development surrounding land would be a substantial and adverse change in existing
conditions.

Mitigat~nMeasure 4.3-5:

a Use native plant species as the majority of those planted in the proposed
30-foot green It to maximize a compatible visual relationship with the surrounding natural
terrain and ve .on.

T
Require use of natural colored roof materials in project developments to

maximize consi ency with the surrounding natural environment and to minimize stark visual
contrasts.

c Use natural components in fencing materials (e.g., wood, stone, brick) in
developments al ng Carson Creek to enhance visual compatibility with the natural surroundings
of the site.

• d Use natural components in pedestrian trial features (e.g., fences, trail
materials) to ~ce visual compatibility with the natural surroundings of the site.

e. Retain unobstructed views of Carson Creek from locations along Golden
Foothills Parkw y.

n.

a. Si . cant impact: Phase I (Grading Phase) Construction Emimons. Grading
activities associ with the construction of Specific Plan land uses would generate individual,
site-specific, sho -term ROO, NOx and PM10 emissions that would exceed applicable El Dorado
County Air Poll tion Control District thresholds. This would be considered a significant and
unavoidable sh01-term impact.

:Mitigatior Measure 4.6-1:

a) The iroject applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD Rule 223 as
required by the Air ..Pollution Control Officer. The project applicant shall prepare a fugitive dust
control plan to '* submitted to, and approved by, the APCD prior to the commencement of
construction. Control measures to be outlined in the plan may include, but are not limited to,
the following:

• I
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Application of water or suitable chemicals or other specified covering on
materials stockpiles, wrecking activity, excavation, grading, sweeping, clearing
of land, solid waste disposal operations, or construction or demolition ofbuildings
or structures (all exposed soil shall be kept visibly moist during grading);

Installation and use of hoods, fans and filters to enclose, collect, and clean the
emissions of dusty materials;

Covering or wetting at all times when in motion of open-bodied trucks, trailer or
other vehicles transporting materials which create a nuisance by generating
particulate matter in areas where the general public has access;

Application of asphalt, oil, water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads;

Paving of public or commercial parking surfaces;

Removal from paved streets and parking surfaces of earth or other material which
has a tendency to become airborne;

Limiting traffic speeds on all unpaved road surfaces to 15 mph;

Suspending all grading operations when wind speeds exceed 20 miles per hour
(including instantaneous gusts);

•

•
• Alternate means of control as approved by the Air Pollution Control Officer.

b) Construction equipment engines shall be maintained in proper operating condition.

B. Significant Impact: Phase n (Facilities Phase) Construction FmiWPS.
Construction activities assoclated with the construction of Specific Plan Infrastructure and land
uses would generate short-term ROG and NO emissions that would exceed applicable E1. Dorado
County APCD thresholds.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2:

a. Low emission mobile construction equipment shall be used (e.g., tractor,
scraper, dozer, etc.).

b. ConstIUction equipment engines shall be maintained in proper operating
condition.

c. Low-emission stationary construction equipment shall be used.

•
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d A trip reduction plan shall be developed and implemented to achieve 1.5
average vehicle occupancy (AVO) for construction employees.

Solar or low-emission water heaters;

The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD

•

Rule 224.

e Construction activity management techniques, such as extending
construction pe od, reducing number ofpieces used simultaneously, increasing distance between
emission sou , reducing or changing hour of construction, and scheduling activity during off­
peak hours s~ be developed and implemented.

f.1 The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD

I

g·1
Rule 215.

C. ~ Impact: S!ationaD' Source Emiaicms. BuiIdoutof the Specific Plan
would result in ~ increase in long-term regional energy consumption. Projected emissions
related to natu:l~ and residential fireplace emissions would result in exceedances of the El
Dorado coun~ f.CD thresholds for ROG and NO.

• Mitigati0r Measure 4.6-3:

a.~ The applicant shall incorporate energy-saving design features into future
levels ofproject' plementation as feasible and appropriate. These design features may include,
but are not limit to the following:

I

• Central water heating systems;

• Shade trees;

• Energy-efficient and automated air conditioners;

• Double-pane glass in all windows;

• Energy-efficient low-sodium parking lot lights;

I. Adequate ventilation systems for enclosed parking facilities;I· EneIgy-efficient lighting and lighting controls.

•
b.J The applicant, future successors in interest, or future homebuilders sball

stall only EPA rrtified woodstoves and fireplaces.

I
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•D. Significant Impact: Recional Mobile Source EmiMioDS. Buildout of the
Specific Plan would result in increased vehicle trips and associated mobile source emissions.
Vehicle emissions attributable to buildout of the Specific Plan would result in exceedances of the
El Dorado County APCD's ROO, CO and NO significance thresholds.

Mitigation Measure 4.~: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-1, 4.5-2, and
4.5-4 through 4.5-8, in addition to the following measure, would reduce regional mobile source
emissions, but not to a less-than-significant level.

The County shall coordinate with the FolsomlE Dorado/Cordova Transportation
Management Association to consider including the project site within the TMA's jurisdiction.

m. WATER SERVICE

A. Significant Impact: Water Consumption. Buildout of the proposed Specific
Plan would increase water demand on the project site. Currently, insufficient water rights are
available to serve the Specific Plan.

MitigationMeasure 4.18-1: Project impacts cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant
level until the ED procures new water supplies that are sufficient to meet water needs of the
proposed Specific Plan at buildout in conjunction with existing planned growth or an alternative •
public water source is secured. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would
reduce potential project impacts on water supply. The project applicant would be required to
implement these measures before approval of building permits.

a. In accordance with EID Policy Statement No. 22, the project applicant
shall prepare a Facility Plan Report (FPR) for the proposed project. The FPR shall address the
expansion of the water and sewer facilities and the specific fire flow requirements for all phases
of the project.

b. Low-volume and low-flow fixtures shall be installed to reduce water
consumption.

c. Efficient irrigation systems shall be installed to minimize runoff and
evaporation and maximize the water that will reach plant roots. One or any combination of the
following methods of increasing inigation efficiency shall be employed: drip Irrigation,
soil moisture sensors, and automatic irrigation systems. Mulch shall be used extensively in all
landscaped areas. Drought resistant and native vegetation shall be used in landscaped areas.

B. Significant Impacts: Fireflow Demand. Buildout of the Specific Plan would
result in increased fireflow demand. Because insufficient water supply is currently available to
serve the project site, fireflow demand for the project site would not be met until an additional
water supply source is found. •
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Mitigati D Measure 4.18-3: Apply mitigation measure 4.18-1, and no further mitigation
is available.

c. S gnificant Impact: General Plan Consistency. The proposed Specific Plan
would be requi to comply with relevant General Plan goals, objectives, and policies. Because
insufficient ware is currently available to supply the project site at buildout, the Specific Plan
would be incons tent with Policies 5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4.

. teant Impact: Proiect Conmnation to Cumulative Aesthetic ImpactsA.

Signiflca t Impact: Cumulative Roadway System Impacts

IV.

Mitigati n Measure 4.18-4: Apply mitigation measure 4.18-1, and no further mitigation
is available.

:Mitigatio Measure 7-1: Apply mitigation measures 4.3-2 and 4.3-5, and no further
mitigation measu are available.

fie
a) Wi ening Latrobe Road from two to four lanes between Golden Foothill Parkway

South and Invest ent Boulevard would improve the daily roadway segment LOS to B or better.
El Dorado Coun considers that additional widening may not be feasible due to cost and right­
of-way constraint. Due to the uncertainty regarding feasibility, this cumulative impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

b) Wi ening White Rock Road from four to six lanes between Latrobe Road and the
project access wo Id improve the daily roadway segment LOS to B or better. El Dorado County
considers that ad . ional widening may not be feasible due to cost and right-of-way constraints.
Due to the unce ty regarding feasibility, this cumulative impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

c) Mi' tion Measure 4.5-5 requires the project developer to contribute their "fair-
share" cost of wid ning U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes through thewestemportion oiEl Dorado
County. Although this would not improve the LOS to E or better, El Dorado County considers
that additional wid ning may not be feasible due to cost and right-of-way constraints. However,
widening certain s ions to more than six lanes may be possible. Therefore, this cumulative
impact would rem' significant and unavoidable.

• 1\
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c. Significant Impact: Project Contribution to Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

Mitigation Measure 7-5: Apply Mitigation Measure 7-2, and no wIther mitigation
measures are available.

D. Significant Impact: ClJrnuhltive Water Service Impacts.

Mitigation Measure 7-12: Apply Mitigation measure 4.18-1, and no wIther mitigation
are available.

•

•

•
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FINDINGS REGARDING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The Board of Su rvisor's findings relating to the alternatives described in the EIR are set foIth
in this section be ow.

As set fo elsewhere in this Resolution, the adoption of the Project as proposed will
cause significant verse environmental effects which cannot be substantially lessened or avoided
with the adoptio of all feasible mitigation measures (See Exhibit "B"). Because mitigation
measures have f ed to at least substantially lessen these effects, the Board of Supervisors has
considered wheth r any of the project alternatives outlined in the EIR could feasibly substantially
lessen or avoid se effects while satisfying the objectives of the Specific Plan. (See Citizens

r . w v. C' of M unt ha (1988) 198 Cal. App. 3d 433, 443-445 [243 Cal.
Rptr. 727]; eO Public Resources Code, Section 21002.) As will be explained below, the
Board of Supe . rs concludes that none of the proposed al.tematives could feasibly meet the
Project's objectiv and thus has decided to approve the Project as proposed with all feasible
mitigation mea.su outlined above.

This Bo of Supervisors makes the following findings regarding the alternatives to the
Specific Plan disc ssed in the EIR.

• 0 Project Alte

Findings. This alternative does not promote the objectives of the project or of the
County General P and is therefore rejected.

Discussion It is a stated objective of the Specific Plan and a policy of the County
General Plan that the County provide a wide range of housing opportunities as well as
employment oppo nities in order to broaden the County's economic base. The Specific Plan
area is identified the General Plan as a location for the provision of urban densities to
complement the e . . g El Dorado Hills Business Park by providing housing for future
employees with th growth of the area. The No Project Alternative is therefore fundamentally
inconsistent with e General PIan and does not satisfy the objectives of the Specific Plan and
on that basis is d med to be infeasible.

Fmdings: . alternative does not reduce any significant impacts of the proposed
project to a level o~ insignificance and does not promote the objectives of the Specific Plan and.
County's General Ian policy of providing a diversity of housing opportunities in the County .
and on that basis iS

I

rejected.

• I

I
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Discussion: The analysis of impacts contained in the EIR shows that although the
reduced densities of this alternative would have the effect of reducing to a minor degree the
significant impacts associated with the project description, such impacts are not reduced to a
level of less than significant. Further, a stated objective of the Specific Plan is the provision of
housing which is more affordable than that within the vicinity of the project today. This
alternative would less effectively meet the project objective of providing affordable housing.

Alternative Use Alternative

Fmdings. The Board finds that the Alternative Use Alternative discussed in the EIR is
infeasible because it fails to meet the objective of the Specific Plan and General Plan to provide
opportunity for affordable housing and on that basis this alternative is rejected.

Discussion. Although this alternative may have the effect of reducing some of the
significant impacts associated with the project description, it fails to achieve the objectives of
the Specific Plan. It is a stated objective of the Specific Plan as well as the County's General
Plan to provide a variety of new housing which is affordable to the largest percentage of the '
housing market. The reduction of densities and the requirement for larger residential lots has
the effect of increasing the unit cost of developing the residential lots and homes thus limiting
or eliminating the ability to provide affordable housing within the Specific PIan.

Open Space Alternative

Finding. Although providing some reduction in impacts, this alternative does not reduce
any significant impacts of the proposed project to a level of insignificance and does not promote
the objectives of the Specific Plan of providing a balanced mix of land uses and employment
opportunities in order to foster a jobs/housing balance and is therefore rejected.

Discussion. This alternative, although it reduces various impacts associated with the
project description, does not mitigate those impacts to a level of less than significance with the
"C.,.",~~lQ Q"'~-+~""'" ,..~ ."' ... ''''.....1 ...1: "",_.:_.,. _. "--e ,..,.-__ ~4:0"''' ~owevet jhis alternative¥ .......,.w ....n. ......1"....vu. VA. ,,"V A.VYlOoA. V.l. ~A. ".l.""" ,,,. ~V1U &lA.U;;.1~U:~.... , cu....A..l.OAUo

eliminates the employment generation possibilities of the Specific Plan which is inconsistent with
the objectives of the Specific Plan and the General Plan. Elimination of the employment and
shopping opportunities disturbs the balance of land uses necessary to promote pedestrian access
to services and jobs and unbalances the jobs/housing mix sought to be achieved by the Specific
Plan and the General Plan.

Alternative Site

Finding. The Alternative Site is rejected as an alternative because the significant impacts
associated with the Alternative Site would, according to the EIR, be greater than those associated
with the project description.

•

•

•
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••
Discussi n, As set forth in the Em, although the Alternative Site analyzed would have

the effect of red cing certain significant impacts associated with traffic and noise, it would have
the effect of c . g greater impacts in other areas such as land use compatibility, lack of rail
service, . , and wildlife. Therefore, this al.temative is Dot considered environmentally
superior to the .ect description.

•

•



EXRJRITD

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

As set forth in this Resolution, the Board of Supervisors' adoption of the carson
Creek Specific Plan as proposed will result in significant adverse environmental effects which
cannot be substantially lessened or avoided with the adoption of all feasible mitigation
measures.

Despite the occurrence of these effects the Board of Supervisors chooses to approve
the Specific Plan because in its view, the economic, social and other benefits that the project
will produce will render the significant effects acceptable. These benefits include:

Diversification of the County's Housing Stock. The adoption and implementation
of the Carson Creek Specific Plan will result in the probable development of approximately
2,400 housing units. The housing types and sizes proposed combined with the amenities of
the Specific Plan will enhance the Housing Element of the County General Plan by
expanding the range and variety or housing opportunities in the County.

•

Fostering of the JobslHousing Balance. The Specific Plan is consistent with the
goals and policies of the General Plan calling for the provision of a diverse housing stock
and the concentration of housing opportunities in areas adjacent to employment centers. The •
proximity of the Specific Plan to the El Dorado Hills Business Park, together with the
employment opportunities within the Specific Plan itself, will provide the housing needed for
those employed in these employment centers. The Board of Supervisors have aggressively
sought the relocation of business and clean industry into the County to provide employment
and diversity to the County's economy. The Board believes that the provision of a quality
project containing affordable housing in a community, such as that provided in the Specific
Plan, will provide an inducement to business to relocate in the area.

Consistency with the County General Plan. As set forth elsewhere in this
Resolution, the Specific Plan is consistent with the General Plan with respect to its land use
designation and the policies and criteria for the development of land designated Planned
Community (PC) in the General Plan and is therefore consistent with the assumptions made
in the General Plan. Accordingly, the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the
Specific Plan ErR are consistent with those impacts identified in the General Plan EIR and
for which the Board previously adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of
the adoption of the General Plan. Based on the foregoing, the Board of Supervisors hereby
incorporates and restates the Overriding Considerations (Section XII of the Findings of Fact
of The Board of Supervisors of E1 Dorado County, January 23, 1996, revised January 26,
1996).

•



-. SP94-Q2

Findings - As a opted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

tions 3 and 4 of the Specific Plan contain text and diagrams specifying the
distribution, location, and land uses within the Specific Plan area.

S tion 3 of the Specific Plan contains text and diagrams specifying the proposed
~bution and location of transportation, sewage, water, and drainage facilities
Pfposed within the Specific Plan.

S4ction 4 of the Specific Plan contains development standards for the future
d~velopment of the Specific Plan area.

A.

C.

B.

1. The on Creek Specific Plan contains the required elements of Government Code
65451:

An Env· nmental Impact Report has been prepared for the Carson Creek Specific Plan
and has n certified as adequate, based on the findings contained in Attachment 1 of
the staff ort dated September 12, 1996.

The Cars~n Creek Specific Plan is consistent with the 1996 El Dorado Connty General
Plan land luse map designation of Planned Community.

The Carsdn Creek Specific Plan is consistent with the 1996 El Dorado County General
Plan Poll ies as compiled and stated below.

3.

4.

D.

E.

S ions 5 and 6 of the Specific Plan contain implementation measures and
fu ding mechanisms to carry out Sections 3 and 4 of the Specific Plan.

.on 2 of the Specific Plan contains a discussion of the relationship of the
ific Plan to the General Plan.

•

Policy 2••4.2
Planned ommunities should be designed with an emphasis on alternative modes of
transporta .on to minimize the use ofpersonal motorized vehicles to the maximum extent
possible. Pedestrianlbicycle pathways shall be encouraged. These pathways should be
separated m roadways whenever possible to allow for greater safety for the pedestrian
and bicyct and to allow vehicnlar traffic to move more freely.

F"mding: iThe Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.2 because it
has been esigned to encourage pedestrian and bicycle traffic within the site while
accommo ring vehicular traffic on separate roadways with sidewalks on all streets and
a separate linear parkway and trail system that meanders through the site, creating
pedestrian connections from residential areas to parks, schools and commercial areas .
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Findings for Adoption

of Specific Plan

The trail system is separated from streets carrying vehicular traffic, creating a safe travel •
space for its users.

Policy 2.1.4.3
All planned communities are designated with the Planned Community (-PC) overlay
designation and, except for the Missouri Flat Area Planned Community, which is
governed by Policy 2.1.4.8, shall require the processing of a specific plan pursuant to
Government Code Sections 65450-65457. The specific designation of such lands, as well
as permissible densities and intensities of use, shall be consistent with applicable Land
Use Summary Table. For these lands, the -PC overlay designation shall function as the
General Plan designation governing the types and densities and intensities ofallowed land
uses and with which implementing planning actions such as adoption of specific plans and
zoning must be consistent. Although these lands also have underlying land use
designations (e.g., Low Density Residential), those designations will not control the
allowed types and densities and intensities of land uses unless the -PC overlay
designations and the Land Use Summary Table is removed through the General Plan
amendment pursuant to Policy 2.1.4.6. Thus, for example, although the underlying
designation (e.g., LDR) may seem to permit only residential uses at relatively low
densities, the -PC overlay designation will allow the County to approve, without General
Plan amendments, specific plans authorizing some residential densities and land use
intensities greater than that permissible pursuant to the underlying designation.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.3, since it is
designated PC on the General Plan land use map and is proposed as a specific plan
consistent with, although lower in residential density, the Land Use Summary Table in
the General Plan,

Policy 2.1.4.4
Specific plans for planned communities include negotiable design features for public
benefit. Examples of these features are:

•
A.

B.
C.

D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

1.
K.

Separate bicycle and pedestrian paths that connect residential areas to
employment, retail, school, community facilities and recreation areas;
On-street parking;
Establish reduced mandatory building setbacks that encourage parking lots to the
rear of commercial buildings or within the interior;
Street landscaping within medians and along sidewalks;
Bus and commuter transit stops, light rail station;
Integration of open space amenities to protect environmentally sensitive features;
Common parking structures within business areas;
Pedestrian circulation from one retail site to another;
Pocket parks and plazas and parklands as recommended in the Parks and
Recreation Element;
Bicycle parking and/or storage facilities conveniently located;
Satellite job center sites for multiple employers/businesses; •



................................ 40-50%
Office . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-15 %
DevelopmentJIndustrial . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0-15 %
ides/Parks/Open Space 20+ %

e mix of uses designated in the Specific Plan is substantially consistent with
percentages as required. The residential percentage is 66 percent, Research
ment is 7 percent, Commercial is 2 percent, and Public Facilities/Open
is 25 percent (31.3 acres, 4.3 percent, of schools are included in the
tegory) .

. ture of uses will be refined and defined through the Specific Plan process.
ix of uses within a proposed planned community is substantially consistent
get percentages, a specific plan for such a community may be approved

eneral Plan amendment.

The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.4 because it
rovisions for or opportunities to establish the design features listed in Policy

eighborhood Service Centers;
utdoor an, statues, etc.;
wn/community centers distinguished with majorpublic buildings, parks/plazas

o other focal points;
financial element that includes payment of all capital costs for infrastructure
d ongoing operations and maintenance;

A distribution of housing units to meet the needs of all income levels as specified
. Policy 4.1.1.1 of the Housing Element;

ovide for Neighborhood Service opportunities with residential land uses in
a cordance with Policy 2.2.3.9 (page 29);

. tain significant historic sites, steep slope areas, and stream corridors in
tinuous and permanently dedicated open space;
vide on-site employee services such as restaurants, banks, etc.;

A common continuous landscape program that includes planting and design
gu. delines consistent with the setting, including street landscaping that creates

arate walkways and bicycle routes, where appropriate; and
U. S ielded, low intensity and efficient lighting.

Policy 2. .4.5
To achiev a desired mix of uses within a planned community and emphasize the goal
of improv g the County's employment base, the following target acreage percentages
shall be in orporated into the specific plan:

Page 3, SP94-02
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of Specific PIan

Policy 2.1.4.6 •
In areas designated Planned Community overlay, there will be no further land division
until such time as the County adopts a specific plan. Development pursuant to the
underlying land use designation shall not occur unless there is a General PIan amendment
to remove the Planned Community designation.

Finding: The project is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.6 since no land division will occur
until the zoning, land use designations, and development standards of the Carson Creek
Specific Plan are adopted. .

Policy 2.1.4.9
Parcels within a Planned Community shall not be subdivided below 40 acres until such
time as a specific plan or other planning document specified herein is adopted by the
County.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.9 because the
certification of the EIR and adoption of the Carson Creek Specific Plan, as proposed,
would then allow the approval of a subdivision map for the project, consistent with this
policy.

Policy 2.2.5.4
All development applications which have the potential to create 50 parcels or more shall
require the application of the Planned Development combining zone disniet.... •

Finding: The Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.2.5.4 because the Specific Plan
is a zoning ordinance permit and supersedes the need for the Planned Development
combining zone district.

Policy 2.2.2.6
The purpose of the Planned Community (PC) overlay designation is to supersede
underlying land use designations, as set forth in Policy 2.1.4.3 to:

A. Identify lands suitable for new communities that require a specific plan in
accordance with Government Code Sections 65450-65457, and common planning
and funding for infrastructure and life cycle costs.

B. Allow use of modem planning and development techniques, effect more efficient
utilization of land, and to allow flexibility of development;

C. Aid in the reduction of development costs, and provide for a combination of
different land uses which compliment each other but which may not in all aspects
conform to the existing zoning regulations;

D. Encourage a more efficient use of public and/or private services;

•
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PI ce the primary emphasis on clustering intensive land uses to minimize impact
o various natural and man-made resources, minimize public health concerns,
m . ize aesthetic concerns, and provide for the creation of open space lands and
ot er community land uses.

F. Pfvide for public benefit.

Finding: I The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.2.2.6 in that the
plan proises a mix of land uses which complement and support each other. The
location d intensity of land uses recognize and respect the natural features of the site
by cluste g intensive land uses such as commercial and higher density residential units.
The proj~t design minimizes the impact of development on the site's natural resources
and allow for the creation of open space areas and other uses which provide public
benefit fo the Carson Creek community.

Policy 2.d.5.S
.1beN~rhood Service zoning district sballbe permitted in all residential desigDa1ions
within Co unity Regions, Rural Centers, Medium Density and High Density Platted
Lands. ses within the Neighborhood Service Zone District should provide a direct
service to e family and/or community, and may include educational facilities, day care
services, laces of worship, lodges, community or group meeting centers, fire stations,

• libraries, ther public facilities, recreational facilities, and commercial uses.

Finding: e Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.2.5.8 in that the
plan will ow the types of facilities included in the Neighborhood Services zones listed
within the areas designated as residential in the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

••

Policy 2.2 5.9
The Coun recognizes the need to allow for certain types of extended family support
services d institutional uses in areas in which residential uses are allowed on the
General P Land Use Map. This policy recognizes the need to provide for support
services t0

1
both the urban and rural residential areas throughout the County. Wbile

allowing f r the establishment of such support services, this policy will protect the
residential areas by only allowing the establishment of such support services with.a
special use I permit. This will require a fmding that the establishment of the uses will
have no slgnificant adverse effect on surrounding property or the permitted uses thereof.

Finding: Ie Carson Creek Specific Plan allows by special use permit those uses w!J!eh
are reco~ed to provide a direct service to the family and/or community including
education"$al

O

stitutions, day care services, places of worship, cemeteries, community~d
group meeti g centers, fire stations, libraries, public utility facilities, other public
facilities, d recreational facilities.

•
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Policy 2.5.1.1
Low intensity land uses shall be incorporated into new development projects to provide
for the physical and visual separation of communities. Low intensity land uses may
include anyone or a combination of the following: parks and natural open space areas,
special setbacks, parkways, landscaped roadway buffers, natural landscape features and
transitional development densities.

Policy 2.5.1.2
Greenbelts or other means of community separation shall be included within a specific
plan and may include any of the following: preserved open space, parks, agricultuIal
districts, wildlife habitat, rare plant preserves, riparian corridors and designated Natural
Resource areas.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 2.5.1.1 and 2.5.1.2
in that separation from adjacent land uses is achieved through a combination of landscape
areas and transitional development densities. A 30-foot-wide landscape buffer, together
with single family densities provide for separation along the El Dorado/Sacramento
County boundary on the western perimeter of the site. These same features provide
separation from the existing residential area north of White Rock Road. Similarly, the
landscape buffer, the mix of land uses and the densities adjacent to the El Dorado Hills
Business Park on the eastern perimeter provide an effective separation from the business
park.

Policy 2.5.2.1
Neighborhood commercial centers shall.be oriented to serve the deeds of the surrounding
area, grouped as a clustered, contiguous center where possible, and should incorporate
but not be limited to the following design concepts as further defined in the Zoning
Ordinance:

A. Maximum first floor building size should be sized to be suitable for the site;
B. Residential use on second story;
C. No outdoor sales or automotive repair facilities;
D. Reduced setback with landscaping and walkways;
E. Interior parking, or the use of parking structure;
F. Bicycle access with safe and convenient bicycle storage area;
G. On-street parking to reduce the amount of on-site parking;
H. Community bulletin boards/computer kiosks;
1. Outdoor artwork, statues, etc. in prominent places; and
J. Pedestrian circulation to adjacent commercial centers.

Fmding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.5.2.1 because the
commercial areas are located adjacent to community entries and are intended to serve the
shopping and service needs of the Carson Creek community and surrounding areas. The
design concepts of this policy are reflected in the commercial development standards of
the Specific Plan.

•

•
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Policy 2. .2.3
New comrUnity shopping centers should also contain the applicable design features of
Policy 2'1"_2.1.

Finding.~The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.5.2.3 since the
design f tures for commercial lands in the Carson Creek Specific Plan include the
applicable design features.

Policy 3.tl.lDevelopm nt proposals shall be reviewed to determine if significant traffic impacts or
reductions in Level of Service (LOS) per Policy 3.5.1.1 will occur to existing public
roads as a~result of the proposed project. Project proponents shall be required to make
necessary road improvements or to pay a traffic impact mitigation fee (TIM), or some
combinati n of both, to accommodate increases in traffic caused by the proposed project.

Policy 3.2.1.2
Developm nt review shall consider the adequacy of public and private roads. for
emergenc vehicle access and for off-site traffic impacts. Inadequate roads sball. be
improved ugh such measures as "area of benefit" districts, fees, project approval
conditions assessment districts or other means.

•
Policy 3.2tl.3All develo ments may be required to either improve street frontage, dedicate land for
road righ of-way, provide road improvements, enter into a street improvement
agreement pay fees, provide appropriate mitigation for alternative transportation modes,
or provide a combination of the above as may be appropriate for the project.

F'mding: e Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.2,
and 3.2.1. since the Specific Plan Circulation Plan sets forth the location and design of
the intern roadway system, streets and roads will be constructed concurrently with the
developme t of the Plan area, and further review of traffic impacts will result as part of
each tenta ve map review.

•

Policy 3.5.1.6
The coun~ recognizes that Level of Service is a quantifiable factor which measures the
volume of vehicles to the capacity of the roadway at a peak hour or p"'~k period of
traffic. TIl County recognizes that in developing its circulation system it has to consider
such factot as topographical constraints, right-of-way considerations, and other
jurisdiction' plans for adjoining road systems. The County recognizes that in certain
situations it is not in the County's overall interest to develop a circulation system which
is designed for a peak hour or peak period of traffic. These situations may include, but
are not . ited to, circumstances where the need to promote overall economic
developme t or the need to protect the County's rural atmosphere, which is enhanced by
two-lane ro ds, may outweigh the need to provide a circulation system based upon a peak
hour or period of traffic. The County therefore recognizes that under certain

..
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circumstances a Level of Service below that referenced in Policy 3.5.1.1 may be •
acceptable. The County makes the finding that the road segments listed below are
acceptable at a lower Level of Service. While making this finding, the County will
attempt to improve these road segments to a higher Level of Service by pursuing Goals
3.9 and 3.10 of the Circulation Element of the General Plan.

Policy 3.5.1.7
In order to ensure that Level of Service below that identified in Policy 3.5.1.1 occurs
only during peakperiods and not during more extended periods, the County will require
project-specific traffic studies before granting discretionary approvals for projects that
will add substantial amounts of traffic to the circulation system. This policy will apply
even to projects that do not require General Plan amendments. If such traffic studies
show that the projects in question will create, or significantly contribute to, non-peak
period traffic congestion below the Level of Service specified in Policy 3.5.1.1, the
County shall either condition such projects to eliminate any such impacts or will deny
such projects until such time as the circulation system can absorb the traffic from the
project without suffering non-peak period traffic congestion below the Level of Service
specified in Policy 3.5.1.1. Alternatively, the County may approve the projects in
question if such projects contribute their fair share of money or land toward planned
future transportation improvements that can feasibly be constructed within a reasonably
foreseeable time frame and will result in the ultimate avoidance of non-peak period traffic
congestion below the Level of Service specified in Policy 3.5.1.l.

Fmding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 3.5.1.6 and 3.5.1.7
because the cumulative traffic impact is considered to be a significant unavoidable impact
as described in Impact 7.2 of the Draft EIR. Traffic impacts for the Carson Creek
project are otherwise fully mitigated as described in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR.
Carson Creek is also consistent with Policy 3.5.1.7 since a project-specific traffic study
bas been conducted and all feasible mitigation measures are recommended for
incorporation into the project.

Policy 3.9.1.1
Transportation alternatives, which are cost-effective, shall be strongly encouraged. A
public transit system linking employment, shopping areas, and schools with residential
areas should be encouraged.

Policy 3.9.1.2
The County in cooperation with the El Dorado County Transportation Commission
(EDCTC) shall cooperate with providers of transit, commercial bus, and taxi services in
the planning and implementation of new or improved service.'

Policy 3.9.1.3
The County shall continue to work with employers. residents, and other agencies to
encourage increased carpools, vanpools, and park and ride lots.

•

•
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Policy ~.9.1.S
Project fview shall take into account all forms of transportation and circulation systems,
including rail, bicycle trails, pedestrian paths, equestrian easements, off-site and on-site
parking rhere appropriate.

Findingr The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 3.9.1.1, 3.9.1.2,
3.9.1.3~and 3.9.1.5 since the plan is designed to accommodate a variety of
transpo tion modes. The opportunity for a mass transit station and park and ride lot
is provi ed adjacent to Payen Road and the potential light rail alignment along the
existing fouthem Pacific Right-of-Way. In addition, the extensive internal trailsystem
will phy icaIly link the various land uses so that residents can walk or bike from their
home to school, shopping or parks. On street parking will be allowed on residential
streets.

Policy 3JI9.1.7
New communities shall be designed to incorporate all of the measures under Goals 9 and
10 and frovide for a greater mixture of land uses in closer proximity to better
accomm~te for alternative transportation modes.

Finding: 1 The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 3.9.1.7 because the'
plan inc0h'orates all of the measures under Goals 9 and 10 by providing a mix of land
uses in=ose proximity and linking them by means of an internal trail system,
encoura . g pedestrian and bicycle transit. The local convenience commercial areas have
been I ed. to allow pedestrian access from the adjacent residential areas along White
Rock R, and the business park along the eastern perimeter of the site. Higher density
resi~en' uses have been located with convenient access to the potential mass transit
station,

Policy 4'1~~.3
Specific PIS need to address and provide for affordable housing.

Finding: me Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 4.1.1.3 by providing
a range ~tdensities and a variety of types of housing promoting the development of
housing CllIIOrdable to households of differing types, sizes, and income levels.

Policy 4.21.4.1
BOUndarie~elineating the location of Planned Development areas (PD), for new
Communi es, shall be shown on the General PIan Land Use Map. It is intended that
these PD 'will contain a variety of high-intensity residential uses and housing types.
Planned Drvelopments shall be planned and developed through the specific plan process
to ensure 1variety of housing types and mixed uses. .

Finding: be Carson creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 4.2.4.1 in that the
plan provi~es for a wide range of housing types at various densities to meet th~ housing
needs of diyerse household types. The plan can accommodate up to 2,701 housing units,

1
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ranging from single family detached to apartments. Residential may be incorporated into •
spaces above ground floor retail in all commercial areas. The mix of housing types and
densities will provide moderately priced housing not DOW available to meet the needs of
employees working in the adjacent business park and others who cannot afford other
housing in the area. The development standards and design elements will allow
flexibility in design and product type to reduce housing costs.

Policy 5.1.2.3
New development shall be required to pay its proportionate share of the costs of
infrastructure improvements required to serve the project to the extent permitted by State
Law. Lack of available public or private services or adequate infrastructure to serve the
project which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated shall be grounds for denial of any project
or cause for the reduction of size, density, and/or intensity otherwise indicated on the
General Plan Land Use Map to the extent allowed by State Law.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.1.2.3 since the
Carson Creek Specific Plan includes a phasing plan and a financing plan which will
ensure that needed infrastructure improvements are in place to serve the development as
each phase proceeds, and that the new development pays a share of the costs of such
.improvements. The phasing will become effective and further defined through tentative
map review and approval. The financing plan will be further specified in a development
agreement.

Policy 5.3.1.1
.High-density and multi-family residential, commercial, and industrial projects shall be
required to connect to public wastewater collection facilities as a condition of approval
except in Rural Centers.

Fmding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.3.1.1 since the plan
area will be 'connected to public wastewater collection and treatment facilities. The El
Dorado Hills Sewage Treatment Plant is located less than one-half mile to the east of the
site, across Latrobe Road. A 14-inch sewer main follows the corridor of Carson Creek
to the project boundary and a number of lateral lines surround the property. Pump
stations are located along the edges of the site.

Policy 5.4.1.1
Require storm drainage systems for discretionary development that protect public health
and safety, preserve natural resources, prevent erosion of adjacent and downstream lands,
prevent the increase in potential for flood hazard or damage on either adjacent, upstream
or downstream properties, and minimize impacts to existing facilities, meet the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, and preserve natural
resources such as wetlands and riparian areas.

•

•
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Finding The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.4.1.1 because the
project s te will accommodate storm drainage, stonnwater runoff, and natural flooding
using st no drainage lines, natural channels, detention ponds, culverts, and bridges.
Detentio ponds will be landscaped with native plants and trees to create a natural look.

Policy 5.4.1.2
Discretio ary development shall protect natural drainage patterns, minimize erosion, and
ensure e . . g facilities are not adversely impacted, while retaining the aesthetic qualities
of the . age way.

F'mding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.4.1.2 because it
preserves much of Carson Creek and its tributaries in open space, thus preserving the
natural . e patterns.

Policy 5••2.1
Concurre t with the approval of new development, evidence will be required that
capacity exists within the solid waste system for the processing, recycling,
transform tion, and disposal of solid waste.

Finding: e Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.5.2.1 because solid
waste se ices will be provided by El Dorado Disposal.

• Policy S••1.1
Prior to a roval of new development, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that
adequate ergency water supply, storage, and conveyance facilities for fire protection
either are r will be provided concurrent with development.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.7.1.1 because a
water plan has been prepared as part of this Specific Plan, showing how water service
will be p vided for the area.

e Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.7.4.1 because
will conform to County standards for emergency vehicle access.

Policy 5.74.1
Prior to a roval of new development, the applicant shall be required to demonstrate that
adequate edical emergency services are available and that adequate emergency. vehicle
access will be provided concurrent with development.

Finding:
street desi

Policy 5.8. .1
School di .ets affected by proposed development shall be relied on to evaluate the
developme t's adverse impacts on school facilities or the demand therefor, no
developme t that will result in such impacts shall be approved unless:

•
....
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The applicant and the appropriate school distriet(s) have entered into a written
agreement regarding the mitigation of impacts to school facilities; or •

2. The impacts to school facilities resulting from the development are mitigated,
through conditions of approval. to the greatest extent allowed by State Law.

The County sball condition or deny a request for a quasi-legislative approval, including
any such request necessary for a proposed development, if the development impact fees
allowed by State law for development projects would not result in the full avoidance or
reduction to an acceptable level of the impacts of the approval or development on school
facilities or the demand therefor, or the County shall condition or deny such a request,
unless the applicant or developer enters into a development agreement with the County
requiring that the applicant or developer enter into a written agreement with the
appropriate school district(s) for the mitigation of impacts to school facilities or the
demand therefor.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific PIan is consistent with Policies 5.8.1.1 and 5.8.2.4
because the Specific Plan provides a IO-acre elementary school site and a 20-acre middle
school site to serve new residents and surrounding communities, and although a written
agreement bas not yet been entered into, the Specific PIan developers will be required
to enter into an agreement prior to issuance of building permits.

Policy 5.8.1.3 •
Whenever feasible, develop joint (shared) school facilities, recreational facilities, and
educational and service programs between school districts and other public agencies.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.8.1.3 because the
elementary school is located adjacent to a park to allow for joint use of facilities.

Pollcy 5.8.2.1
Where feasible, elementary schools shall be centrally located within the communities they
serve.

Policy 5.8.2.4
Specific plans for Planned Communities shall identify and set aside land for new schools
approvable under Title 5 Standards to serve new communities. A funding mechanism
for site acquisition and construction shall be provided. School site dedication shall be
considered as part of the funding mechanism.

Fmding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 5.8.2.1 and 5.8.2.4
because the Specific PIan identifies an elementary school and a middle school within the
project and is required to enter into an agreement with the school district prior to
issuance of building permits,

•
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Policy .2.3.1
As a uirement for approving new development, the applicant must demonstrate that,
concu nt with development, adequate emergency water flow, fire access and fire
fighting personnel and equipment will be provided in accordance with applicable State
and 1 fire district standards.

Finding The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 6.2.3.1 because a
water p has been prepared as part of this Specific PIan, showing how water service
will be rovided for the area. A planned fire station in the El Dorado Hills Business
Park wo ld serve the Carson Creek community.

Policy 6 2.3.2
As a uirement of new development, the applicant must demonstrate that adequate
access e . ts, or can be provided to ensure that emergency vehicles can access the site
and priv te vehicles can evacuate the area.

Policy 6 7.4.1
Reduce utomobile dependency by permitting mixed land use patterns which locate
services ch as banks, child care facilities, schools, shopping centers and restaurants in
close prty to employmentcenters and residential neighborhoods.

Policy 6. .4.2
Promote e development of new residential uses within walking or bicycling distance to
the Coun 's larger employment centers.

Policy 6•.4.3
New development on large tracts of undeveloped land near the rail corridor shall, to the
extent practical, be transit supportive with high density or intensity of use.

Policy 6••4.4
All disc tionary development applications shall be reviewed to determine the need for
pedestri ike paths connecting to adjacent development and to common service
facilities e.g., clustered mail boxes, bus stops, etc.).

Policy 6. .4.5
Specific P s submitted for the development of lands designated Planned Communities
(-PC) on e General Plan Land Use Map shall provide for the implementation of all
policies c ntained under Objective 6.7.4 herein.

Ymding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 6.7.4.1 through
6.7.4.5 use the plan locates services including schools and shopping in proximity to
residential and employment areas to allow the use of alternative transportation modes.
The pIan designed to serve the residential and service needs of the employees of the
business ark. The plan provides pedestrian and bicycle access between the business
parks and the service providing areas of the site. Higher density residential and higher
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intensity commercial uses are located around the commercial areas which are linked to •
a potential mass transit station adjacent to the existing Southern Pacific Right-of-Way.

Policy 7.3.3.1
A site-specific wetland investigation shall be required on all development projects within
those areas identified as wetlands on the Important Biological Resources Map. If it is
determined by the presence of hydrophilic plants and wetland hydrology that a wetland
may exist in an area not identified on the map, a site-specific investigation shall also be
required. This study shall be conducted using the COIl'S of Engineers WetIand
Delineation Program and Manual. The study shall determine the boundaries of all
wetland areas that can be classified wetlands under the Corps of Engineers' definition.

Policy 7.3.3.2
All feasible project modification shall be considered to avoid wetland disturbance. Direct
or indirect losses of wetlands and!or riparian vegetation associated with discretionary
application review shall be compensated by replacement, rehabilitation, or wetlands
habitat on a no-net-loss basis. Compensation may result in provision of wetlands habitat
on- or off-site at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio as associated with the disturbed resource. A
wetlandsmdy and mitigation monitoring program shall be submitted to the County and
concerned State and federal agencies for approval prior to permit approval.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 7.3.3.1 and7.3.3.2
because a wetlands delineation has been prepared for the Carson Creek Specific PIan. •
Wetlands will be preserved, restored, and enhanced as natural open space. Where filling
wetlands is unavoidable, mitigation will take place subject to a mitigation plan approved
by the Federal and State agencies with jurisdiction. A preliminary wetlands delineation
has been prepared for the Euer Ranch portion of the site, indicating.that an'additional3.5
acres of wetlands are on the project.

Policy 7.3.4.1
Natural watercourses shall be integrated into new development in such a way that they
enhance the aesthetic and natural character of the site without disturbance.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 7.3.4.1: Carson
Creek and its tributaries have been integrated into the plan to enhance the aesthetic and
natural character of the site. A natural open space network has been created along the
creek and its tributaries connecting residential areas to parks, schools, retail, and
employment opportunities.

Policy 7.3.4.2
Modification of natural stream beds and flow shall be regulated to ensure that adequate
mitigation measures are utilized.

Ymding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 7.3.4.2 because the
natural channel of Carson Creek will be preserved and a riparian corridor will be •
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. • establis ed to connect drainageways and open space areas with parks and provide habitat
for a b ad range of plants and animals .

.Policy .5.1.3
Cultu resource studies shall be conducted prior to approval of discretionary projects.
Studies bay include, but are not limited to, record searches through the North Central
Informa 'on Center at California State University, Sacramento, field surveys, subsurface
testing dJor salvage excavations. The avoidance and protection of sites shall be
encou ed.

Finding The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 7.5.1.3 because not
only w a records search performed by the Archaeological Information Center at CSUS,
but a cul resource survey was conducted on the site as referenced in the project ElR. '

ill not intensify existing conflicts or add new conflicts between adjacent
Iefidential areas and agricultural activities; and

I

W not create an island effect wherein agricultural lands located between the
p [eet site and other non-agricultural lands will be negatively affected; and

not significantly reduce or destroy the buffering effect of existing large
el sizes adjacent to agricultural lands.

A.

B.

C.

Policy 8 1.4.1
The Co nty Agricultural Commission shall review all discretionary development
applieati ns and the location of proposed public facilities involving agricultural district
and W' son Act Contract land, or lands adjacent to such lands, and shall make
recomme dations to the reviewing authority. Before granting approval, a determinarion
shall be ade by the approving authority that the proposed use:

•
Finding: e Carson Creek Specific Plan, EIR, and Phase 1 tentative map have all been
reviewed y the Agricultural Commission. The Commission determined that fencing and
other buff! ring conditions could be added to the project to enable findings A, B, and C
to be mad.

•

Policy 9.11.2
Neighborh parks shall be primarily focused on serving children's walk-to or bike-to
recreation needs. When possible, neighborhood parks should be adjacent to schools.
Neighborh parks are generally 2 to 10 acres in size and may include a playground,
tot lot, til areas, and picnic tables.

Finding: e Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.1.2 because the
plan provi es for a neighborhood park adjacent to the elementary school site.
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Policy 9.1.1.3 •
Community parks and recreation facilities shall provide a focal point and gathering place
for the larger community. Community parks are generally 10-44 acres in size, are for
use by all sectors and age groups, and may include multi-purpose fields, ballfields, group
picnic areas, playground tot lot, multi-purpose hardcourts, swimming COurts, tennis
courts, and a community center.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific PIan is consistent with Policy 9.1.1.3 because a
Community Park and Regional Park are located within the project. Accessible from
surrounding single family neighborhoods, these parks will provide playing fields for
sports such as soccer, baseball, and softball.

Policy 9.1.1.5
Parkland dedicated under the Quimby Act must be suitable for active recreation uses and:

A. shall have a maximum average slope of 10 percent;
B. shall have sufficient access for a community or neighborhood park; and
C. shall not contain significant constraints that would render the site unsuitable for

development.

Fmding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.1.5 because the
parks provided in this plan meet the criteria of this policy, since nearly all land in the
Carson Creek area. has less than a 10 percent slope, will have adequate access by road
and trails, and will not be located in wetland areas.

Pollcy 9.1.1.6
The primary responsibility of the County as a recreation provider shall be the
establishment and provision of a regional park system to serve the residents of, and
visitors to, the County.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.1.6 because the
Carson Creek Specific Plan provides a location for a regional park. The park site, is
located an appropriate distance from planned residential areas to permit unobtrusive
lighting for nighttime activity. The park is accessible to the residents of Carson Creek
and to citizens of E1 Dorado County.

Policy 9.1.2.5
All discretionary applications may be conditioned to prove an irrevocable offer of a trail
easement dedication and construction of trails as designated on the Trails Master Plan,
provided it can be shown that such trails will serve as loops and!or links to desigi1ated
or existing trails, existing or proposed schools, public parks and open space areas, and
existing or proposed public transit nodes (e.g., bus stops, park and ride lots). Parkland
dedication credit shall be given where applicable for provision of land and trail
improvements that aid in implementing the Trails Master Plan.

•

•
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Findin : The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.2.5 because a
trail sys em has been designed in the Specific Plan to loop and link to schools, parks,
open sp ce areas. and proposed public transit nodes.

Policy .1.3.1
Linear arks and trails may be incorporated along rivers, creeks, and streams, wherever
possible

Fmding' The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.3.1 because the
plan blishes a linear parkway along Carson Creek and its tributaries. The parkway
corridor includes a pedestrianlbicycle trail connecting residential, park, and school areas.

Policy ~.2.2.2
Require t new development projects of SO or more lots provide for the local recreation
needs (e g., primarily neighborhood parks) of its residents and provide mechanisms (e.g.,
homeow ers associations, or benefit assessment districts) for the ongoing development
and m . tenance needs of these facilities.

Fmding The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.2.2.2 because the
Quimby Act requirements will be met through the dedication of land and the payment of
in-lieu f s with the review and approval of tentative maps.

• Policy 1 .1.9.1
The Co nty shall use appropriate land use, zoning, and permit streamlining strategies,
and oth r financial incentives to provide for and encourage housing types that are
compati le with wage structures associated with existing and forecasted employment.

Policy 1 .1.9.2
Encoura e specific plans and large planned developments in Community Regions and
Rural C ters to include a mix of housing types and relate it to local wage structures to
achieve aIance with existing and forecasted resident household needs.

Policy 1 .1.9.3:
The Co nty shall actively promote job generating land uses while de-emphasizing
residenti development unless it is tied to a strategy that is necessary to attract job
generatin land uses.

Fmding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 10.1.9.1, 10.1.9.2
and 10.1 9.3 because it provides a mix of housing types that appears compatible with
the adjac nt El Dorado Hills Business Park. The future residential development may
help a ct more research and development business by providing housing for workers
in close roximity to employment centers, like the existing El Dorado Hills Business
Park.

•
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of Specific Plan

Policy 10.2.1.3 •
Require that all costs of upgrading andlor constructing civic, public and community
facilities, and basic infrastructure exclusively needed to serve new development be the
responsibility of new development and not existing residents.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 10.2.1.3 because the
project developer is responsible to fund and provide for all on-site facilities and will
contribute a fair share fee towards other impacts.

Policy 10.2.1.4
Require new discretionary development to pay its fair share of the costs of all civic and
public and community facilities it utilizes based upon the demand for these facilities
which can be attributed to new development.

A. Specific plans; and

Policy 10.2.1.5
A public facilities and services financing plan that assures that costs burdens of any civic,
public, and community facilities, infrastroeture, ongoing services, including opetations
and maintenance necessitated by a development proposal, as defined below, are
adequately financed to assure no net cost burden to existing residents shall be submitted
with the following development applications:

B. All residential, commercial, and industrial projects located within a Community
.Region or Rural Center which exceed the following thresholds: •
1. Residential: 50 units.
2. Commercial: 20 acres or 100,000 square feet.
3. Industrial: 20 acres or 250,000 square feet.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies iO.2.1.4 and
10.2.1.5 because the Specific Plan contains a generalized financing program (page 74 of
the Specific Plan) and Section 5 of the Draft ErR contains a fiscal analysis consistent
with the above policies.

•
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ConditiQns - modified by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

1. Agricul ra1 fencing per County Resolution No. 98A-90 standards shall be required as
a condi on of approval of tentative maps along the southern boundary of Carson- Creek,
along th Southern Pacific Railroad Right-of-Way, and along the SacramentolEl Dorado
County . e, in any location not built with a 6-foot solid fence. Fencing is required to
be main . ed by the property owners or El Dorado Hills Community Services District,
and sh be required in the CC&Rs.

2. As a co dition of approval of all tentative maps, a minimum 6-foot-tall wood or other
solid fe ce shall be required to be constructed for all parcels adjacent to the boundaries
of the S ific Plan.

The dev lopment of the parcels within an Agricultural Preserve shall not occur until said
parcels II out (or are approved for immediate cancellation) of the Agricultural Preserve.
To prot t the potential agricultural use existing in Phase 2, from development in Phase
1, a 400 foot setback from Phase 2 shall be maintained for all residential units while land
in Phase 2 is within an Agricultural Preserve. The buffer may be reduced or eliminated
by the .cultural Commission, upon presentation to the Agricultural Commission that
the buffi r is unnecessary or is substantially complied with in another fashion.

3. space management plan shall be prepared by the developer, subject to review
val by the El Dorado Hills CSD. The plan will include wild fire management
the open space..

4.

•

A. e developer shall pursue annexation of the entire Specific PIan area into the El
rado Hills Community Services District (EDHCSD); however, in the event
exation to the EDHCSD is not approved by the appropriate public agencies,
alternative method of providing necessary services will be established prior to

C unty approval of any final map. (Note: This statement is incorporated by
ference and is/will be applicable to all subsequent conditions regarding required

a rovals by the EDHCSD.

B. nditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and design guidelines for the
on Creek Specific Plan and all tentative maps will be submitted to the

HCSD for review and approval.

5. Prior to approval of tentative maps for Phase 2, the temporary Qr interim uses for the
designat potential transit station/mass transit lot shall be determined.

6. Annexa ·Qn into required districts shall be a condition of approval Qf tentative maps.

•
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An Open Space Management Plan shall be prepared by the developer subject to
review and approval by the EDHCSD and will include a funding mechanism for
on-going maintenance of all open space. A Wild Fire Management Plan, subject
to approval by appropriate agencies. will also be included as a component of this
document.

•
7. A financing mechanism or mechanisms for parks, open space, landscaping, and schools

shall be determined prior to recordation of the final map. Prior to issuance of building
permits the financing mechanisms shall be in place (from Section 5.2 of the Carson
Creek Specific Plan).

8. Parkland dedication requirements shall be calculated based on the standards and factors
for development within the El Dorado Hills Community Service District (EDHCSD).
An irrevocable offer of dedication (lOD) shall be made to the EDHCSD as a condition
of approval of tentative maps within the Specific Plan area. Prior to County approval
of any final map, the developer shall show evidence of a recorded agreement with the
EDHCSD for the location, size, park improvements (including water meters and sewer
hook ups), maintenance, and timing of dedication and acceptance ofparks throughout the
Specific Plan area.

9.

The developer will be required to provide a Phase I environmental assessment of land
to be dedicated to a public agency.

A financing mechanism or mechanisms, such as a Landscaping and Lighting District
(LLAD) for development and maintenance of parks, and for maintenance of open space,
landscaping, lighting, fencing, trails, walkways, corridors, signage, sound waIls, entry
monuments, and other common or public areas shall be determined prior to approval of
the final map. Improvement plans for the above referenced items will be submitted to
the El Dorado Hills Community Services District (EDHCSD) for approval, and the
financing mechanisms shall be in place prior to issuance of building permits (Section 5.2
of the Carson Creek Specific Plan). Upon annexation of this project into the EDHCSD,
the Carson Creek Specific Plan area shall be subject to the adopted park impact fee
imposed for new development within the EDHCSD boundary and will be paid by the
developer at the time a building permit is issued.

•

10. As a condition of approval of all tentative maps, a wood or other solid fence, at least six
feet in height, will be constructed by the developer for all residential lots adjacent to the
boundaries of the Specific Plan area.

Agricultural fencing per County Resolution No. 9SA-90 shall be required along the
Sacramento/El Dorado County line in any location not adjacent to a residentiallotlparcel.

The CC&Rs will specify the fence design approval process. Fence design will be as
approved by the EI Dorado Hills Community Services District and the appropriate design
review committee.

•



••
'Page 3, SP94-02

Conditions of Approval

The de eloper will provide a funding mechanism, such as a homeowners association or
a Lan ping and Lighting District, for the maintenance of fencing adjacent to open
space.

•

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The de eloper will be required to provide water meters for all residential lots, parks,
Iandsc corridors, and open space parcels. (Cost of water meters for parks mayor
may no be a credit to developer pending negotiations with EDHCSD Board of
DiIecto ).

All the ~tigation measures of the Carson Creek Specific Plan EIR, as revised in August
1996, e~cept 4. 14-1b, 4.14-2 (formation of Sheriff's Department Assessment District),
4.5-7a, f-2c (requiring separate agreement with Sacramento County), and 5-1a, b, and
c which Iwere optional fiscal mitigation, are incorporated as conditions of approval, and
the miti.ation monitoring program is incorporated into the Specific Plan.

A final parson Creek Specific Plan document shall be submitted incorporating all the
Change:J:conditions, mitigation measures, and mitigation monitoring plan included
herein wrthin 60 days of approval.

The filinF of tentative map and recording of the final map will fix zoning.

RezoninJ of the AE lands will not become effective until the subject land rolls out from
William;on Act or is approved for immediate cancellation and fuIfills all requirements
thereof.

From ETR:

4.3-2: White R k Road at Manchester Lane

•

a)

b)

c)

d)

~e a majority of native plant species in the proposed 3Q-foot landscape corridor
alpng White Rock Road to maximize a compatible visual relationship with
re idential uses to the north, and with the surrounding natural terrain and
v getation, subject to review and approval of the El Dorado Hills Community
S rvices District.

R ui.re use of natural colored roof materials in project development to maximize
c sistency with the surrounding natural environment to minimize stark visual
co trasts.

U natural components in fencing materials (e.g., wood, stone, brick) that would
be consistent with residential uses to the north, and would enhance visual
co patibility with the natural surroundings of the site.

A I variety of fast-growing shrubs and trees will be provided in the 30-foot
dscape easement to provide effective screening between the Carson Creek

p dect and surrounding uses prior to occupancy of project residences.

..
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4.3-5: Golden Foothills Parkway at Carson Creek

a) Use native plant species as the majority of those planted in the proposed 30-foot
greenbelt to maximize a compatible visual relationship with the surrounding
natural terrain and vegetation.

b) Require use of natural colored roof materials in project developments to maximize
consistency with the surrounding natural environment and to minimize stark visual
contrasts.

c) Use natural components in fencing materials (e.g., wood, stone, brick) in
developments along Carson Creek to enhance visual compatibility with the natural
surroundings of the site.

d) Use natural components in pedestrian trail features (e.g., fences, trail materials)
to enhance visual compatibility with the natural surroundings of the site.

e) Retain unobstructed views of Carson Creek from locations along Golden Foothills
Parkway.

4.5-1: Daily Traffic Volume (Latrobe Road Between U.S. Highway 50 and White Rock Road)

•

.s.
The project developer shall be responsible for their "fair-share" cost of widening Latrobe
Road from two lanes to six lanes with a median from White Rock Road tQ. the U.s. •
~ghway 50 eastbound ramps. These improvement projects are included in the El
Dorado Hills RIF; therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIP fee concurrently
with the issuance of building permits, Implementation of this mitigation measure would
improve the daily level of service on Latrobe Road to LOS B.

4.5-5: The project developer shall be responsible for contributing their "fair-share" of the cost
to reconstruct the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange and widen U.S.
Highway 50 to six lanes as shown in Exhibit 7-1. Reconstruction of the interchange is
included in the RIF; therefore, the project developer shall pay the RIF fee prior to the
issuance ofbuilding permits. A separate impact fee program has been established to fund
the mainline widening of U.S. Highway 50 through the western portion of El Dorado
County. A fair-share contribution of this fee shall also be paid by the project developer
prior to the issuance of building permits. Implementation of this mitigation measure will
improve the ramp intersection and ramp junction levels of service as follows:

• El Dorado Hills Boulevard/U.S. Highway 50 westbound ramps intersection-LOS
from F to B during the a.m. peak hour and from E to C during the p.m. peak
hour;

• Latrobe Road/U.S. Highway 50 eastbound ramps intersection LOS from F to B
during the a.m. peak hour and from F to B during the p.m. peak hour;

•
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~.S. Highway 50 eastbound diagonal on-ramp - LOS A during the a.m. peak
h ur and LOS D during the p.m. peak hour;

.S. Highway 50 eastbound loop off-ramp - LOS B during the a.m. peak hour
d LOS D during the p.m. peak hour;

~.S. Highway 50 westbound diagonal on-ramp - LOS C during the a.m. peak
hfur and LOS B during the p.m. peak hour; and

• .S. Highway 50 westbound diagonal off-ramp - LOS C during the a.m, peak
h ur and LOS B during the p.m. peak hour.

Recon ction of the interchange may also include the addition of an eastbound diagonal
off-ramp land westbound loop off-ramp. Both of these new ramps would also operate at
LOS D or better during both peak hours. .

4.5-6: The follo ing mitigation measures address the four intersections along Latrobe Road that
are proj ted to operate at unacceptable (worse than LOS E) levels of service with
buildout f the Specific Plan. .

In addition to mitigation measure 4.5-1, the project developer shall be responsible
fo their "fair-share" cost of signalization and tum lane improvements at the

ite Rock Road/Latrobe Road intersection as shown on Exhibit X-ll of
ndix B. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the White

& k Road/Latrobe Road intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m. peak
ho r and from F to C during the p.m. peak hour.

~ project developer shall construct the signal and tum lane improvements at the
~~be Road/Golden Foothill Parkway North intersection as shown on Exhibit
X 11 of Appendix B. DOT will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the
co of signalization and turn lanes at this intersection and determine the "fair­
sh "cost of the project developer. The RIF will reimburse the project
de eloper the difference between the cost of the improvements and the project
de eloper's "fair-share" portion. Implementation of this mitigation measure
wo ld improve the Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway North intersection
L S from F to B during the a.m. peak hour and from F to D during the p.m.

hour. During the review of tentative maps for Specific PIan Phase 2, a
IC study will be required to determine what improvements are required as a

res It of that phase. If the traffic study indicates that the improvements listed in
thi mitigation measure are necessary then the developer shall construct the
im rovement and be entitled to a credit and/or reimbursement for improvements
rna e beyond the subdivisions fair share.

a)

b)

e

e
c) Th~ project developer shall construct the signal and turn lane improvements at ~~

La~fobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway South intersection as shown on ExhibIt
X-rof Appendix B. DOT will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the
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cost of signalization and tum lanes at this intersection and determine the "fair- •
share" cost of the project developer. The RIP will reimburse the project
developer the difference between the cost of the improvements and the project
developer's "fair-share" portion. Implementation of this mitigation measure
would improve the Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway South intersection
LOS from F to B during the a.m. and from F to C during the p.m. peak hours.
During the review of tentative maps for Specific Plan Phase 2, a traffic study will
be required to determine what improvements are required as a result of that
phase. If the traffic study indicates that the improvements listed in this mitigation
measure are necessary then the developer shall construct the improvement and be
entitled to a credit and/or reimbursement for improvements made beyond the
subdivisions fair share.

d) The project developer shall construct the following improvements:

• Modifying tum lanes at the Latrobe RoadlInvestment Boulevard
intersection (see Exhibit X-ll of Appendix B);

• Signalizing the Latrobe Road/Investment Boulevard intersection. DOT
will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the cost of signalization and
tum lanes at this intersection and determine the "fair-share" cost of the
project developer. The RIF will reimburse the project developer the
difference between the cost of the improvements and the project
developer's "fair-share" portion. Implementation of this mitigation
measure would improve the Latrobe RoadlInvestment Boulevard
intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. •

The Latrobe Road/Investment Boulevard intersection operates at LOS B during
the p.m. peak hour with one left-tum lane on the eastbound approach. The left­
tum volume is 600 vehicles per hour during the p.m. peak hour. Occasional
queuing of vehicles on the left-tum lane could occur on the eastbound approach.
The County should monitor the queues and design the left-tum pocket for this
movement to accommodate the volumes. If the County decides to provide dual
left-tum lanes for this left-tum movement, an additional northbound lane would
be required on Latrobe Road between Investment Boulevard and Golden Foothill
Parkway South. During the review of tentative maps for Specific Plan Phase 2,
a traffic study will be required to determine what improvements are required as
a result of that phase. If the traffic study indicates that the improvements listed
in this mitigation measure are necessary then the developer shall construct the
improvement, and be entitled to a credit and/or reimbursement for improvements
made beyond the subdivisions fair share.

4.5-7: The following mitigation measure address the intersection along White Rock Road (west
of Latrobe Road) projected to operate at LOS F with buildout of the Specific Plan.

•
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e project developer shall construct signal and tum lane improvements at the
ite Rock Road/Project Access Road intersection as shown on Exhibit X-II of

ppendix B. DOT will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the cost of
s gnalization and turn lanes at this intersection and determine the "fair-share" cost
o the project developer. The RIF will reimburse the project developer the

erence between the cost of the improvements and the project developer's "fair­
s are" portion. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the

lte Rock Road/Project Access Road intersection LOS from D to B during the
alm. peak hour and from F to C during the p.m. peak hour. This intersection
Jas analyzed with lane configuration as shown in Exhibit 4.5-11. For a worst­
cre scenario, this analysis assumed that all the project traffic traveling on White
Rjock Road would use this intersection to access the site resulting in a westbound
t~ southbound left-turn volume of approximately 600 vehicles during the p.m.

hour.

•

4.5-8: The proj t developer shall be responsible for the construction of a bus turnout and
transit s Iter along the project site frontage on White Rock Road (including within the
landsca corridor) when fixed route transit service or commuter service is extended to
serve ~eJProject. The project developer shall also reserve the land area for the proposed
mass l:IaIfsit station and parking area as identified in the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

Althoughl not required as part of this mitigation measure, the project developer, El
Doradoiounty Department of Transportation, and the El Dorado County Transit
Authori should also develop an implementation plan that identifies the consnuction
phasing d financing for the parking area, other transit shelters within the project site,
and the ~s transit station. This implementation plan should be approved by El Dorado
County ~artment of Transportation and the El Dorado County Transit Authority prior
to the issrce of building permits.

4.5-9: The project developer shall be responsible for the construction of Class II bike lanes
along thq:eI project site frontage on White Rock Road prior to the issuance of building

. permits. plementation of mitigation measure 4.5-2 includes the construction of Class
II bike es; therefore, no additional mitigation is necessary.

4.6-1: a) Th project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD Rule 223 as
uired by the Air Pollution Control Officer. The project applicant shall prepare
gitive dust control plan to be submitted to, and approved by, the APCD prior
e commencement of construction. Control measures to be outlined in the
may include, but are not limited to, the following:

•
• Application of water or suitable chemicals or other specified covering on

materials stockpiles, wrecking activity, excavation, grading, sweeping,
clearing of land, solid waste disposal operations, or construction or
demolition of buildings or structures (all exposed soil shall be kept visibly
moist during grading);
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Installation and use of hoods, fans and tllters to enclose, collect, and clean
the emissions of dusty materials; •

• Covering or wetting at all times when in motion of open-bodied trucks,
trailer or other vehicles tIansporting materials which create a nuisance by
generating particulate matter in areas where the general public has access;

• Application of asphalt, oil, water or suitable chemicals on dirt roads;

• Paving of public or commercial parking surfaces;

• Removal from paved streets and parking surfaces of earth or other
material which has a tendency to become airborne;

• Limiting trafflc speeds on all unpaved road surfaces to 15 mph;

• Suspending all grading operations when wind speeds exceed 20 miles per
hour (including instantaneous gusts);

b) :~. Construction equipment engines shall be maintained in proper operating-condition.

• Alternate means of control as approved by the Air Pollution Control
Officer.

4.6-2: a) Low emission mobile construction equipment shall be used (e.g., tractor, scraper,
dozer, etc.). •

b) Construction equipment engines shall be maintained in proper operating condition.

c) Low-emission stationary construction equipment shall be used.

d) A trip reduction plan shall be developed and implemented to achieve 1.5 average
vehicle occupancy (AVO) for construction employees.

e) Construction activity management techniques, such as extending construction
period, reducing number of pieces used simultaneously, increasing distance
between emission sources, reducing or changing hours of construction, and
scheduling activity during off-peak hours shall be developed and implemented.

f) The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APeD Rule 224.

g) The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD Rule 215.

•
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The applicant shall incorporate energy-saving design features into future levels of
project implementation as feasible and appropriate. The feasibility and
appropriateness of each measure can best be determined at future, more-detailed
levels of planning. These design features may include, but are not limited to, the
following:

• Solar or low-emission water heaters;

Central water heating systems;

Energy-efficient and automated air conditioners;

Energy-efficient low-sodium parking lot lights;

Adequate ventilation systems for enclosed parking facilities;

Shade trees;

Double-pane glass in all windows;

Energy-efficient lighting and lighting controls.

een the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on saturdays

e applicant, future successors in interest, or future homebuilders sball install
Y EPA-certified woodstoves and fireplaces.

shall coordinate with the Folsom, E Dorado, Cordova TMA to consider
the project site within the '!MA's jurisdiction.

tween the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on any weekday

.on activities shall be conducted in accordance with the County noise regulation
to the following hours and days:

b)

•

•

• hibited on Sundays and holidays

.At the ti e of the letting of the construction contract, it shall be demonstrated that engine
noise fro excavation equipment would be mitigated by keeping engine doors closed
during ipment operation. For equipment that cannot be enclosed behind doors, lead
curtains s be used to attenuate noise.

•

4.7-2: Where th development of a project could result in the exposure of noise-sensitive land
uses to e . . g or projected future traffic noise levels in excess of the applicable County

•
noise stan ds, the County shall require an acoustical analysis to be performed prior to
the appro aI of such projects.
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Where acoustical analysis determines that the project would contribute to traffic noise
levels in excess of applicable County noise standards at proposed on-site or planned •
future off-site noise sensitive uses, the County shall require the implementation of noise .
attenuation measures, such as setbacks, sound barrier walls, or noise berms, as necessary
to reduce traffic noise levels at proposed noise sensitive uses to conform with the
applicable County standards.

4.7-3: Where the development of a project could result in the exposure of noise-sensitive land
uses to projected future railroad noise levels in excess of the applicable County noise
standards, the County shall require an acoustical analysis to be performed prior to the
approval of such projects.

Where acoustical analysis determines that railroad noise levels would exceed applicable
County noise standards at proposed on-site noise sensitive uses, the County shall require
the implementation of noise attenuation measures, such as setbacks, sound barrier walls,
or noise berms, as necessary to reduce traffic noise levels at proposed noise sensitive
uses to conform with the applicable County standards.

4.1-4: Where the development of a project could result in the exposure of on-site noise-sensitive
land uses to projected on-site or off-site stationary source noise levels in excess of the
applicable County noise standards, the County shall require an acoustical analysis to be
performed prior to the approval of such projects.

','

Where acoustical analysis determines that stationary source noise levels would exceed •
applicable County noise standards at proposed on-site noise sensitive uses, the County
shall require the implementation of noise attenuation measures, such as setbacks, sound
barrier walls, or noise berms, as necessary to reduce stationary source noise levels at
proposed noise sensitive uses to conform with the applicable County standards.

4.8-2: a)

b)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the wetland delineation completed for the
Euer Ranch shall be verified by USACE. After verification, any wetlands that
would be lost or disturbed shall be replaced or rehabilitated on a "no-net-loss"
basis in accordance with USACE mitigation guidelines. El Dorado County has
also supported the protection of wetlands as specified, in the County's General
Plan under Objective 7.4.2. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or
replacement shall be at a location and by methods agreeable to USACE.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be
obtained from CDFG, pursuant to §l600 of the California Fish and Game Code,
for each stream crossing and any other activities affecting the bed, bank, or
associated riparian vegetation of the stream. If required, the project applicant
shall coordinate with CDFG in developing appropriate mitigation, and shall abide
bv th~ conditions of ':I"y ~v..cured nermit..J -.., -"""'.... .... .. -.... ..,.\,--- - tiV .4 ......i.-J.

•



e E1 Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT) shall consult with
th E1 Dorado County Planning Department during the grading permit approval

~
ess to ensure that earth resources impacts related to development in the

C on Creek Specific Plan area are sufficiently addressed. .

.or to the approval of a grading permit for development in the Carson Creek
~ge, the applicant shall submit to, and receive approval from, the E1Dorado
C~u~ty Department of Transportation (DOT) a soils and geologic hazards report
m ting the requirements for such reports provided in the El Dorado County
G ding Ordinance. If proposed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage
w uld be located in areas identified as susceptible to soils or geologic hazards,
p posed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage shall be designed to prevent

. ure or damage due to such hazards.

c)

b)

I
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~
rading activities shall incorporate appropriate erosion control measures as

p ovided in the El Dorado County Grading Ordinance. Appropriate nmoff
c ntrols such as berms, storm grates, detention basins, overflow collection areas,
f~tration systems, and sediment traps shall be implemented to control siltation,
~d the potential discharge of pollutants into drainages.

4.8-3: Prior tof·ssuance of a grading permit, habitat on the Euer Ranch that is suitable to
support gg's Lake hedge-hyssop shall be surveyed. If any significant populations of
this spec es are found in areas proposed for development, a mitigation plan designed to
result inJ a no-net-loss of the species shall be prepared by the project proponent and
approv~ by USFWS. The plan may include measures such as transplantation or
revegeta on in protected areas on-site. Approval of this plan by USFWS and its
impleme tation by the project proponent would reduce impacts to a less-than- significant
level.

4.9-1: a)

•

••

4.9-4: Prior t~e issuance of building permits, all stIUetures .Shall be designed in accordance
-with the niform Building Code (UBC), Chapter 23. Although wood frame buildings
of not m re than two stories in height in unincorporated areas are exempt under the
Califo . Earthquake Protection Law, structures shall adhere to the design factors
presented for UBC Zone 3, as a minimum. Final design standards shall be in accordance
~::. the tF

t

dings of detailed geologic and geotechnical analyses for proposed building

Prior to th approval of subdivision tract maps in the vicinity of the Mannon Island Fault
Zone, the location and age of displacements associated with the fault zone shall be
determin~ by geologic mapping and trench logging. Critical structures such as schools
shall not tr located within the zones of active faulting.

4.9-5: Prior to~ issuance of building permits, all structures shall be designed in accordance
with the C, Chapter 23. Although wood frame buildings of not more than two stories

•
in height' unincorporated areas are exempt under the California Earthquake Protection
Law, strorres shall adhere to the design factors presented for UBC ZOne 3. as a
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mmimum. Final design standards shall be in accordance with the findings of detailed •
geologic and geotechnical analyses for proposed building sites.

Prior to the approval of subdivision maps in the vicinity of the Mormon Island Fault
Zone, a ground acceleration analysis shall be conducted for the Mormon Island Fault
Zone. All structures shall be designed in accordance with the ground acceleration
analysis for the Mormon Island Fault Zone and the on-site ground accelerations
anticipated from the Bear Mountains Fault Zone.

4.9-7: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, grading design plans shall incorporate the
findings of detailed geologic and.geotechnical investigations. These findings all include
methods to control soil erosion and ground instability. Some potential methods include:

b)

a) Uncemented silty soils are prone to erosion. Cut slopes and drainage ways within
native material shall be protected from direct exposure to water runoff
immediately following grading activities. Any cut or fill slopes and their
appurtenant drainage facilities shall be designed in accordance with the El Dorado
County Grading Ordinance and the Uniform Building Code guidelines. In
general, soil slopes shall be no steeper than 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) unless
authorized by the Geotechnical Engineer. Slope angles shall be designed to
conform to the competence of the material into which they are excavated. Soil

.'. erosion and instability may be accelerated due to shearing associated with the
',-, Foothills Fault System, and/or Mormon Island Fault Zone.

Drainage facilities shall be lined as necessary to prevent erosion of the. site soils
immediately following grading activities.

c) During construction, trenches greater than 5 feet in depth shall be shored, sloped
back at a I: I (horizontal to vertical) slope angle or reviewed for stability by the
Geotechnical Engineer in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration regulations if personnel are to enter the excavations.

d) Surface soils may be subject to erosion when excavated and exposed to
weathering. Erosion control measures shall be implemented during and after
construction to conform with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System,
Storm Drain Standards and El Dorado County Standards.

e) Rainfall shall be collected and channeled into an appropriate collection system
designed to receive the runoff, minimize erosion and convey the runoff off-site.
Conduits intended to convey drainage water off-site shall be protected with energy
dissipating devices as appropriate, and in some areas potentially lined with an
impermeable, impact proof material.

•

t) Parking facilities, roadway surfaces, and buildings all have impervious surfaces
which concentrate runoff and artificially change existing drainage conditions.
Collection systems shall be designed where possible to divert natural drainage •
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a ay from these structures, to collect water concentrated by these surfaces and
to convey water away from the site in accordance with the National Pollution
D scharge Elimination System, Storm Drain Standards and EI Dorado County
S dards.

ior to the approval of the first tentative subdivision or parcel map, a condition
o approval shall be placed on the tentative map that states that, prior to the
is uance of a grading plan, the project applicant shall submit and obtain approval
o final drainage plans by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation.

ese final drainage plans shall demonstrate that future post-development
st rmwater discharge levels from the project will remain at existing stormwater
di harge levels and detention basins will be permanently maintained. The
<1$lnag,e plan shall be prepared by a certified Civil Engineer and shall be in

nformance with the El Dorado County Drainage Manual adopted by the Board
o Supervisors in March 1995. The project applicant shall form a drainage zone
o benefit (ZOB) or other appropriate entity to ensure that all stormwater drainage
fa ility maintenance requirements are met. The drainage plan shall include, at
a .. um, written text addressing existing conditions, the effects of project
. provements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases
in downstream flows, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage easements,
if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site and implementation and
m . tenance responsibilities. The plan shall address storm drainage during
co strnetion and proposed B:MPs to reduce erosion and water quality degradation.

on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to El Dorado County
artment of Transportation satisfaction. B:MPs shall be implemented
ughout the construction process. The following B:MPs, or others deemed

e ective by the Department of Transportation, will be implemented as necessary
an appropriate:

4.10-1: a)

•
• Soil Stabilization Practices

• Straw Mulching
• Hydromulching
• Jute Netting
• Revegetation
• Preservation of Existing Vegetation

Sediment Barriers

Site Construction Practices

• Straw Bale Sediment Barriers
• Filter Fences
• Straw Bale Drop Inlet Sediment Barriers

• • Winterization



-,

•
•

Traffic Control
Dust Control
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•
Runoff Control in Slopes/Streets

• Diversion Dikes
• Diversion Swales
• Sediment Traps

b) Specific measures shall be identified in the final drainage plans to reduce
stormwater discharge at the Southern Pacific Railroad bridge (Malby Crossing)
at the site's southern end. These measures shall include detention basins of
adequate size to reduce post-development discharge to pre-development levels.
Maintenance of the detention basin and drainage facilities shall include periodic
inspections (e.g., annual) to ensure facility integrity and debris removal as
necessary.

4.10-2: Prior to the approval of the final map, the applicant shall submit a final drainage
plan thatclearly identifies the 1GO-year flood zone following project development
to the El Dorado County Department of Transportation for approval. Project
development shall not occur in areas within the lOO-year flood zone shown in the

""_ final drainage plan. The final drainage plan shall be prepared by a registered
<~" civil engineer and contain a hydrologic study that outlines the lOO-year flood
" -«: zones associated with the project and proposed flood control measures such as •

detention basins. Alternatively, lOO-year flood protection improvements,
approved by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation, can be
implemented to allow development in these areas. All storm drainage facilities
and embankments shall be designed in compliance with the County Drainage
Manual.

4.10-5: a)

b)

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall obtain from the CVRB
a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and comply with all requirements of the
permit to minimize pollution of stormwater discharges during construction
activities.

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall submit to the El
Dorado County Department of Transportation and the Resource Conservation
District for review and approval an erosion control program which indicates that
proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants will be implemented
per NPDES permit requirements. The erosion control plan shall include BMPs
as discussed in mitigation measure 4.10-1, and as follows: sediment basins,
sediment traps, silt fences, hay bale dikes, gravel construction entrances,
maintenance programs, and hydroseeding.

•



.• 4.10-6: a)

b)

4.11-1: a)

b)

•

4.12-1:

4.12-5:

4.14-1:

•
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n-site detention basins shall be constructed and maintained through the
onstruction period to receive stormwater runoff from graded areas to allow
pture and settling of sediment prior to discharge to receiving waters. Periodic
aintenance of detention basins, such as debris removal, shall occur on a monthly

asis or more frequently as needed to ensure continued effectiveness.

.or to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall develop a surface
ater pollution control plan (i.e., parking lot sweeping program and periodic
orm drain cleaning) to reduce long-term surface water quality impacts. Parking

ot sweeping shall occur on a weekly basis and storm drain clearing shall occur
emi-annually. The plan shall also include the installation of oil, gas and grease

p separators in the project parking lot. These grease trap separators will be
leaned annually. The project applicant shall develop a financial mechanism, to

approved by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation, that ensures
e long-term implementation of the program.

Prior to grading and construction activities, significant cultural resources found
on the project site shall be recorded or described in a professional report and
spbmitted to the North Central Inforination Center at California State University*Sacramento.

ring grading and construction activities, the name and telephone number of an
Dorado County-approved, licensed archaeologist shall be available at the

p aect site. In the event a heritage resource is encountered during grading or
c nstroction activities, the project applicant shall ensure that all activities will
c se in the vicinity of the recovered heritage resource until an archaeologist can
e amine the find in place and determine its significance. If a find is
a thenticated, the archaeologist shall determine proper methods of handling the

source(s) for transport and placement in an appropriate repository. Grading and
c~nstnlction activities may resume, after the resource is either retrieved or found
t4 be not of consequence.

~e project applicant shall comply with the agreement between the school districts

¥
the applicant entitled ItAgreement Between the Latrobe School District, the

Dorado Union High School District, Angelo Tsakopoulos, AKT Mosher
ers, the Moshers, and the Euers" dated September 24, 1996, on file with the

ard of Supervisors.

Ably Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 and the following measure: Prior to the
agproval of the Specific Plan, the applicant shall enter into an Agreement with the

ected school districts.

e project applicant shall ensure adequate law enforcement personnel and
serve the Specific Plan area through one of the following

.~ .'. .

-------------



a)
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Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the project applicant will be
required to obtain a service letter from the E1 Dorado County Sheriff's
Department identifying that law enforcement staff and equipment are
available to serve the proposed land use upon occupancy. •

4.16-1:

4.18-1:

The project applicant shall pay in-lieu fees for the purchase and development of
approximately 7 acres of active parks and recreation facilities in addition to the
31.2 acres the applicant shall dedicate for such purposes, Actual land dedication
and in-lieu fees will vary based on the final densities proposed in each phase of
development.

Project impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level until the EID
procures new water supplies that are sufficient to meet water needs of the
proposed Specific Plan at buildout in conjunction with existing planned growth,
or an alternative public water source is secured. Implementation of the following
mitigation measures would reduce potential project impacts on water supply. The
project applicant would be required to implement these measures before approval
of building permits. .

a) In accordance with BID Policy Statement No. 22, the project applicant
shall prepare a Facility Plan Report (FPR) for the proposed project. The
FPR sball address the expansion of the water and sewer facilities and the
specific fire flow requirements for all phases of the project.

b) Low-volume and low-flow fixtures shall be installed to reduce water
consumption. •

4.22-1:

4.22-4:·

c) Efficient irrigation systems shall be installed to minimize runoff and
evaporation and maximize the water that will reach plant roots. One or
any combination of the following methods of increasing irrigation
efficiency shall be employed: drip irrigation, soil moisture sensors, and
automatic irrigation systems. Mulch shall be used extensively in all
landscaped areas. Drought resistant and native vegetation shall be used
in landscaped areas.

If on-site contamination resulting from the storage and use of hazardous
substances within the area of the work shed and barn is discovered during grading
or construction, the appropriate local, state, and/or federal agencies shall be
contacted. Remediation of any unauthorized release of hazardous substances shall
be undertaken in accordance with all existing local, state, and federal
regulations/requirements and guidelines established for the treatment of hazardous
materials.

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, shallow groundwater and on-site
drainage area shall be sampled to determine the potential presence of on-site
contamination (mercury, etc.). If contamination is found, the appropriate •



•
4.22-6:

5-3:

7-2: a)

•

Page 17, SP94-02
Conditions of Approval

gulatory agency shall be contacted. If deemed necessary by the appropriate
gulatory agency, remediation shall-be undertaken in accordance with all existing

I ,state, and federal regulations/requirements and guidelines established for
t e treatment of hazardous substances.

'or to the issuance of a grading permit, the extent (soil andior groundwater) of
tenrial on-site contamination resulting from the operation of off-site USTs sball

assessed. Once the extent of contamination has been determined, the
ropriate regulatory agency shall be consulted in identifying the responsible

and initiating the development of a remediation program in accordance with
applicable local, state, and federal regulations/requirements and guidelines
blished for the treatment of hazardous substances.

e developer shall form a I.a.ndscaping and Lighting District, or other financing
m banism, to cover maintenance costs for landscaping, lighting, fencing, sound
W ,entry monuments, parks, open space, and other public or common areas
in e Carson Creek Specific 'Plan area.

Wi ening Latrobe Road from two to four lanes between Golden Foothill Parkway
So th and Investment Boulevard would improve the daily roadway segment LOS
to or better. El Dorado County considers that additional widening may not be
fi ible due to cost and right-of-way constraints. Due to the uncertainty
re . g feasibility, this cumulative impact would remain significant and
una oidable.

b) Wi ening White Rock Road from four to six lanes between Latrobe Road and the
proj access would improve the daily roadway segment LOS to B or better. El
Do do County considers that additional widening may not be feasible due to cost
and right-of-way constraints. Due to the uncertainty regarding feasibility, this
cum lative impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

c) Miti arion measure 4.5-5 requires the project developer to contribute their "fair­
sh " cost of widening U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes through the western
patti n of El Dorado County. Although this would not improve the LOS to E or
bette, EI Dorado County considers that additional widening may not be feasible
due cost and right-of-way constraints. However, widening certain sections to
more than six lanes may be possible. Therefore, this cumulative impact would
rem significant and unavoidable.

•



•

•

•



sed tentative map, including design and improvements, is consistent with the
reek Specific Plan and the 1996 General Plan policies and land use map, as
in this staff report, the Carson Creek Specific Plan, and Carson Creek Specific

The pro sed tentative map, as conditioned by staff, conforms with the applicable
standards and requirements of the Carson Creek Specific Plan, the County's zoning
regulatio s and the Major Land Division Ordinance.

The site is considered physically suitable for the proposed type and density of
develop because of the flat terrain and the fact that all major inftastructure needs are
adjacent: White Rock Road is adjacent for road access, and water, power, and sewer
lines are ocated in the adjacent White Rock Road or El Dorado HiIIs Business Parle.

1.

2.

3.

• • 1.l\!J96::1317 -L1

Findings - As opted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

4. The p sed subdivision is not likely to cause substantial environmental damage, since
it is cons nt with the Carson Creek Specific Plan, which has an EIR prepared and
certified, and the conditions of approval of this subdivision include all the applicable
mitigatio measures from the EIR, and no new significant impacts have been identified
beyond t covered in the EIR.

The pro sed subdivision is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15182 of the CEQA
Guideline which allows the exemption where a project is consistent with an adopted
specific p where an EIR has been certified.

•



•

•

•
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'tM96-1317 - fhase 1

Conditions -1 modified by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

Department of Transportation

1.

2.

3.

4.

•
5.

6.

7.

•

The de eloper shall obtain approval of construction drawings consistent with the
Subdivi ion Design and Improvement Standards Manual and cost estimates from the
County epartment of Transportation and pay all applicable fees prior to commencement
of any' provements on the public street and service facilities. All improvements shall
be cons' tent with the approved tentative map.

The deVEloper shall enter into an improvement agreement with the County and provide
securityfto guarantee performance of the improvement agreement as set forth within the
County f El Dorado Major Land Division Ordinance.

The lmap shall show all utility, road, and drainage easements per the
recomm ndation of the utility purveyors and the County Engineer. Final determination
of the L tion of said easements shall be made by the County Engineer. Said easements
shall be vocably offered to the County.

If blasJg activities are to occur in conjunction with subdivision improvements, the
subdiv~rshall ensure that such blasting activities are conducted in compliance with state
and 14 regulations.

If buxmbg activities are to occur during the construction of the subdivision
improve~ents, the subdivider shall obtain the necessary burning permits from the
Califo~Department of Forestry and air pollution permits from the County prior to said
burning lCtiVities.

This projFt shall be subject to the road impact fee of $3266 per single family dwelling.
Pursuant! Resolution No. 175-96, said fee shall be due upon the issuance of a building
permit. prior to the application for a building permit for said project a revisedfee is
establish ,such revised amount shall be paid.

All roadsll shall be constructed in conformance with the Design and Improvements
Standards I Manual with the following widths:
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ROAD WIDTH curb
face to curb face

STANDARD (RIGHT OF WAY EXCEPTIONSI
ROAD NAME PLAN WIDTH) SPECIAL NOTES

White Rock Road (on-site) 101 B 84 ft. half width frontage
(100 ft. ROW), with turn improvements. with 6'
pockets and additional ROW sidewalk
as needed

'A'Drive 101 B S6 ft. (76 ft. ROW), with 6 ft. sidewalk aD both
Dlrn pockets and additional sides
ROW as needed

'C'Drive(south boundaly to 'B' Drive) & 101 B 40ft. 4 ft. sidewalk on both
'B'Drive(T Court to White Rock Road & (60 ft. ROW), with tum sides of street
White Rock Road to 'c' Drive) pockets and additional ROW

as needed

'B'Drive('C' Drive-South, eo T' Court) and 101 B 36 ft. 4 ft. sidewalk on both
'C'Drive CB' to 'B' Drive) (SO ft. ROW) sides of street

'B'Drive(White Rock Rd.-North, to '0' 10lB 36 ft. 4 ft. sidewalk on both
Way); 'D','O','P',&'U'Way; and 'E'&'G' (SO ft. ROW) sides of street
Court -.

'1','~,'L'~'M'•'Q"V'Way;'N'&'T'Circle; 101B 28ft. .. ft. oidcw.ue OD.bo~
and'F','H', (SO ft. ROW) sides of street
'I' , 'R','S','X',&'w' Court

8. A temporary cul-de-sac shall be constructed at the end of'M' Way and 'N' Circle. 'M'
Way, 'N' Circle, and 'F', 'H', 'X', and 'W' Court can be reduced to a 45 it. radius
roadway width with a reduced right of way width of 53.5 ft in the bulb portion' of the
cul-de-sac. All other cul-de sac's shall be constructed to County Standard Plan 114.

9. AIl traffic shall be directed away from traveling northward en ':B' Drive, from '0' Way
with one of the following two scenarios:

A. '0' Way shall be constructed as such to allow continuous travel onto 'L' Way.
The remaining portion of '0' Way fL' Way - 'B' Drive) shall be blocked off at
the 'L' Way intersection.

B. '0' Way shall be constructed as such to allow continuous travel onto 'B' Drive,
west to White Rock Road. The remaining portion of 'B' Drive( '0' Way - White
Rock Road-north) shall be blocked off at the '0' Way intersection.

Either one of these alternatives shall be subject to review and approval of the Department
of Transportation prior to improvement plan approval.

•



•• 10.

11.

12.

•
13.

14.

15.

16.

•

I

I
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·U· and I·v. Way shall be extended to the southwest and intersect off-site with the
southerl~ extension of 'C' Drive. This extension, for emergency access purposes, shall
be constructed to Standard Plan 101B (without frontage improvements), subsequent to
securing je necessary access easement from the adjacent propeny owner.

The foll?~ing intersections shall be analyzes for the determination of final lane
configuI3jti0n:

• '~' Drive/Wbite Rock Road @ Manchester Drive

• '~' Drive/Wbite Rock Road @ Springfield Ranch Drive

• '1-' Drivel'C' Drive .

Finallan~ configuration, including the need for additional right of way, shall be subject
to review I and approval of the Department of Transportation prior to improvement plan

approval. I .

All lots tttat front on two roads shall take access on the minor roadway. All associated
frontage ~ong major roadways shall be designated as non-vehicular access easements.
The SCh~Site shall gain access via 'D' Way and/or at the intersection of 'C' Drive and
,A' Drive, subject to the review and approval of the Latrobe School District and DOT.
A non-ve icular access easement shall be established along the entire frontage of the
school P rty, from 'A' Drive to 'D' Way. .

Access Jm Lot F to 'A' Drive and 'C' Drive shall be determined by DOT prior to
improvem nt plan approval.

Subdivisi n improvements shall include driveways for all lots with street cuts or fills
along the frontage of six feet or more difference in elevation, or as found necessary for
reasonabld access by the County Transportation Director. Driveways shall be installed
in a manner and location acceptable to the County Department of Transportation and
shall mee~ standard County driveway requirements. As an alternative, a Notice of
Restriction shall be filed against all downhill lots with till in excess of 6 feet which
allows structural driveway access only.

An irrev able offer of dedication, in fee, shall be made of in the width as described in
Condition for the proposed roads, with slope easements where necessary. Said offer
may be re ected at the time of the final map, in which case, a homeowners agreement
and associ tion, or other entity, shall be established in order to provide for the long term
maintenan e of the roads.

An irrevoc ble offer of dedication, in fee, shall be made of 60 feet in radius for the cu1­
de-sacs, w th slope easements where necessary. 'M' Way, 'N' Circle, and 'F', 'H', 'X',
and 'W' C urts can be reduced to a 53.5 foot radius. Said offer may be rejected at the

I
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entity, shall be established in order to provide for the long term maintenance of the •
roads.

17. A final drainage plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Department of
Transportation. Drainage which is collected and routed between lots, as shown on the
Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan, shall be conveyed via underground pipe and not
open channel. All drainage facilities shall be designed in compliance with the County
Drainage Manual. The developer shall install all drainage facilities shown on the plan
with the respective phase of construction.

18. Prior to approval of the final map by the Board of Supervisors, the subdivider shall be
required to form a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to fund the maintenance of
drainage facilities.

19. All gxading plans shall be prepared and submitted to the Soil Conservation Service and
the Department of Transportation. The Soil Conservation Service shall review and make
appropriate recommendations to the County. Upon receipt of the review report by the
Soil Conservation Service, the Department of Transportation shall consider imposition
of appropriate conditions for reducing or mitigating erosion and sedimentation from the
project. No building permit shall be issued by the County until final grading plans and
erosion control plans are approved by the Department of Transportation and the grading
is completed.

. '

20. The timing of construction and method of revegetation shall be coordinated-,by the El •
Dorado County Resource Conservation District. If grading activities are not completed
by September, the developer shall implement a temporary grading and erosion control
plan. Such temporary plans shall be submitted to the Soil Conservation Service for
review and recommendation to the Department of Transportation. The Department of
Transportation shall approve or conditionally approve such plans and cause the developer
to implement said plan on or before October 15. . .

21. The location of fire hydrants and systems for fire flows are to meet the requirements of
the responsible Fire Protection District. The location of hydrants shall be shown on the
improvement plans which shall be subject to the approval of the fire protection district.
Phasing plans shall be subject to Fire District approval to ensure that each phase has a
minimum of two access points.

22. The project shall be subject to the Transportation Impact Fee for the State System's
Capacity & Interchanges of $1,570 per single family residential dwelling unit. Pursuant
to Resolution 202-96, said fee shall be due upon the issuance of a building permit. If
prior to the application for a building pennit for said project a revised fee is established,
such a revised amount shall be paid.

•
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I

Surveyor's orfe
23. All surv+y monuments must be set prior to the presentation of the final map to the Board

of supeE"sors for approval, or the developer shall have surety of work to be done by
bond or h deposit. Verification of set survey monuments, work completed, or work
to be co pleted, and cost of completion is to be determined by the County Surveyor.

All roa4 shall be named by tiling a completed road naming petition for each road with
the cou1ty Surveyor's Office prior to riling the final map.

A boun line adjustment shall be approved and recorded prior to the riling of the final
map to move that portion of tentative map lot 371 that is located in Sacramento County
from the map.

24.

25.

••

planning Depa ent

26.

•
27.

28.

•

If human¥mainS are discovered at any time during the subdivision improvement phase,
the Coun Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted per
Section 050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.89 of the Public
Resource Code. The procedures set forth in Supplementary Document J, Section vm,
of the Cfomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines concerning treatment
of the re ains shall be followed. If archaeological sites or artifacts are discovered, the
subdivide shall retain an archaeologist to evaluate the resource. If the resource is
detennin to be important, as defined in Appendix K of the CEQA Guidelines,
mitigati0imeasures, as agreed to by the subdivider, archaeologist and planning
Departme t shall be implemented. Treatment of Native American remains and/or
archaeolo .cal artifacts shall be the responsibility of the subdivider and shall be subject
to review and approval by the County Planning Director.

A meter aL.ard letter or similar document shall be provided by the water purveyor prior
to filing~ final map.

ParkIand~edication requirements shall be calculated based on the standards and factors
for develo ment within the EI Dorado Hills Community Services District (EDHCSD).
An irrev ble offer of dedication (lOD) shall be made to the EDHCSD as a condition
of approv~of the tentative maps within the Specific Plan area. Prior to County approval
of any rmtmap, the developer shall show evidence of a recorded agreement with the
EDHCSD or the location, size, park improvements (including water and sewer mete:s) ,
maintenan , and timing of dedication and acceptance of parks throughout the Specific
Plan area. I

The develcoer will be required to provide a Phase I environmental assessment ofall land
to be dedi~ied to a public agency.

I

1 .



29.

Page 6, TM96-1317
Conditions of Approval

Easements shown to be relocated on the tentative map shall be relocated prior to or in
conjunction with the filing of the final map, including the relocation of all electric
facilities. •

30. A letter of agreement from the cable television franchisee, pursuant to Section 16.16.010
(1) of the County Code, shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to approval
of the final map.

31. As specified in conditions of approval, the subdivider is required to perform off-site
improvements. If it is determined that the subdivider does not have or cannot secure

. sufficient title or interest of such lands where said off-site improvements are required,
the County may, at the subdivider's expense and within 120 days of filing the final map,
acquire by negotiation or commence proceedings to acquire an interest in the land which
will permit the improvements to be made, including proceedings for immediate
possessing of the property.

Where the subdivider is required to make improvements on land which neither the
subdivider nor the County has sufficient title or interest to make such improvements,
prior to filing of any final map or parcel map, the subdivider shall submit to the Planning
Director for approval:

a.

b.

A legal description prepared by a civil engineer or land surveyor of the land
necessary to be acquired to complete the off-site improvements.

Improvement plans prepared by a civil engineer of the required off-site
improvements. •

c. An appraisal prepared by a professional appraiser of the cost of land necessary
to complete the off-site improvements.

Prior to the filing of the final map, the subdivider shall enter into an agreement pursuant
to Government Code Section 66462.5 to complete the required off-site improvements
including the full costs of acquiring any real property interests necessary to complete the
required improvements.

In addition to the agreement, the subdivider shall provide a cash deposit, letter of credit,
or other acceptable surety in a amount sufficient to pay such costs including legal costs
subject to the approval of County Counsel.

32. The tentative map shall not become effective until the Carson Creek Specific Plan is
approved by the Board of Supervisors,

33. As a vesting tentative map, the approval confers the vested rights as described by Section
66474.2 of the Government Code, including the rights and limitations as established by
Ordinance No. 4216 (Chapter 16.68 of the County Code). This map shall expire 24
months from the date of approval. •



I

Street liglts shall be installed at main intersections.
top-shiel~~ to prevent excess glare and light.
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All street lights installed shall be

35. As a con ition of approval of all tentative maps, a wood or other solid fence, at least six
foot in he ght, will be constructed by the developer of all residential lots adjacent to the
boundari of the Specific Plan area.

Agricultu fencing per County Resolution No. 9SA-90 shall be required along the
Sacramen 01El Dorado County line in any location not adjacent to a residential parcel.

The CC~Will specify the fence design approval process. Fence design will be as
approved y the El Dorado Hills Community Services District and the appropriate design
review co .ttee.

MainreJce of fencing adjacent to open space or landscaped corridors will be funded
either gh a homeowners association, a Landscaping and Lighting District, or other
appropriat mechanism.

, 36.

•31.

An Open pace Management Plan shall be prepared by the developer, subject to review
and appro al by the El Dorado Hills Community Services District, and will include a
funding echanism for on-going maintenance of all open space. A Wild Fire
Managem nt Plan, subject to approval by appropriate agencies, will also be included as
a compon nt of this document.

The devel pment of APN lOS-040-05 shall not occur until said parcel rolls out (or is
approved r immediate cancellation) of the agricultural preserve.

3S. Phases 6, , and S of the tentative map shall not be developed until APN 10S-040-01,
immediatel south of the project, rolls out of Agricultural Preserve status (or is approved
for imm 'ate cancellation). The buffer may be reduced or eliminated by the
Agricultu Commission, upon presentation to the Agricultural Commission that the
buffer is u ecessary or is substantially complied with in another fashion.

EIR l\1itigation ~easures

39. (M:M 4.3-Ja and d, 4.3-5.a) A thirty (30) foot landscape corridor shall be installed
adjacent t$Wbite Rock Road, and in the residential yards adjacent to the eastern and
western bo ndary of the tentative map, as required in Section 3.5 of the Carson Creek
Specific P , and shall consist of a majority of native plant andlor fast growing species.

40. (:M:M 4.3-2.b, 4.3-5b) The CC&Rs or project design notebook shall require use of
natural col red roof materials in project development to maximize consistency with the
surroundin natural environment to minimize stark visual contrasts.

•



41.
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(MM 4.3-2.c, 4.3-5.c) The CC&Rs or project design notebook shall require the use
natural components in fencing materials (e.g., wood, stone, brick) that would be
consistent with residential uses to the north, and would enhance visual compatibility with
the natural surroundings of the site for subdivision fencing and acoustical mitigation
walls.

•
42. (MM 4.5-7.b) The developer shall construct signal and tum lane improvements at the

White Rock Road/main project access road intersection, if warranted by traffic volumes,
as determined by the County DOT.

43. (MM 4.5-8) The project developer shall be responsible for the construction of a bus
turnout and transit shelter along the project site frontage on White Rock Road; however,
should the developer enter into a development agreement with the County which includes
provisions for a bus and transit shelter when fixed route transit service or commuter
service is extended to serve the project, the improvement of the facilities may be delayed,
and this condirion may be waived.

44. (MM 4.5-9) The project developer shall construct a Class n bike lane along the project
site frontage on White Rock Road.

45. (MM 4.6-1, 4.6-2) The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APeD
Rule 223, 224, and 215 as required by the Air Pollution Control Officer. The project
applicant shall prepare a fugitive dust control plan to be submitted to, and apQ~ved by,
the APeD prior to the commencement of construction. •46. (MM 4.6-3) The applicant shall encourage in the CC&Rs or project design notebook the
following energy-saving design features into future levels of project implementation as

. feasible and appropriate. These design features may include, but are not limited to, the
following:

•

•
•

•

•

•
•
•

..

Solar or low-emission water heaters;
Central water heating systems;
Shade trees;
Energy-efficient and automated air conditioners;
Double-pane glass in all windows;
Energy-efficient low-sodium parking lot lights;
Energy-efficient lighting and lighting controls.
The applicant, future successors in interest, or future homebuilders shall install only
EPA-certified woodstoves and fireplaces.

47. (MM 4.7-1) Subdivision improvement plans shall include a notation that requires that
consttuction activities shall be conducted in accordance with the County noise regulation
or limited to the fonowing hours and days:
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een the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on any weekday
een the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays
ibited on Sundays and holidays

50.

48.

49.

•

At the . e of the letting of the construction contract, it shall be demonstrated that engine
noise m excavation equipment would be mitigated by keeping engine doors closed
during uipment operation. For equipment that cannot be enclosed behind doors, lead
curtains ball be used to attenuate noise.

(M:M 4~-2) Sound walls shall be installed as recommended the Brown-Buntin
Associat s, Inc., June 26, 1996, acoustical analysis for the Euer Ranch along White Rock
Road. e walls shall be constructed to heights to reduce the noise levels to 60 dB Ldn
or less, fxcept for Lots 8 through 16, where the sound wall shall be constructed to
heights ti reduce the noise levels to 65 dB Ldn or less. .

(MM 4.8 2) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the wetland delineation completed for
the Euer ch shall be verified by USACE. After verification, any wetlands that would
be lost r disturbed shall be replaced or rehabilitated on a "no-net-loss" basis in
accordan e with USACE mitigation guidelines. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and!or
replacem nt shall be at a location and by methods agreeable to USACE.

(MM: 4.81-2) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement
shall be 9btained from CDFG, pursuant to §1600 of the California Fish and Game Code,
for each crossing and any other activities affecting the bed, bank, or associated
riparian egetation of the stream. If required, the project applicant shall coordinate with
CDFG' developing appropriate mitigation, and shall abide by the conditions of any
executed rmits.

51. (MM 4.8 3) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, habitat on the Euer Ranch that is
suitable to support Bogg's Lake hedge-hyssop shall be surveyed, If any significant
populations of this species are found in areas proposed. for development, a mitigationplan
designed Ito result in a no-net-loss of the species shall be prepared by the project
proponen~ and approved by USFWS. The plan may include measures such as
transplanttion or revegetation in protected areas on-site.

52. (MM 4.9 1) Prior to the approval of a grading permit for development in the Carson
Creek age, the applicant shall submit to, and receive approval from, the El Dorado
County D artment of Transportation (D01) a soils and geologic hazards report meeting
the requi ments for such reports provided in the El Dorado County Grading Ordinance.
If propos improvements to the Carson Creek drainage would be located in areas
identifiedFsusceptible to soils or geologic hazards, proposed improvements to the
Carson C k drainage shall be designed to prevent failure or damage due to such
hazards.

•
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~ 4.9-4) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, in the vicinity of the Monnon
Island Fault Zone, the location and age of displacements associated with the fault zone
shall be determined by geologic mapping and trench logging. Critical structures such as
schools shall not be located within the zones of active faulting.

•
54. (MM 4.9-5) Prior to the filing of the final map in the vicinity of the Mormon Island

Fault Zone, a ground acceleration analysis shall be conducted for the Mormon Island
Fault Zone. AlI stIUetures shall be designed in accordai1ce with the .ground acceleration
analysis for the Mormon Island Fault Zone and the on-site ground accelerations
anticipated from the Bear Mountains Fault Zone.

55. ~4.9-7) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, grading design plans shall
incorporate the findings of detailed geologic and geotechnical investigations. These
findings all include methods to control soil erosion and ground instability that are
described in the Carson Creek Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measure

56. (MM 4.10-1) Prior to the issuance of a grading plan, the project applicant shall submit
and obtain approval of final drainage plans by the E1 Dorado County Department of
Transportation. These final drainage plans shall demonstrate that future post­
development stonnwater discharge levels from the project will remain at existing
stormwater discharge levels and detention basins will be permanently maintained. The
drainage plan shall be prepared by a certified Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance
with _the El Dorado County Drainage Manual adopted by the Board of Supervisors in
March 1995. The project applicant shall form a drainage zone of benefit (ZOB) or other •
appropriate entity to ensure that all stormwater drainage facility maintenance
requirements are met. The drainage plan shall include, at a minimum, written text
addressing existing conditions, the effects of project improvements, all appropriate
calculations, a watershed map, potential increases in downstream flows, proposed on-site
improvements, and drainage easements, ifnecessary, to accommodate flows from the site
and implementation and maintenance responsibilities. The plan shall address storm
drainage during construction and proposed BMPs to reduce erosion and water quality
degradation. All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to E1 Dorado County
Department of Transportation satisfaction. BMPs shall be implemented throughout the
construction process. The following B:MPs, or others deemed effective by the
Department of Transportation, will be implemented as necessary and appropriate:

• Soil Stabilization Practices

•
•
•
•
•

Straw Mulching
Hydromulching
Jute Netting
Revegetation
Preservation of Existing Vegetation

•
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Straw Bale Sediment Barriers
Filter Fences
Straw Bale Drop Inlet Sediment Barriers

ite Construction Practices

Winterization
Traffic Control
Dust Control

noff Control in Slopes/Streets

• Diversion Dikes
• Diversion Swales
• Sediment Traps

(MM 4. 0-2) The applicant shall submit a final drainage plan that clearly identifies the
lOO-y flood zone following project development to the El Dorado County Department
of Tran rtation for approval. Project development shall not occur in areas within the
lOQ-y flood zone shown in the final drainage plan. The fiDal drainage plan shall be
prepared by a registered civil engineer and contain a hydrologic study that outlines the
lOQ-y flood zones associated with the project and proposed flood control measures
such as detention basins. Alternatively, lOG-year flood protection improvements,
approv by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation, can be implemented
to allow evelopment in these areas. All storm drainage facilities and embankments shall
be desi ed in compliance with the County Drainage Manual.

58. (MM 4. 0-5) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall obtain from the
CVRB a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit under the National Pollutant
Discharg Elimination System (NPDBS) and comply with all requirements of the permit
to .. . e pollution of stormwater discharges during construction activities.

59.

•

Prior to . suance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall submit to the El Dorado
County artment of Transportation and the Resource Conservation District for review
and app val an erosion control program which indicates that proper control of siltation,
sedimen non and other pollutants will be implemented per NPD:ES permit requirements.

(MM 4.1 -6.a) On-site detention basins shall be constructed and maintained through the
construe on period to receive stonnwater runoff from graded areas to allow capture and
settling f sediment prior to discharge to receiving waters. Periodic maintenance of
detention basins, such as debris removal, shall occur on a monthly basis or more
frequent! as needed to ensure continued effectiveness.

1
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60. (}dM4.1O-6.b) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall develop
a surface water pollution control plan (i. e., parking lot sweeping program and periodic •
storm drain cleaning) to reduce long-term surface water quality impacts. These grease
trap separators will be cleaned annually. The project applicant shall develop a financial
mechanism, to be approved by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation, that
ensures the long-term implementation of the program.

61. (}dM 4.11-1) Prior to grading and construction activities, significant cultural resources
found on the project site shall be recorded or described in a professional report and
submitted to the North Central Information Center at California State University at
Sacramento.

The grading and improvement plans shall include a note that states that during grading
and construction activities, the name and telephone number of an El Dorado County­
approved, licensed archaeologist shall be available at the project site. In the event a
heritage resource is encountered during grading or construction activities, the project
applicant shall ensure that all activities will cease in the vicinity of the recovered heritage
resource until an archaeologist can examine the find in place and determine its
significance. Ifa find is authenticated, the archaeologist shall determine proper methods
of handling the resource(s) for transport and placement in an appropriate repository.
Grading and construction activities may resume, after the resource is either retrieved or
found to be not of consequence.

62. (~f4.12-1) The project applicant shall comply with the agreement between the SChOOl .•
districts and the applicant entitled "Agreement Between the Latrobe School District, the
El Dorado Union High School District, Angelo Tsakopoulos, AKT Mosher Partners, the
Moshers, and the Euers" dated September 24, 1996, on file with the Board of
Supervisors,

63. (}dM 4.14-1 a and b) Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the project applicant
will be required to obtain a service letter from the El Dorado County Sheriff's
Department identifying that law enforcement staff and equipment are available to serve
the proposed land use upon occupancy and the Department has reasonably estimated that
annual funding is available to provide adequate staff and equipment in the future.

64. (.M:M 4.22-1) If on-site contamination resulting from the storage and use of hazardous
substances .within the area of the existing work shed and barn is discovered during
grading or construction, the appropriate local, state, and/or federal agencies shall be
contacted. Remediation of any unauthorized release of hazardous substances shall be
undertaken in accordance with all existing local, state, and federal
regulations/requirements and guidelines established for the treatment of hazardous
materials.

65. (M:M 4.22-4) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, shallow groundwater and on-site
drainage area shall be sampled to determine the potential presence of on-site
contamination (mercury. etc.). If contamination is found. the appropriate regulatory •
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agency s all be contacted. If deemed necessary by the appropriate regulatory agency,
remedia· n shall be undertaken in accordance with all existing local, state, and federal
regulatio s/requirements and guidelines established for the treatment of hazardous
substanc s. .

(.MM 4. 2-6) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the extent (soil and/or
groundw ter) of potential on-site contamination resulting from the operation of off-site
USTs sh be assessed. Once the extent of contamination has been determined, the
appropri te regulatory agency shall be consulted in identifying the responsible party and
initiating the development of a remediation program in accordance with all applicable
local, s te, and federal regulations/requirements and guidelines established for the
treatment of hazardous substances.

68.

67.

•

(.MM 5-3 A financing mechanism or mechanisms, such as a Landscaping and Lighting
District, or development and maintenance of parks and for maintenance of open space,
landscapi g, lighting, fencing, trails, walkways, corridors, signage, sound walls, entry
monume ts, and other common or public areas shall be determined prior to approval of
the final ap. Improvement plans will be submitted to the El Dorado Hills Community
Services istrict for approval, and the financing mechanisms shall be in place prior to
issuance f building permits (Section 5.2 of the Carson Creek Specific Plan.)

d 118 on the south side of 'B' Drive shall be merged into one parcel. Lots
119 and 20 on the north side of 'B' Drive shall be merged into one parcel. The
boundary lines of Lots 119, 120, 121, and 122 may be modified so that uniform lot sizes
are creat .

69. All lots s all be a minimum of 6,000 square feet, which requires lots in Phases 7 and 8
of TM:96 1317 to be enlarged.

70. nent shall enter into an agreement with the County to indemnify the County
do against all legal costs associated with any legal challenges resulting from
roval. Said agreement shall be in a form acceptable to County Counsel.

71. of the subdivision shall include the following language:

pproximately 3,000 feet east of this subdivision is the El Dorado Irrigation
District Dorado Wastewater Treatment Plan, which is responsible for the processing
of waste ater for the El Dorado Hills area, including the subdivision.

Purchaser for himself and his heirs, successors and assigns, recognizes that the District,
in the cou e of normal operations conducted in accordance with all requirements of law,
produces ors offensive to humans. From time to time, the processing of wastewater
will gene te unpleasant odors which may be discernible to the occupants of the Carson
Creek S ific Plan. It

A written agreement with the school district shall be in place before Board approves or
rezones th project. .
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1. Petitioners El Dorado Taxpayers for Quality Growth and Environmental Planning

and onnation Council of Western E1 Dorado County. Inc. (EPIC) bring this mandamus

action in the public interest regarding the decision of the County of El Dorado

to app ove the Carson Creek Specific Plan. a project for the rezoning and development of a

of residential and commercial uses on a nO-acre site. including 477 buildable lots, in

orated Western E1 Dorado County. The Environmental Impact Report prepared for

the S cific Plan is inadequate and improperly defers analysis of fundamental environmental

issues, and the project cannot lawfully be approved under the legally deficient E1 Dorado

Gene Plan. The peremptory writ should issue in the first instance.

n. JURISDICTION A~~ VENUE

~. This court has jurisdiction under §§ 21168 and 21168.5 of the California
I

Enviro mental Quality Act (CEQA) and §§ 1094.5 and 1085 of the California Code of Civil

The parties and the Carson Creek project are located in El Dorado County.

III. PARTIES

Petitioner El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth is a California non-

I

profit public benefit corporation incorporated under the laws of California. The specific

purposes of the corporation are to educate the public about proposed projects on private and
I .

public 1 ds and the effects of those projects on the rural quality of life for existing and

future r idents of El Dorado County, to facilitate public input into the planning process, and

2 I
1
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.~ 2

4

5 .

6

7

the public interest. The Taxpayers for Quality Growth bring this petition as a co-

petitione on behalf of all others similarly situated who are too numerous to be named and

brought efore this court as petitioners. Its members include persons living in the area

affected y the approval of Carson Creek, whose personal, aesthetic, and property interests

I

will be s verely injured if the project is allowed to proceed as planned.

Petitioner Environmental Planning and Information Council of Western El Dorado

8' County. c. (EPiC), is a California non-profit corporation formed in 1974. Through public

9

I 10

11

I 12

i3

I

17 !

; 18 :
· I

19

"? ;
· _0 !

'2' .i ;;

· -2 "t. .

education public comment, and judicial action when necessary, EPIC seeks to maintain the

rural qual ty of life in El Dorado County and to ensure a healthy and economically viable

environm nt for its residents. EPIC brings this petition as a co-petitioner on behalf of all

others s' . arly situated who are too numerous to be named and brought before this court as

petitione . EPIC's members include persons living in the area affected by the actions of

EID, who e personal, aesthetic, and property interests will be severely injured if the Carson

Creek S~ICifiC Plan approved by the County is allowed to proceed as planned.

5. IPetitioners Does 1 to 5 are listed under fictitious names. Petitioners are aware that
I •

other envi onmental organizations are concerned about the County's lack of compliance with

environrn tal laws in its action to approve the Carson Creek Specific Plan, and have

expressed interest in joining this mandamus action. When true names and capacities are

ascertaine , petitioners will amend this petition by asserting them.

6. Respondent El Dorado County is tile county which approved the Carson Creek

,
:~6 :

•

Specific P an and is the project lead agency.

7. etltioners are ignorant of the true names and capacities of respondents sued herein

as DOES through 10, inclusive, and therefore sues these respondents by such fictitious

itioners will amend this petition to allege their true names and capacities when

3
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23 ;
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I
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26 I

27

e ;

28
I
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I
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ascertai . Petitioners are informed and believe and thereon allege that each of the

named respondents are responsible in some manner for the occurrences herein

d that the wrongs as herein alleged were proximately caused by their conduct.

Real party in interest Palisades Development, Inc., a c~rporation doing business in

• t is the legal entity which is the -:rpplicant for the project proposed to be located on

the Carso Creek Specific Plan site in El Dorado County.

Real party in interest AKT Mosher is a partnership doing business in California

owner of the Carson Creek Specific Plan site in El Dorado County.

Real party in interest AKT Development Corporation, a corporation doing

California, is the legal entity which is the developer of the project proposed to be

the Carson Creek Specific Plan site in E1 Dorado County.

Petitioners are ignorant of the true names and capacities of real parties in interest

as DOES 11 through 15, inclusive, and therefore sues these real parties in interest

ctitious names. Petitioners will amend this petition to allege their true names and

when ascertained. Petitioners are informed and believe and thereon allege that each

of the fie itiously named real parties in interest is responsible in some manner for the

occurren es herein alleged, and that the wrongs as herein alleged were proximately caused by

1 . The paragraphs below will refer to information in numerous documents relating to

this laws it, all of which will be duly filed with this court as part of the record of

Such documents are incorporated herein by reference.

4
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IV. GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

ents received during the 45-day public comment period ending July ·5, 1996.

ems on the Draft ETR. The Responses to Comments Addendum addresses only

Petitioners fully incorporate herein by reference paragraphs 1 through 12, above.

The Carson Creek Specific Plan project proposes a mixture of residential,

g Commission of environmental issues associated with the Plan and not to receive

and Responses to Comments Addendum constitute the Final EIR for the Specific

16 A Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the project was published in August 1996.

. The E1 Dorado Plarining Commission held a meeting on June 27, 1996, to apprise

written c

comrnerci ,research and development, schools, parks, and open space uses on a 71O-acre site

and July 1996, following which a Responses to Comments Addendum was prepared. The

in unin rporated Western El Dorado County. A Draft Environmental Impact Report was

prepared for the Plan and was circulated for a 45-day public comment period between May

14 ;
I

• 2

3

;1

5 .

6.

7'

8·

i 9

10 :

11

17 ~
17 Hearings on the Carson Creek Specific Plan were held before the Planning

18 :'

19:
I'

! 20 !~
(

; 21 ;

! "2 ;:
:' t

C~in on-September 12, 1996, and before the Board of Supervisors on September 24,

1996. Tho ErR was certified and the Plan was approved with a Statement of Overriding

Consideratlons.

18. The Notice of Determination was filed with the El Dorado County Clerk on

: "3 ':i - .
September 26, 1996.

· .)~
! .:>
I

·: 26::

~ 27 i'
r

19. Petitioners have no plain, speedy, and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of

law. If th Carson Creek Specific Plan project remains approved, the project will proceed

with imme iate, severe, and irreparable harm to petitioners and El Dorado County residents

.28!i· .i 5
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due to i unsolved environmental problems. The County of El Dorado has the capacity to

correct it violations of law but has failed and refused to do so.

V. VI1LATIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

2 . Petitioners fully incorporate herein by reference paragraphs 13 through 19, above.

The County of EI Dorado abused its discretion and failed to act in the manner

required by law in approving the Carson Creek Specific Plan and Mitigation Monitoring Plan,

certiIy~ the EIR, and making fmdings under the California Environmental Quality Act

because, among other things:

1
The findings adopted by the County are conc1usory and are not supported by

substanti 1 evidence. Among the many areas of environrnental impact not mitigated to

insignifi~ce are incompatible land uses, loss of wetlands, traffic, water supply, and public

health.

The EIR fails to assess, analyze, and mitigate the impacts of supplying water for

the proj ct, improperly leaving analysis to future study and improperly relying upon the

unstudie and unlawful actions of the El Dorado Irrigation District.

o The ElR fails co adequately analyze project consistency with the General Plan, the

consequ nces of inconsistent land use and traffic planning policies of local and regional plans,

and inc nsistency of land uses within the Specific Plan. Among unstudied inconsistencies are

densitie between the Plan. area and adjacent agricultural Sacramento County areas, high

density r1an residence' adjacent to business park uses, varying traffic lane Infrastructure

betweel County and regional planning documents, and the lack of mapping of EI Dorado

County blanned communities. 0

6

o.oJ
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The ETR fails to consider a reasonable range of project alternatives, including,

d endangered plants, and failed to adopt feasible mitigation measures allowing

ion of unique habitat.

ther things, avoidance of wetlands, and fails to study or adopt feasible mitigations.

. The County of El Dorado failed to assess, analyze, or mitigate the project's effects

pres

4

2

3

6

5

•

of its General Plan, as presented in the comment letters to the EIR, including but

REFORE, Petitioners pray:

2 . The county's approval of the Carson Creek Specific Plan is Inconsistent with

1. That the court issue an Alternate and Peremptory W~t of Mandate, ordering

Approval of development Inconsistent with the General Plan violates th.e Goverriment Code.

not limit d to those which require on-site and off-site public benefit and compatibility.

without lawfulgeneral plan in place.

7 ~r The EIR is inadequate as specified in the comment letters contained in the
I -

RespoI13f to Comments Addendum, and the responses fail to answer to questions raised.

I

I

\ VI. VIOLATIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE

2¥. Petitioners fully incorporate herein by reference paragraphs 20 through 21, above.
I

2~. The El Dorado General Plan is inadequate and unlawful, and is the subject of

I

separate udicial challenge. The Carson Creek Specific Plan project cannot be approved

responden County of EI Dorado to set aside and void its certification of the EIR and its

25 I

approval f the Carson Creek Specific Plan project, including rezoning and Specific Plan

8

9

I 10

II

12 :

13

14 ;
I

.: 15

16 ;

17 '

18,
I

19 :

20 ~

21

22

23

24

26 '
I

approval, d to comply with all provisions of the California. Environmental Quality Act and
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For other and further-relief as the court may deem proper.

For costs of suit and attorney's fees herein; and

ent Code.

aging in any activity connected with the. subject project unless and until this court

t said project is in full compliance with CEQA and relevant provisions of th.e

. That the court issue a permanent injunction enjoiningrespondents and its agents

4

5;

6 :

7 from

8 " finds

9 ::

10 ::

11

OCT-2S-1996 13:401 BRANDT-HAWLEY&ZOIA

1 ': theLtCode prior to further consideration of al'proval; .

2 ~ That [he court issue a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction

3
enjoinin respondent or its agents from engaging in any physical activity connected with

develop ent under the subject project while this petition is pending;

•

12 •

•
13,

17 '

18 :

Dated: October 25, 1996 BRANDT-HAWLEY & ZOlA

f
Susan Br-dIl.dt-~ley

Rose M. Zoia
Attorneys for Petitioners

.'

iI
20 :!

!1
'I

21 ;:
.-

22 ~:
,

23 ;;
'.

2·4j:,I
F
i:

25 :

• 27 I, e:\eatS0retition

2St!
)i

Ii I

s
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12

13

1t 1:

• I 15

16

17 .

18 :-

19 :

20 !:

21 :

22

23

24

25·

26

27,;
,.• 28 Ii
~:

Ii·
I!

VERIFICATION

am the attorney for Petitioners, who are located

e of the County of Sonoma, State of california, where

For that reason, I make this verification

d on their behalf pursuant to California code of Civil

446. I have read the PETITION FOR WRIT OF

5 and know its contents. The matters stated in it

and correct based on my knowledge, except as to the

are stated therein on my information and

and as to those matters, I bel~eve them to be true.

declare under penalty of perjury that the above is

true nd correct. Executed this 25th day of October, 1996,

n Ellen, California .
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• EL DORADO COUNTY TAXPAYERS, et al. v •
COUNTY OF EL DORADO, et ale

PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

: county

am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the

Sonoma. I am over the age of eighteen years and not a

: party to he within entitled action; my business address is P. o.

copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope and

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General
CRAIG C. THOMPSON, Deputy Attorney General
state of California
Department of Justice
P. O. Box 944255
Sacramento CA 94244-2550

by

; Box ~659, Glen Ellen, CA 95442.

. in October 25, ~996, I served one true copy of:

1

postage t ereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail at

Glen Elle , addressed as follows:

I•
PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE § 2~~67

of perjury, that the foregoing is

October 25, 1996, at
~

~~-d~

. true and

I·

~ declare under penalty

~orrect.
IExecuted on

1

Glen Ellen, CA 95442.

Sara Hews

•
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f:LDOHi",00 cOUtHY
SUPERIOR COURT

95 OCT 25 PH 4: I I

.6Y_'~1J.;H..,M!!tlr----.OE?UiY

l:ih:Hl'ILJf-HAWLEY8.Z0lA

,i
!:
! SUS4n B ldt.·llawh::y SJI,,;il:~'J01

Rn~ M. ia SIIN D .. 7~~

Brand -Hawley & Zoia
C;ham'ct ouse > Post Ofik-e Dox 1639
Cl~:EU~, C".uli!omia 9;442
(707) 938 (908 • (70i) ;i6.0198

Attoru~}.sllfor Petitioners

I SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALJ:FORN
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

2

0,

S :1
~i

o·

6 ':
;1
I'

7 !~
I

3

002200PV

"by FAX"

NOTICE OF COKMENC~
OF ACTXON

CASE NUMBER8 I

" EL DO~DO COUNTY TAXPAYERS FOR
QUALI~Y GROWTH; ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNlNG AND INFORMATION
COUNC~L OF WESTERN EL DORADO
COUNT, INC. (EPIC) i,and DOES
1 thr ugh 5; ",~

pttitioners,
v.

COUNT¥ OF EL DORADO, and DOES
6 thrpugh 10i

____R_rSpondent, I

PALIS~ES DEVELOPMENT, INC.;
AKT M SHER; AKT DEVELOPMENT
CORPOTIONi and DOES 11
throUFh 15;

~eal Parties in Interest.
I /

I

TO: ICOUNTY OF EL DORADO:

\Notice is hereby given that an action has been commenced

agai1st you by the filing of a Petition for writ of Mandate in

the tbove entitled court on this date.
I

Datei: October 25, 1996

I

I

car$on\f~nce.not

•

I

9 !
r
j"

10 j~

11

13

1,,£

15

16

0'

17 j'

18
I:

19 ..
"

:

20

21

22

23

2.4

2S

26

27 I

28
I
h
~i

il

12 '

•

•
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NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION

enclosed in a sealed envelope and
in the United States mail at Glen
the persons listed below.

•

•

.'

PROOF OF SERVICE

L ~RADO COUNTY TAXPAYERS FOR QUALITY GROWTH, at al. v.
COUNTY OF EL DORADO, et al.

i am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the
Coun of Sonoma. I am over the age of eighteen years and not a
partd to the within entitled action. My business address is P.
o. B_IX 1659, Glen Ellen CA 95442.

Ion October 25, 1996, I served one true copy of:

by p~acing a true copy thereof
post~ge thereon fUlly prepaid,
Elle1' California addressed to

CO Y CLERK
COUN Y OF EL DORADO
360 AIR LANE
PLAC VILLE CA 94667

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is
tru~ and correct.

Executed on October 25, 1996, at Glen Ellen, California.

Sara Hews
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-

awley
Petitioners

fJLEDfLl4S-'1e:, <~;.~. :
. . ~.,=..:~ ::,:::.~.:~ -

By _

P3

NOTICE OF ELECTION
TO PREPARE ADKIHISTRATIVE
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

CASE NUMBER?V",,02200

"by FAX"

BRANDT-HAWLEY , ZOIA

o COUNTY TAXPAYER~

ITY GROW'.l:Hi
ENTAL PLANN'ING AND
ION COUNCIL OF WESTEP~

o COUNTY, INC. (EPIC);
1 through 5;

CARSON Reccrd.eLc

Dated: October 25, 1996

v.

Petitioners,

COUNTY OF EL DORADO, and DOES
6 thro gh 10;

1

ReiPondent,
---1--------_1

PALISAOES DEVELOPMENT, INC.;
AKT M*HER; AKT DEVELOP~tENT
CORPO TION; and DOES 11
throug 15;

'R~tl Parties in Interest.
--I _._-j

S\lS,lTl R~nll r·H:lw!n· ~nr; ,.,......;
Rose ;\1. 2<>1 sal" IH.,~

Brandt- awlCjr & Zoia
Chauvc; Ho\ se • POl>C Offit;<: fin" lo i"l
Glen Inlen. <talifomiQ 95HZ
Ciai) 93$.39~8 • (7C7) 576.0195

1

AttomeY5 fo Petitioners

P titioners provide notice that they elect to p~epare the

admini trative record of proceedings.

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

• 2

3 .
..

A
i:

5
I'

I:
6

7

a

9 I

i.
10

j:

11

12

13

1.1.

• 15

16 0:

17
j.

18
I

,1

19 I
:1
'I

20 .
21 '.

22

23

2A

25

26

27

• 28
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•
RESOLUTION No. 8-97

OF THE BOA D OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO
'III RESCINDING RESOLUTION NO. 224-96

WHEREAS, on September 24, 1996, the Board of Supervisors ("Board") of the County
of El Dorado ~"County1t) adopted Resolution No. 224-96, whereby the Board:

I

(1) Certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (HEIR") for the Carson Creek
Specific Plan and the Euer Ranch tentative subdivision map, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.);

proved the tentative subdivision map for Euer Ranch;

pproved the Specific Plan; and(5)

(6)

(2) ade findings pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, subdivision (a);

(4) I sued a statement ofoverriding considerations pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21081, ubdivision (b), setting forth those considerations that, in the Board's judgment,
render acceptab e the significant unavoidable impacts associated with approval of the Specific
Plan and tentati e subdivision map;

(3) dopted a mitigation monitoring and reporting program pursuant to Public
Resources Cod section 21081.6;

... .J..LO....~.II"1,'S, on October 25, 1996, El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth et
ale (lIPetitioners t) filed a Petition for Writ of Mandamus in the El Dorado County Superior
Court challenging the County's adoption of Resolution No. 224-96;

II

WHE~S, on December 17, 1996, the El Dorado Superior Court issued an alternative
writ of mandamus, giving the County the option either to rescind its approvals of the Carson
Creek Specific plan and the Euer Ranch tentative subdivision map, or to show cause why such
rescissions shoul~ not occur;

II

WHERE S, the County, without conceding any merit in the litigation flied by
Petitioners, wish s to resolve the pending litigation by rescinding its action and thereby avoid

• the costs and inc nveniences associated with litigation;

•



2. e Board instructs County Staff to prepare an Addendum to the Final EIR for
the Specific PI and tentative map that will include updated information regarding water supply
issues and mat also include updated information regarding other issues;

3. ~e Board further instructs County Staff to make the Addendum available to the
pUbl~c, and t~ bring the Add~ndum back t~ the .Board for consideration at a ~oticed PUbli.·C
hearmg at whi h the Board WIll accept public testimony on the Addendum and Fmal EIR, the

I .

I

WHE$AS, the Board of Supervisors intends to re-examine the fmdings made in
Resolution N . 224-96 relating to the consistency of the SpecificPlan and tentative subdivision
map with Co ty General Plan policies relating to water supply in order to clarify the Board's
interpretation f those policies, and to receive information relative to the State Water Resources
Control Boar's recent approval of a water rights application for the so-called "El Dorado
Project, II join y filed by the EI Dorado Irrigation District and the El Dorado County Water

Agency~;and

S, the County also intends to reconsider its approvals of the SpecificPlan and
tentative subdi .sion map in light of environmental information generated in connection with the
El Dorado Pr1ject;

NOW tREFORE, the Board hereby resolves as follows:

1. rsuant to the alternative writ of mandamus issued by the El Dorado County
Superior Court, the Board hereby vacates its approval of Resolution No. 224-96, thereby
rescinding (a) I its certification of the Final EIR, (b) its adoption of findings, a mitigation
monitoring pr gram, and statement of overriding consideration, and (c) its approvals of the
Specific Plan d tentative subdivision map;

•

•

•

I

Resolution NJ.__S-97
Page Two ' .



11erk

I CERTIFY T:
THE FOREGOIN INSTRUMENT IS A CORRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE IN TIllS OFFICE

I

Resolution NJ. 8-97
Page Three 1-- -.
Specific Plan,! and the tentative map, and will consider whether the County has satisfied its
CEQA and o~er obligations, and whether to re-approve the Specific Plan and tentative
subdivision mfP.

pASSED~ ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado at a regular meeting of said
Board, held on tht ~1tiyof JANUARY , 19J!.7by the following vote of said Board:

1

Ayes: SUPERVISORS: WILLIAM S. BRADLEY,
RAYMOND J. NUTTING, J. MARK NIELSEN,

1 WALTER L. SHULTZ, JOHN E. UPTON

~~. FOOJ Noes: NONE
C"'" of the Boan/-of Supervisors Absent, ~

By ~~

•

•

Date ==-===-I::--:~=-= _
ATI'EST: DIXIE • FOOTE, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

of the Coun of El Dorado, State of California.

By +- _

•



TO ENCLOSED MAILING LIST

---~

CaVEPA

State Water
Resources
Control Board

Division of
Water Rigbts

Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 2000
Sacramcnto.CA
95812·2000

I

I

t OC~OBER 10 1996

In Reply Refer
to:332:EM:5645

Pete Wilson
Governo1'

901 P Street
Sacmnento, CA
95814
(916) 657·1359
FAX (916) 657·1485

•

•o Recycled Paper

ISION RELATED TO APPLICATION 29919,29920,29921, AND 29922 AND
ITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF STATE FILED APPLICATION (SFA) 5645

BY EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY AND EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT;
AP LICATION 30204 AND PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY
KI OOD MEADOWS PUBLIC UTILITIES DISTRICT AND EL DORADO NATIONAL
FO EST; PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY KIRKWOOD, INC.;
AP LICATION 30219 AND PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY
AL INE COUNTY WATER AGENCY; APPLICATION 30218 AND PETITION FOR PARTIAL
AS IGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY AMADOR COUNTY--SILVER LAKE, CAPLES LAKE,

ALOHA AND SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER IN ALPINE, AMADOR, AND
EL DORADO COUNTY

EnflOSed is a copy of Decision 1635 in the above-entitled matter .
De ision 1635 was adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board on
Oc ober 2, 1996. Pursuant to the provisions of Water Code Section 1357
etiseq., any interested party affected by the decision may file'a
pe ition for reconsideration within 30-days after adoption of the
de ision.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Buck Taylor at
(9 6) 657-2100 or Ernest Mona at (916) 657-1947 .

Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality ofCalifornia's water resources, and
ensure their proper allocation and enRtS'lrefi~resent aruJfuture ge.nerations,



WM. ROBERT ALCOTT

C - DISTRICT MANAGER
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT .
2890 MOSQUITO ROAD

~CERVILLE ,CA 95667

JUDY ALLEN

C - CORPORATE SECR RY

AMADOR COUNTY CHAM ER OF
125 PEEK STREET, SUI B
JACKSON , CA 95642

MORRIS ALLEN, DIR.
C - CITY OF STOCKTON
MUNICIPAL UTILITIES
2500 NAVY DRIVE

STOCKTON , CA 95208

CINDY CHAOVVICK

C - DEPT. OF FISH AND GAME
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVtCES
1701 NIMBUS ROAD, SUITE A
RANCHO CORDOVACA 95670

PAULJ. CREGAR

C
501 MAGNOLIA LANE

SANTA CLARA, CA 95051

MERV DEHASS
C - GENERAL MANAGER
EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY
330 FAIR LANE
PLACERVILLE, CA 95667

GERALD & JOAN GLASGOW

C

1112 BLACKWOOD PLACE

MODESTO , CA 95355

JOHN F. HAHN. ESa.
C- AMADOR COUNTY

108 COURT STREET

JACKSON , CA 95640

TOM HENlE
C - DISTRICT MANAGER
KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUBUC UTIUTIES

P.O. BOX 247
KIRKWOOD • CA 95646

BOB J. BAIOCCHI, EXE.
C-CSPA

P.O. BOX 357

QUINCY , CA 95971

HARRY DUNLOP

C - EL DORADO COUNTY CITIzeNS
CONCERNED FOR WATER
4284 MISSOURI FLAT ROAD
PLACERVILLE . CA 95667

EDWARD C. HINDE

C

611 BREAAVE.

STOCKTON , CA 95207

PAUL BARTKIEWlCZ, E Q.

C - BARTKIEWICZ, KRONI K, & SHANAHAN

1011 22ND STREET. SU 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 9 816-4907

fjjRYANT M. BENNETT

1951 WEBSTER STREET

OAKLAND , CA 94912

BILL BERGMEISTER

C - EID WATERUSERS AS OC.

4811 SIERRA SPRINGS D IVE

POLLOCK PINES CA 95726

EDWIN & PATRICIA BR
C

7060 MORNINGSIDE DR

LOOMIS ,CA

SUSAN BRITTING

C - CAL. NATIVE PLANT S C1ETY
EL DORADO CHAPTER
P.O. BOX3n

COLOMA , CA 95613

WILLIAM P. CARNAZZO, ESQ.

C - CITY OF SACRAMENT

921 10TH STREET, #700

.CRAMENTO ,CA 9 814-2717

LESLIE A. DUNSWORTH, ESQ.

C-SMUD

6201 S STREET, MS-42

SACRAMENTO. CA 95817-1899

JAMES ESKRIDGE, DIR.

C - BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA
49ER COUNCIL
P.O. BOX 30686
STOCKTON . CA 95213-0686

STEVEN L. EVANS

C - CONSERVATION DIRECTOR
FRIENDS OF THE RIVER
128 J STREET, 2ND FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-2207

PAUL FORSBERG

C - DEPT OF FISH AND GAME

1416 NINTH ST., ROOM 1341

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JANELLE FORTNER

C
MURRAY, BURNS, KElLEN
161629TH STREET, SUITE 300
SACRANEBTO , CA 95816

DANIEL F. GALLERY, ESQ.

C - AMADOR COUNTY WATER RESOURCES

926 J STREET, SUITE 505

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

HENRY HIRATA.DIR.

C - SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
DEPT. OF PUBUC WORKS

P.O. BOX 20
STOCKTON , CA 95201-3020

THOMAS P. INFUSINO, ESQ

C - EL DORADO TAXPAYERS
FOR QUALITY GROWTH

P.O. BOX 1011
GEORGETOWN. CA 95634

MICHAEL JACKSON. ESQ.
C - FRE)NOS OF THE RIVER

ANDCSPA

P.O. BOX 207
QUINCY , CA 95971

THOMAS JEFFREY. ESQ.
C • ALPINE COUNTY COUNSEL

NEUMILLER & BEARDSLEE

P.O. BOX 20
STOCKTON , CA 95201-3020

KEITH JOHNSON, ET AL
C - EL DORADO TAXPAYERS

FOR QUALITY GROWTH

P.O. BOX 2458
PLACERVILLE ,CA 95667

MARTHA H. LENNIHAN. ESQ.

C - LAW OFFICES OF
MARTHA H. LENNIHAN
455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 300
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814



PETER M. UCKWAR

C • U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVo

2800 COTTAGE WAY, RM. E-1803

SACRAMENTO ,CA 95825

CURTIS MANNING

C

2107 FIFTH STREET

BERKELEY , CA 94710

RODERICK SCHULER, DIR.
C • AMADOR COUNTY

500 ARGONAUT lANE

JACKSON , CA 95642

FELIX SMITH
C • SAVE THE AMERICAN

RIVER, ASOClATION

4720 TALUS WAY

CARMICHAEL • CA 95608

•
DONALD B. MOONEY, ESQ.
C • DECUIR AND SOMACH

THE weu.s FARGO CENTER
400 CAPITOL MAU-, SUITE 1900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4407

RICHARD H. MOSS, ESQ.

C • PACIFIC. GAS & ELECTRIC CO.

P.O. BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94120

KEVIN M. O'BRIEN. ESQ.

C - DOWNEY, BRAND, SEYMOUR &

555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR

SACRAMENTO • CA 95814-4686

STEPHEN OTTEMOELLER
C • CHIEF OF OPERATIONS

weSTlAND WATER DISTRICT

3130 N. FRESNO STREET

FRESNO , CA 93703

BRADLEY R. PEARSON

C· PRESIDENT
KIT CARSON LODGE

5855 CARBONDALE ROAD

PLYMOUTH , CA 95669

ELLEN PETER. ESQ.
C· DEPT. OF FISH AND GAME

ATTORNEY GENERAL OFFICE
P,O. BOX 944255

SACRAMENTO • CA 94244-2550

JOHN PHIPPS

C • FOREST SUPERVISOR

EL DORADO NATIONAL FOREST
100 FORNI ROAD

PlACERVILLE. CA 95662

MAURICE J. PlASSE, PRES.

C - PlASSE'S RESORT

P.O. BOX 518

JACKSON • CA 95642

RICHARD SOEHREN
C· DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES

P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO • CA 94236-0001

STUART L SOMACH, ESQ.
C • DECUIR & SOMACH

THE WELLS FARGO CENTER

400 CAPITOL MALL. SUITE 1900

SACRAMENTO , CA 95814-4407

NOBLE SPRUNGER, ESQ.

C

P.O. BOX 2213

PlACERVILLE ,CA 95667

LEONARD TURNBEAUGH, DIR.

C - ALPINE COUNTY PUBUC WORKS

50 DIAMOND VA. ROAD

MARKLEEVILLE. CA 96120

JAMES E. TURNER, ESQ.

C • ASSISTANT REGIONAL SOLICITOR

U.S. BUREAU OF REClAMATION

2800 COTTAGE WAY. RM. E·2753

SACRAMENTO , CA 95825

JOAN VILlA, ADMIN.

C - MIWOK INDIAN TRIBE
BUENA VISTA RANCHERIA

2919 JACKSON VALLEY ROAD

lONE ,CA 95640-9737

STEPHAN VOLKER. ESQ.

C • SIERRA CLUB LEGAL
DEFENSE FUND

180 MONTGOMERY ST.• SUITE 1400
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104-4209

•

•



I-P

CAPLES LAKE HOME ERS ASSOC

444 OAK PLACE

SAN ANDREAS. CA 95249•I-P

CAPLES LAKE LODGE

P.O. BOX 8

KIRKWOOD • CA 95646

I-P

EAST SILVER LAKE IMP. SSOC.

875 BOLLEN CIRCLE

GARDENVILLE. NV 89410

HON. ALFRED ALQUIST

JoP
MEMBER OF THE SENATE

5100 STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO . CA 95814

PAUL BARTKIEWIcz, ESQ.

I-P

BARTKIEWlcz. SHANAHAN & KRONICK

1011 22ND STREET, SUITE 100

SACRAMENTO. CA 95816-4907

ANDREW BELL

loP
MPWMD

P.O. BOX 85

MONTEREY , CA 93942-0085

HON. DOMINIC CORTESE

loP
~EMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY

2150 STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814

W1Ll.IAM DUBOIS, DIRECTOR

loP
CAL-FARM BUREAU FED

112711TH STREET, ROOM 531

SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

JACK GIPSMAN

I-P: OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL

U.S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., 17TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

loP

LAKE KIRKWOOD HOME WNER'S ASSOC.

3499 MOUNT BLANC CO RT

CARSON CITY . NV 89705

THOMAS M. BERUNER
I-P

CITY ATTORNEYS OFFICE

214 VAN NESS AVE.

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

SALl.Y GREGORY

I-P

US FOREST SERVICE

630 SANSOME STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

THOMAS M. BERUNER

loP
CITY ATTORNEYS OFFICE

1390 MARKET STREET, SUITE 250

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

loP: NORHTERN SEIRRA NO

SOUTH SILVER LAKE HO EOWNERS

19909 EAST CONSTOCK OAD

UNDEN . CA 95236

I-P: ASSOCIATED PRES

ARK exECUTIVE BUILDI

~5 L STREET, SUITE 32

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

CHARLESM.

I-P

P.O. BOX 782

PLACERVILLE

BERTOLETTE

,CA 95667

JIM HAMILTON

I-P

CAL·TROUT

926 J STREET, SUITE 617

SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

HON. PHILLIP ISENBURG

I-P

MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY

6005 STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

loP: USFW

ECOLOGICAL DIVISION

2800 COTTAGE WAY, RO M E1803

SACRAMENTO . CA 95825

I-P

YUBA-5UTTER APPEAL D OCRAT

P.O. BOX 431

MARYVILLE , CA 95901

JOHN CLAUSEN

loP

CONTRA COSTA COU

P.O. BOX 69

MARTINEZ . CA 553

HON. BARBARA ALBY
I-P

MEMBER OF THE ASSEM LY

•

0 STATE CAPITOL

CRAMENTO , CA 5814

THOMAS W. BIRMINGHAM, ESQ

I-P

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ,TEIDIMEN&GIRARD

400 CAPITOL MAll., 27TH FLOOR

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814-4417

ERIC P. BOCK, P.E.

I-P

CITY OF LOS ANGELES,OW&P

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, RM 1469

LOS ANGELES , CA 90012

HON. LARRY BOWLER

I-P
MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY

3147 STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814

JOSEPH BROOKS

I-P

CPLEY NEWS SERVICE

925 L STREET, SUITE 1190

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DAVID KENNEDY, DIR

loP

DWR
14169TH STREET

SACRAMENTO • CA 95814

HONORABLE DAVID KNOWLES

loP
MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY

2196 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ANTHONY LANDLER

loP
SOUTHERN CAL EDISON CO.

P.O. BOX SOO
ROSEMEAD • CA 91770

ALEX LEMINSON

loP: UTIGATION COORDINATOR

SIERRA CLUB

730 POLK STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94109



HON. TIM LESUE

loP

MEMBER OF THE SENATE

4081 STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814

CRESSEY NAKAGAWA

loP

HEARTS BUILDING. SUITE 1200
THIRD & MARKET STREETS

SAN FRANCISCD CA 94103

TlMONTHYL W. PEMBERTON

I-P• ALPNE COUNTY

OFFICE OF DISTRICT ATTORNEY
P.O. BOX 248
MARKLEEVILLE, CA 96120

NAT RANGEL. PRES.

I-P
CALIFORNIA OUTDOORS

P.O. BOX 475
COLOMA • CA 95613

JOHN RENNING

loP: BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

MP440

2800 COTTAGE WAY

SACRAMENTO, CA 95825-1898

KIRBY ROBINSON

loP: PlASSES HOMESTEAD

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

5818 TURTLE VALLEY DRIVE

STOCKTON • CA 95207

AU SHAHRODY

loP
STETSON ENGINEERING

2171 E. FRANCISCO BLVD.• SUITE K

SAN RAFAEL • CA 94901

MARTIN SHELDON

loP
N. CAL COUN. OF FLY FISHERMAN

1146 PULORA COURT

SUNNYVALE • CA 94086

AUSA SHEN

loP

PlANNING &CONSERVATION LEAGUE

926 J STREET. SUITE 612

SACRAMENTO • CA . 95814

JAMES STROCK

loP

CAL-EPA

555 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 235
SACRAMENTO. CA 95812

Eu.EN SWARD
I-P
LEGIS. COUNCIL BUREAU

925 L STREET, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO • CA 95814

JIM TESTA

I-P

DEPT OF BOATING & WATER

1629 S STREET

SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

•

•
GEORGE RUMMEL

I-P
SMUD

6201 S STREET

SACRAMENTO. CA 95817

BOB WAGNER

I-P; HANSON ENGINEERING

444 NORTH THIRD STREET. SUITE 400

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814

NORMAN RUPP

I-P
LEAGUE TO SAVE SIERRA LAKES

2608 NEWlANOS AVE.

BELMONT • CA 94002

MAUREEN SARGENT

I-P
OWR
1416 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO • CA 95814

RUSSEL WICKWIRE

loP

DF&G

P.O. BOX 73
TAHOE CITY • CA . 96145

JEANNE ZOLEZZI. ESQ.

I·P • NEUMILLER & BEARDSLEE

P.O. BOX 20

STOCKTON • CA 95201-3020

LEE SEOA

loP

AMSTARCORP.

P.O. BOX 2240
WOODLAND • CA 95695

THOMAS ZUCKERMAN. ESQ.

loP

SHERWIN, ZUCKERMAN & SARGENT

146 - 148 WEST WEBER AVE~

STOCKTON • CA 95202 •



• STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

Applica ion 30219 and Petition for
Assignm nt of State Filed Application 5645
by Alpi e County Water Agency,

SOURCES: Silver Lake
tributary to
Silver Fork
American River;
Caples Lake

::tributary to
. Caples Creek
and Silver Fork
American River;
and Lake Aloha
tributary to
Pyramid Creek
all three being
tributary to
the South Fork
American River

DECISION 1635

COUNTIES: Alpine, Amador,
and EI Dorado

}
}
}
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}
}
}
}
}
)
}
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and Interested Parties.

atter of:

ions 29919, 29920, 29921, and 29922
tion for Assignment of State Filed
ion 5645 by El Dorado County Water
nd El Dorado Irrigation District,

Pr testants

In the

Applica
and Pet
Applica
Agency

Applica ions 30062 and 30453 and Petition
for Ass'gnment of State Filed
Applica ion 5645 by Kirkwood Associates,
Inc. an U.S. El Dorado National Forest,

Applica ion 30204 by Kirkwood Meadows
Public tility District and
u.S. El Dorado National Forest,

Application 30218 and Petition for
ASSignm~nt of State Filed Application
by Amad r County,

Applicants and Petitioners,

Pacific ~as & Electric Company,
Califom'a Sportfishing Protection
Alliance, Gerald and Joan Glasgow,
Bryant M. Bennett, Edward C. Hinde, Edwin
and patr~Cia Brennan, Sacramento
Municipa Utility District, Amador County
Chamber f Commerce, Plasse's Inc.,
Edwin Al en Bish II, U.S. Bureau of
Reclamat'on, City of Stockton, U.S. Fish
Wildlife Service, Sierra Club Legal
Defense und, et al., Kit Carson Lodge,
Amador C unty Water Resources,
Californ'a Department of Fish and Game,
Paul J. regor, Save the American River
Associat'on, San Joaquin County Department
of Publi Works, Friends of the River,
EI Dorad National Forest, Curtis Manning,
City of acramento, California Native
Plant So iety, EI Dorado County Water
Agency, 1 Dorado Irrigation District,
Westland Water District, San Luis and
Delta-Me dota Water Agency, and El Dorado
County T xpayers for Quality Growth.

•

•



CT DESCRIPTIONS

wing sections provide a brief description of each of the

projects.

1.4 E1 Dorado Amended Application

El Dora 0 has amended its initial applications and petitions for

partial assignment. As amended, the applications and petitions

now see water for storage at only Lake Aloha and Caples and

Silver akes and direct diversion only at Folsom Reservoir. The

total a ount of water being sought by direct diversion and

rediversion from storage will not exceed 17,000 acre-feet per

the total amount of water to be taken by direct

not exceed 15,000 afa and will be limited to water

originating in the South Fork American River watershed upstream

Dorado Canal diversion near Kyburz.

2.0

The

2.1 El

continui

requirem

hydroele

released

redivert

orado's Project

's petitions and applications are predicated upon PG&E

g to operate Lake Aloha and Echo, Caples, and Silver

er Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

nts as they have been historically operated for

tric purposes. 4 (95,EDCWA,94,2; 95,EDCWA,93,3.) Water

Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes will be

Folsom Reservoir after it passes through PG&E's

facilities. (July 13, 1995, letter from Mr. Somach

Correspondence File, Folder J; 95,EDCWA,93,4;

El Dorado will also directly divert water at

The water would be pumped from Folsom

Reservoi to El Dorado's place of use. In general terms,

's service area lies: (1) south of the South Fork of

the Amer can River, (2) north of the Cosumnes River and the North

•

•

•
4 PG 's historical operation of the lakes is at the heart of the

concerns r ised by most protestants. That is, can PG&E's historical
operations of the lakes be meaningfully described in quantifiable hydrologic
terms.

7 .



Fork of the Cosumnes River, (3) east of the Sacramento County

line, and (4) west of Pollock Pines. (9S,T,I,97:21-99:9i

EDCWA, 78, Plate 1.) Water would be used for domestic, municipal,

and irrigation purposes.

El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) has also entered into an

agreement to purchase PG&E's rights to use the lakes, the water

from the lakes, and its hydroelectric generation facilities.

(9S,EDCWA,94,9.) The agreement is subject to approval by both

the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) and FERC.

(95,T,I,105:21-106:9.) El Dorado's petition and applications are

not dependent upon the agreementi however, El Dorado's eventual

acquisition of PG&E's hydroelectric project could have an effect

on the protestants and other competing applications and petitions

for water within the lakes operated by PG&E.

•

2.2 Kirkwood, Inc.'s Project

Kirkwood, Inc.'s petition and applications seek to appropriate

water for snowmaking at the Kirkwood Ski Resort. Under two •

applications, up to 500 afa of water would be diverted to storage

in Caples Lake between November 1 and June 30 of the following

year. Up to 4.2 cfs would also be directly diverted for snow-

making between November 1 and March 1 of the following year. The

ski resort is situated within several miles of Caples Lake and

near the nexus of Amador, Alpine, and El Dorado Counties.

(95,SWRCB,A-30204.)

2.3 Kirkwood PUC

Kirkwood PUD and the U.S. EI Dorado National Forest filed an

application to appropriate 0.69 cfs of water by direct diversion

from Caples Lake between November 1 through June 15 of the

following·year for municipal use. The water is for municipal use

within the district's service area which is in the immediate

8. •



• vicinit~ of both Caples Lake and Kirkwood, Inc.'s project .

(95, SWRFB,A-30204.)

be

dor County

ounty filed an application and petition for partial

nt seeking up to 8740 afa from Silver Lake between

1 and July 31 of the following year. The water would

only recreation, fish and wildlife preservation and

ent, and fire protection purposes within Silver Lake.

2.5

2.4 County Board of Supervisors and Alpine County Water

c.y (Alpine County)

ounty filed an application and petition for partial

nt seeking up to 0.69 cfs of water by direct diversion

les Lake between November 1 and July 31 of the following

p to 21,581 afa would also be diverted to storage between

1 and July 31 of the following year. The water would be

used pr'ncipally for recreation and fish and wildlife

preserv tion and enhancement purposes within Caples Lake and for

inciden al domestic use in an area immediately adjacent to and

the lake. (95,SWRCB,A-30216.)

assignm

Ncvernbe

used fo

3.0 TESTS TO APPLICATIONS AND PETITIONS FOR ASSIGNMENT OF
TE HELD APPLICATIONS

ust be given of both applications to appropriate water

and pet'tions for assignment or release of priority of state

filingS

t
(Water C~de section 1300 et seq. and section 10504.1.)

Numerou protests to the subject applications and petitions for

assignm nt of the state filings were filed with the Board.

Table 2lidentifies each protestant and the general .nature of the

protest filed in relation to each project for which an

applica ion and petition for assignment were filed .

•

• 9.



TABLE 2

l?ROTEST SUMMARY

APPUCANTS
PROTESTANTS

ELDoRADO KiRKWOODPUD ,..' ALPINE AMAooR'

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. WR WR' WR WR

Califomia Sportfishing Protection
ENVAlliance (CSPA)

Gerald & Joan Glasgow ENV

Bryant M. Bennett WR ENV

Edward C. Hinde ENV

Edwin & Patricia Brennan WR

Sacramento Municipal Utility Disl WR WR WR WR

Amador County Chamber of Commerce ENV

Plasse's Inc. dba Plasse's Resort ENV

Edwin Allen Bish II ENV

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation WR WR WR

City of Stockton ENV

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ENV ENV ENV

Sierra Club Legal Defence Fund et al. WR ENV

Kit Carson Lodge ENV

Amador County Water Resources (A-5645) WR ENV

Amador County Water Resources (A-29919) ENV

Califomia Department of Fish & Game ENV ENV ENV

Paul J. Creger ENV

Save the American River Association (SARA) EN":
San Joaquin Co. Department of Public Works WR ENV

Friends of the River ENV

El Dorado National Forest ENV

Curtis Manning ENV

City of Sacramento ENV

EI Dorado Taxpayers for Quality Growth ENV

Califomia Native Plant Society (SFA 5645) ENV

Califomia Native Plant Society (SFA 5645) ENV

10.
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•

APPucANiS·
PROTESTANTS-

ELDoRADO KIRKWOOD PUD ALPINE: AMADOR

EJ Dorado ~o. Water Agency & Irr. District I WR&ENV WR&ENV WR&ENV

NOTE: WR Water Right & ENV = Environmental

-

11.



3.~ Protests by PG&E

PG&E protested all of the projects encompassed by the •

applications and petitions for partial assignment of state held

applications by El Dorado, Kirkwood, Inc., Kirkwood POO, and

Amador and Alpine Counties. PG&E operates two downstream plants

for generating hydroelectric power. The El Dorado Project

(FERC 184) and the Chili Bar Project (FERC 2155). Water released

from the PG&E lakes is rediverted to the El Dorado Project via

the El Dorado Canal near Kyburz. The Chili Bar facility is on

the South Fork American River and water released from the PG&E

lakes flows to and through the Chili Bar powerhouse. The

applications and petitions were protested on the basis that the

proposed projects would interfere with PG&E's right to divert and

use water for power purposes. (PG&E protests lodged in SWRCB

application files for each application and petition.) As earlier

noted, all of the applications seek to appropriate water from the

lakes which PG&E operates for the production of hydroelectric

power.

Following the close of the hearing, PG&E withdrew its protest to •

the applications and petition for partial assignment filed by

Kirkwood, Inc. (A-~0062, Correspondence File, Folder B, letter

dated December 21, 1995, to Tom Lavenda from Jeffrey D. Butley.)

The Board takes administrative notice of this correspondence.

Accordingly, PG&E's protest against Kirkwood, Inc.'s applications

and petition is dismissed.

3.2 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)

SMUD operates the White Rock and Slab Creek hydroelectric power

generating facilities on the South Fork American River. Water

released from the PG&E lakes flows into the South Fork American

River and passes through SMUD's facilities. SMUD protested all

of the applications and petitions for partial assignment. The

applications and petitions were protested on the basis that the

proposed projects would reduce the amount of water available for

l2.

•



•

•

•

I

power ~roduction "under SMUD's senior water rights". (SMUD

protes~s are lodged in SWRCB application files for each

applic,tion and petition.)

SMUD w~thdreW its protest to the applications and petition for

partiall assignment filed by Kirkwood, Inc. (95,KW,16.)

AcCOrdJnglY, SMOO's protest against Kirkwood, Inc.'s applications

and pe~lition is dismissed.

3.3 U.18. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau)

The Bu~eau protested all of the applications and petitions for

partia~ assignment except the application filed by Kirkwood POD.

The Bu~eau owns and operates Folsom Dam and Reservoir near

Folsom,1 California. Water is diverted to storage at the dam and

direct,Y diverted to the Folsom-South Canal at Nimbus Diversion

Dam a ew miles downstream of Folsom Dam. The Bureau operates

Folsom Dam to generate electric power, supply water for

consum~tive use purposes, and maintain water quality in the

Sacram nto-San Joaquin Delta. Water released from the PG&E lakes

flows ~nto the South Fork American River and passes through

Folsom IReservoir and Dam. The applications and petitions were

protesqed on the basis that the proposed projects would adversely

affect Ipower generation and supplying water for consumptive use

purpos1s.

FOllowJng the hearing, the Bureau withdrew its protest to the

apPlic~tions and petition for partial assignment filed by

KirkWO~d' Inc. (A-30062, Correspondence File, February 29, 1996,

letter to Edward Anton from Robert F. Stackhouse.) The Board

takes dministrative notice of this correspondence. Accordingly,

the Bu~eau's protest against Kirkwood, Inc.'s applications and

petitidn is dismissed.

I

13.



3.4 El Dorado Protests to Competing Appii.cations and Petiti.ons •
for Partial Assignment

EI Dorado filed protests to the applications and petitions for

partial assignment filed by Kirkwood, Inc., Kirkwood POD, and

Alpine and Amador Counties.

3.4. I Alpine County

Regarding Alpine County, EI Dorado states that: (1) the proposed

diversion from Caples Lake is in direct competition with

El Dorado's applications and petition; (2) to the extent Alpine

County diverts water for consumptive uses, it would reduce the

quantity of water available to EI Dorado; and (3) to the extent

water is held in the lake for recreation and fish and wildlife

purposes, it would interfere with EI Dorado's ability to divert

water under its applications and petition.

EI Dorado contends that it is unclear how lake operations would

be modified by the nonconsumptive portion of the application and

petition, but that significant environmental effects could occur

within the lake, ,in Caples Creek, and in Silver Fork of the South •

Fork American River from the consumptive use portion of the

application and petition. EI Dorado also contends that

significant environmental effects could also occur if the

nonconsumptive uses altered the manner in which the lake has been

historically operated. EI Dorado further contends that the

application and petition for partial assignment cannot be

approved until Alpine County has prepared and certified an EIR.

3 • 4. 2 Amador Coun ty

Regarding Amador County, EI Dorado states that: (1) the proposed

diversion from Silver Lake for recreation and fish and wildlife

is in direct competition with EI Dorado's applications and (2) to

the extent water is held in the lake for recreation and fish and

wildlife purposes, it would interfere with EI Dorado's ability to

divert water under its applications and petition. EI Dorado also

14. •
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conten s that it is unclear how lake operations would be modified

if Ama or's application and petition for partial assignment were

approv d, but that significant environmental effects could occur

within the lake and downstream of the lake in Silver Fork

Americ EI Dorado further contends that the negative

declar tion prepared by Amador County is inadequate because it

failed to analyze the environmental effects of the proposed

project on the lake and in the Silver Fork American River.

3.4.3 Kirkwood, Inc.

Regardi g Kirkwood, Inc., El Dorados states that the proposed

diversi n from Caples Lake is in direct competition with

o's applications and petition and to the extent Kirkwood,

erts water forsnowmaking it would reduce the quantity of

ailable to EI Dorado. EI Dorado contends that the

project will have adverse environmental effects on the

pIes Creek, Silver Fork South Fork American River, and on

forest lands upon which the Kirkwood Ski Resort is

situate On October 24, 1994, El Dorado withdrew its protest to

Kirkwoo , Inc.'s applications to appropriate water. 6

Accordi gly, El Dorado's protest to Kirkwood, Inc's. applications

is dism'ssed.

I this instance, El Dorado means only the protest of the El Dorado
County W ter Agency.

E D, EDCWA, and Kirkwood, Inc. entered into an agreement wherein EID
and EDCW agreed, among other things, to withdraw their protests to the
issuance and exercise of rights to divert, store and use water as applied for
in Appli at ions 30062, 30453, and petition for partial assignment of state
filing 5 4S (folder ~~, Kirkwood, Inc., petition for partial assignment), and
Kirkwood, Inc., agreed to certain consideration. These parties have
represented to the Board that the~e is no longer any adve~sity between thei=
respecti e rights, and that neither EID nor EDCWA will assert any water rights
priority against Kirkwood, Inc.'s water rights, whether based upon existing
rights (' eluding those held by the owner of FERC Project ~84) or any right
they ac ire in the future (including any rights issued pursuant to EID and
EDCWA Ap_lications 29919, 29920, 29921, 29922, and petition for pa~tial

assignme t of state filing 5645 (folder 8).

lS.



3. 4. 4 Kirkwood PUD

Regarding Kirkwood POD, EI Dorado filed the same protest against 4It
Kirkwood POD that it filed against Kirkwood, Inc.; however,

EI Dorado has not withdrawn its protest. to the application filed

by Kirkwood PUD. (Supra, § 3.4.3.)

3.5 u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

The USFWS protested only the applications and petitions for

partial assignment filed by EI Dorado, and Alpine and Amador

Counties. Regarding EI Dorado, USFWS indicates that:

(1) additional reductions of flow in the American River could

have cumulative adverse effects on anadromous salmonid

populations and (2) reductions in flow could also adversely

affect fish in the lakes and in the streams into which the lakes

drain. Regarding Alpine County, USFWS indicates that Caples Lake

supplies water which supports cold water fisheries in the South

Fork American River and its tributaries. Regarding Amador

County, USFWS indicates that Silver Lake supplies water which

supports cold water fisheries in the South Fork American River

and its tributaries. As to all three proposed projects, USFWS

indicates that no instream flow incremental methodology or

limnological studies have been performed to establish what flow

out of the lakes will best protect fish populations and that such

studies should be performed by the applicants.

3.6 California Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

The DFG protested only the applications and petitions for partial

assignment filed by EI Dorado, Alpine County, and Amador County.

3'-6.1 E1 Dorado

Regarding EI Dorado, DFG indicates that: (1) Silver and Caples

Lakes and the releases of water from the lakes support numerous

aqua t.Lc and wildlife species in and along Caples Creek, Silver

Fork, and the South Fork American River, as well as recreational

uses made of these resources and (2) modifications to the release

16.
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3.6.3 Silver and Caples Lakes

DFG pr tests should be dismissed because Silver or Caples Lakes

will c ntinue to be operated by PG&E. EI Dorado has no agreement

&E which would result in PG&E modifying the operation of

the la es and EI Dorado has stated that the lakes will be

operat in the same manner as they have been historically

operat PG&E. Under such circumstances, it is not

approp for the Board to require EI Dorado to conduct

limnol gical studies. Finally, the Board does not have any

author'ty to adopt a condition requiring PG&E to comply with

releas s from Caples and Silver Lakes required by FERC. Thus,

the DF protest should be dismissed.

• of wat

that E

includ

Creek,

3.6.2

Regard

water

popula

Silver

the re
(3 ) no

studie

lakes

will s

condit

in the

•

r could adversely affect such resources. DFG requests

Dorado be required to conduct a broad range of studies

ng instream flow incremental methodology studies on caples

Silver Fork, and South Fork American River.

Alpi12e Cow:zty

ng Alpine County, DFG indicates that: (~) the release of

rom Caples Lake supports a cold water fishery, amphibian

ions, and riparian habitat in and along Caples Creek, and

Fork and South Fork American River; (2) modifications to

ease of water could adversely affect such resources; and

instream flow incremental methodology or limnological

have been performed to establish what flows out of the

ill best protect fish populations. DFG states that it

ek studies from FERC in 2002 and asks the Board to

on any new permit to require conformance with any change

rate of release imposed by FERC on Project 184.

•
3.6.4 ador Cow:zty

Regard"ng Amador County, DFG indicates that: (1) releases from

Silver Lake support a cold water fishery, amphibian populations,

and habitat in and along Silver Fork and South Fork

17.



American River; (2) modifications to the release of water could

adversely affect such resources; and (3) no instream flow

incremental methodology or limnological studies have been

performed to establish what flows out of the lakes will best

protect fish populations. DFG states that it will seek such

studies from FERC in 2002 and asks the Board to condition any new

permit to require conformance with any change in the rate of

release imposed by FERC on Project 184.

3.7 Westlands Water District (WWD) and San Luis & Delta-
Mendota Water Agency (SLDMWA)

WWD and SLDMWA each filed a protest against Kirkwood, Inc.

Because SLDMWA failed to participate in the hearing, its protest

is dismissed for failure to support the allegations in its

protest. During the hearing, WWD withdrew its protest to

-Kirkwood, Inc. (95,T,III,200:23-201:2.) Although, WWD failed to

file a protest against El Dorado's applications and petition, it

did submit timely written testimony and exhibits related to

El Dorado's applications and petition for partial assignment, and

WWD was granted permission to participate as an interested party

vis-a-vis El Dorado. (95,T,I,73:4-74:24.)

As previously indicated, WWD was granted standing to participate

as an interested party vis-a-vis El Dorado. WWD is an

agricultural water district in the San Joaquin Valley. Under

contract, the Bureau supplies water to WWD from the Central

Valley Project (CVP) and Folsom Reservoir is a unit of the CVP.

WWD contends that any reduction in the water available to the

Bureau at Folsom Reservoir will affect the Bureau's ability to

fulfill its contractual obligations to supply water to WWD.

(95,WWD,1,1-2.)

3.8 Protest to El Dorado's Applications and Petition for
Partial Assignment

In addition to the foregoing protests, another 21 protests were

filed and accepted against El Dorado's proposed project.

18.
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ador County Water Resources (Amador County)

ounty protested El Dorado's application and petition for

assignment of water from Silver Lake on environmental,

nterest, and public trust grounds. Silver Lake is a

ant recreation area within Amador County and important to

ty's economy. (93,AMADOR,9,4i 95,AMADOR,1.) If

o obtains consumptive rights to the water stored in the

ador County is concerned that water levels in Silver Lake

more rapidlydra~~ down by PG&E in response to an

t with PG&E, or by El Dorado if it obtains PG&E's rights

lakes.

3. 8. 1 City of Stockton (Stockton)

Stockto protested EI Dorado's application and petition for

partial assignment of water from Silver Lake on environmental,

public 'nterest, and public trust grounds. Silver Lake is east

of Stoc ton on State Route 88, the most direct route for Stockton

to access the Sierra Mountains. Stockton operates a

1 camp during summer months at Silver Lake. (93,T,I,

16:8-20.) Stockton's protest states that it joins in the protest

filed b the League to Save Sierra Lakes (League). The League

filed a joint protest with numerous other persons and were

represe ted by Sierra Club counsel. The joint filing by the

League tal. does not, however, identify Stockton as a

co-prot stant. Stockton failed to submit testimony or exhibits

for the hearing or appear at the hearing. (93,T,I,i-iiii

95,T,I, 1:6-7.) In addition, Sierra Club counsel did not claim

sent Stockton at the hearing. (93,T,I,i-iiii

95,T,I, 3:19-14:5.) Stockton appeared and made a policy

t during the 1993 hearing but did not otherwise

partici ate in the hearing as a protestant. Thus, Stockton's

protest is dismissed for having failed to support the allegations

in its

lake,

3.8.2

Amador

partial

public

signifi

the Cou

•

•
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3.8.3 San. Joaquin County, Department of Public Works •
(San. Joaqu.i.D County)

A protest was filed against EI Dorado's applications and petition

for partial assignment because San Joaquin County has an

application pending to appropriate water from the American River

at Nimbus Dam, Application 29657. San Joaquin County seeks

assurance that any Board approval of water rights for EI Dorado,

which do not enjoy the benefit of area of origin statutes, will

not impair any right which may be obtained under Application

29657. San Joaquin County did not submit written testimony or

exhibits for the hearing nor did a representative appear at

either the 1993 or 1995 hearing. (93,T,I,i-iii; 95,T,I,i-iii.)

Thus, the protest of San Joaquin County is dismissed for having

failed to support the allegations in its protest.

3.8.4 U.S. Bldorado National Forest (Forest Service)

The Forest Service filed a protest against EI Dorado's

applications and petitions for partial assignment. PG&E's lakes

are operated on national forest lands. One is within a national •

wilderness area, Lake Aloha. The Forest Service states that its

primary concern is maintenance of the scenic, recreational, and

fishery values associated with the lakes. Like numerous other

protestants, the Forest Service is concerned that if EI Dorado

obtains consumptive rights to the water stored in the lake, water

levels in the lakes will be more rapidly drawn down by PG&E in

response to an agreement with EI Dorado or by EI Dorado if it

obtains PG&E's rights to operate the lakes.

3.8.5 City or Sacramento (Sacramento)

Sacramento filed a protest against El Dorado's applications and

petition for partial assignment. The American River below Folsom

Darn flows through Sacramento and its surrounding environs. The

protest states that flow in the lower American River (below

Nimbus Dam) is needed for fish, wildlife, vegetation, recreation,

and other public trust uses and that the flow is already
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insufficient, at times, to support such uses. Sacramento is
conce that El Dorado's proposed project will reduce the flows

available for public trust uses made of the lower American River.

Sacrameto did not submit written testimony or exhibits for the

hearin s, nor did a representative appear at either the ~993 or

(93,T,I,i-iii; 95,T,I,i-iii.) Thus, the protest

is dismissed for having failed to appear or support

the allegations in its protest.

3.8.6 Sierra Club et al. (Sierra Club) Protests

In addition to itself, the Sierra Club represents the following

persons: Kirkwood POO, League to Save Sierra Lakes, Alpine

County, Caples Lake Homeowners Association, Caples Lake Lodge,

East Silver Lake Homeowners Association, Lake Kirkwood Homeowners

AsSOci;tion, Kit Carson Lodge, Northern Sierra Homeowners

Associ tion, Plasse's Resort, South Silver Lake Homeowners

ASSOci~tion, Boy Scouts of American 4ger Council, and CSPA.

(95,T,I,12:17-14:5.) Apart from the protest filed by the Sierra

Club, t~e CSPA, Plasse'S Resort, and Kit Carson Lodge filed

separate protests to El Dorado's applications and petition for

partial assignment.

The entities represented by the Sierra Club include: (1) public

entities; (2) people who have second homes, businesses, or who

operate nonprofit campgrounds at or near Caples or Silver Lakes

and/or; (3) people who recreate and use the waters of Lake Aloha

and Caples and Silver Lakes, and the streams which drain the

lakeS'wSilver Fork American River, South Fork American River, and

the 10 er American River below Folsom Dam. The protests are

concer:ed with how the issuance of water rights to El Dorado

could ffect the timing of withdrawal of water from Lake Aloha

and Ca les and Silver Lakes and the level of water in the lakes

betwee June ~5 and Labor Day, and the volume of water flowing in

the st which drain the lakes. Sierra Club protestants seek

to preserve water in Caples and Silver Lakes for domestic use and
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to keep the level of water in the lakes as high as possible

through Labor Day in order to preserve the fishing, boating, and

other recreational uses of the lakes. In addition, the

protestants wish to assure sufficient water in the streams which

drain the lakes to protect the fishing and other recreational

uses made of the streams. CSPA is also concerned that approval

of El Dorado's applications and petitions for partial assignment

could adversely affect the quantity and temperature of water for

fish below Folsom Dam and the mix of freshwater in the

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. (See protests to A-29919,

Folders S and Sa.)

3.8.7 Save the American River Association (SARA)

SARA filed a protest to EI Dorado's applications and petition for

par~ial assignment. SARA's protest alleges that EI Dorado's

proposed project could adversely reduce flow below Folsom

Reservoir on the South Fork American River. More specifically,

SARA is concerned that El Dorado's project will reduce flow below

Folsom Dam and that the effect of such reduction will adversely

affect water quality, fish and wildlife, esthetics, navigation,

and recreation. (See protests to A-29919, Folder Sa.)

A representative of SARA, Mr. Felix Smith, put in an appearance

at the 1993 hearing. (93,T,I,lS:8-9.) Thereafter, during the.
1993 hearing SARA did not make a policy statement, conduct cross-

examination, put on witnesses, or offer exhibits. SARA did file

a closing statement in the nature of a policy statement. During

the 199~ hearing, SARA did not put in an appearance or otherwise

participate in the hearing. Accordingly, SARA's protest is

dismissed for having failed to support the allegations in its

protest.

3.8.8 Friends of the River (FOR)

FOR filed a protest to El Dorado's applications and petition for

partial assignment. FOR's protest alleges that the diversion of

22.
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• EI Dorado's proposed project may result in: (~) altered

ased lake levels and (2) flow in the streams which drain

s (operated by PG&E) and in the South Fork American River

to the etriment of fish, wildlife, and recreational values. FOR

eges that changes in the flow from the lakes could

on the federally reserved water rights implied in the

Wilderness Act and the National Wild and Scenic Rivers

Act. 7 See protests to A-299~9, Folder Sa.)

3.8.9 California Native Plant Society (CNPS), H1 Dorado Chapter

The CNP filed a protest to EI Dorado's petitions for partial

nt. CNPS' protest alleges that water supplied from

o's project to the proposed place of use could adversely

affect ive rare and endangered plant species within EI Dorado

County. During the ~993 hearing, CNPS' did not make an

ce, present testimony or exhibits, conduct cross-

ion, or file closing arguments. During the ~99S hearing,

CNPS's ppeared and presented. a nonevidentiary policy statement

(9S,T,I,32:~3-34:~4); but did not otherwise participate in the

hearing asa separate party. Thus, CNPS' protest is dismissed

for hav'ng failed to make a bona fide effort to support the

allegat'ons in its protest. a (See protests to A-29919,

Folder a.)

•

T e protest also alleged that increased water diversions will
adversel affect recreational boating on the South Fork American River.
Subseque t to the filing of FOR's protest, El Dorado modified its proposed
project 0 that water released from the PG&E lakes would be rediverted only
from Fol om Reservoir. This modification means that no water would be
redivert d for consumptive use from the South Fork American River or its
tributar'es which could affect recreational boating on the South Fork American
River.

•
Wile CNPS failed to appear at the hearing, other parties addressed

the issu raised by the protestant. These parties include El Dorado, DFG, and
the Sier_a Club.
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3 . 8. 10 Paul J. Creger (Mr. Creger)

Mr. Creger filed a protest to El Dorado's appl-ications to •

appropriate water at the lakes. His protest might best be

classified as a public interest protest in that he urges

El Dorado's proposed project be evaluated from a systems

engineering point of view. While Mr. Creger appeared at the 1993

hearing, (93,T,I,lS:3-3) he did not otherwise participate in the

1993 or 1995 hearing. Thus, Mr. Creger's protest is dismissed

for having failed to support the allegations in his protest.

(See protests to A-29919, Folder Sa.)

3.8.11 Curtis Manning (Mr. Manning)

Mr. Manning filed a protest to El Dorado's applications to

appropriate water from the lake. He urges that no further

appropriations of water be approved due to unspecified cumulative

environmental effects of such withdrawals on streams and in the

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Mr. Manning appeared at the 1993

hearing and made a policy statement, but did not other#ise

participate in the hearings via the presentations of witnesses, •

exhibits, the conduct of cross-examination, or the filing of

closing statements. (93,T,I,299-3S:1S.) Thus, Mr. Manning's

protest is dismissed for having failed to support the allegations

in his protest. (See protests to A-29919, Folder Sa.)

3.8.12 Protests filed by Gerald and Joan Glasgow, Bryant M.
BelUJett, Bdward C. Hinde, Bdwin and Patricia Brennan,
and Edwin Allen Bish II (Other Protestants)

Other protestants filed protests to EI Dorado's applications and

petition for partial assignment. In general, the grounds for

their protests have been stated previously when identifying the

basis of other protests. The Brennans were concerned that

EI Dorado's proposed project could adversely affect their right
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to div rt and. use water under licensed Application O~887.9 None

of the e persons appeared or otherwise participated in the ~993

or ~99 hearing concerning El Dorado's proposed project. Thus,

these jr.otests are dismissed for having failed to appear and
suppor the allegations in their protest. (See protests to

A-299~ , Folder 5.)

I

3.8.13 B1 Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growtb (Taxpayers)

A prot st against El Dorado's applications and petitions for

assign ent was filed by three individuals in the name of

Taxpay rs. The three were Craig Thomas, Keith Johnson, and Alice

Howard 1 Taxpayers failed to timely submit written testimony or

eXhibi~s for the hearing. Notwithstanding, its failure to comply

with t e requirements for participating in the hearing, Taxpayers

were g anted permission to participate in this proceeding in a

more 1 mited capacity as an interested party. (95,T,I,28:7-~4.)

As an nterested party, Taxpayers allege that: (~) the proposed

projec1 will would take water needed for recreation, fish,

wildli e, and other public trust values and would damage natural

resour es; (2) the project should not be approved because

El Dortdo continues to violate waste discharge requirements at

its wattewater treatment facility; (3) El Dorado seeks water in

exceSStOf that needed for necessary development; and (4) the

projec would supply water for a style of development that will

create an unsuitable living environment in El Dorado County.

3.9 P otests Witbdrawn or Dismissed

In acc rdance with the discussions set forth in the proceeding

sectio s, the following protests are either withdrawn, settled by

agreem nt, or dismissed:

•
its pro
rediver
would b
its tri

ubsequent to the filing of the Brennans' protest, El Dorado modified
osed project so that water released from PG&E lakes would be
ed only from Folsom Reservoir. This modification means that no water
rediverted for consumptive use from the South Fork American River or

utaries which could affect the exercise of the Brennans' license.
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3.9.1 The following protests filed against: tbe applicat:ions and
peti tions for partial assi"g:rzment: by KirJcwood, Inc., bave •
been wit.hdrawn or ot:l1erwise set:t:~ed by agreement:

a. PG&E (§ 3.1, supra)

b. SMUD (§ 3.2, supra)

c. The Bureau (§ 3.3, supra)

d. El Dorado (§ 3.4, supra)

e. Westland (§ 3.7, supra)

3.9.2 Tbe following protests filed against t.he applications and
peti tions for partial assignment by Bl Dorado are
dismissed

a. PG&E (§ 3.1, supra)

b. SMUD (§ 3.2, supra)

c. DFG (§ 3.6.3, supra; see § 4.3, infra)

d. Stockton (§ 3.8, supra)

e. San Joaquin County (§ 3.8.3, supra)

f. Sacramento (§ 3.8.5, supra)

g. SARA (§ 3.8.7, supra)

h. CNPS (§ 3.8.9, supra)

i. Mr. Creger (§ 3.8.10, supra)

j. Mr. Manning (§ 3.8.11, supra)

k. Gerald & Joan Glasgow (§ 3.8.12, supra)

1. Bryant M. Bennett (§ 3.8.12, supra)

m. Edward C. Hinde (§ 3.8.12, supra)

n. Edwin & Patricia Brennan !§ 3.8.12, supra)

o. Edwin Allen Bish II (§ 3.8.12, supra)

4.0 APPLICABLE LAW

4.1 The Water Code and Public Trust Doctrine

A prerequisite to the issuance of a water right permit is that

unappropriated water must be available to supply the applicant.

(Water Code § 1375(d).) Unappropriated water does not include

water being used by others under paramount rights. (Water Code

. §§ 1201 and 1202.)

26.
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d may reject applications which in its judgment will not

serve the public interest. (Water Code § 1255.) When

g applications, the Board may impose such terms and

ns as in its judgment will best develop, conserve, and

in the public interest the water sought for

ation. (Water Code § 1253.)

A Responsibilities

oses responsibilities on the Board in addition to those

by the Water Code and the public trust doctrine. When

g an application to appropriate water, the Board is

lead agency or a responsible agency. (Public Resources

21065, 21067, and 21069.) When approving an application,

ble agencies must adopt conditions to avoid or mitigate

environmental project effects within the scope of their

In addi ion to the quantity of water required to satisfy

t rights to the use of water, the Board is required ~o

the quantity of water required for recreation, the

tion and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources,

neficial uses, and competing applications for the

appropr'ation of water. (Water Code §§ 1243, 1243.5 and 1257;

Nationa Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d 419,

Rptr. 346.) In Audubon, the California Supreme Court

ted a public trust doctrine for the waters of California.

her matters, the decision requires the Board to consider

ct of proposed diversions of water upon interests

d by the public trust, and attempt, insofar as feasible,

or minimize any harm to those interests. (Audubon,

d 419, 426.) The public trust doctrine does not require

priator who diverts water to storage at an artificial

r on a nonnavigable stream to forego use of water to

the reservoir for recreational use by the public.

Feather Community Association v. Ther.malito Irrigation

(1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1276, 257 Cal.Rptr. 836.)
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jurisdiction. Failing to avoid or mitigate adverse effects,

responsible agencies must adopt a statement of overriding 4It
consideration. (Public Resources Code §§ 21002.1 and 21081.)

Responsible agencies are directed to presume that a final EIR is

adequate if litigation is not commenced, unless: (1) substantial

changes (a) are proposed for the project or (b) occur with

respect to the circumstances under which the project is

undertaken or (2) new information becomes available which was not

known at the time the EIR was certified as complete. When

litigation has commenced, responsible agencies are directed to

presume a final EIR is adequate until such time as a court

determines otherwise. 1o (Public Resources Code §§ 21166,

21167.2, and 21167.3.)

4.3 Regulation of Hydropower Facilities Regulated by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

FERC occupies the field of hydropower regulation, preempting

state water right requirements except to the extent that a

state's requirements relate to the protection of proprietary 4It
rights. (Sayles Hydro Associates v. Maughan (1993) 958 F.2d

451.) The state cannot condition a water right permit for

hydropower generation on bypass flow requirements for the

protection of instream beneficial uses in excess of flows

required by the FERC license for the project. Similarly, the

Board has no authority to require that water be retained in

reservoirs regulated by FERC for the protection of beneficial

uses made of water within a reservoir. (California v. Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission (1990) 495 U.S. 490 (Rock Creek).)

lO During the hearing the parties were precluded from presenting
evidence on the adequacy of the EIR and Supplemental EIR prepared by El Dorado
because of the directive language in Public Resources Code section 2~~67.3.

(95,T,I,7:23-25; II,~60:~2-16.) The Sierra Club's December ~1, 1995, closing
memorandum moved the Board to reconsider ruling and urges that consideration
be given to its contentions as to the adequacy ofEl Dorado's environmental
documents as set forth in pleadings filed with the El Dorado County Superior
Court on December 11, ~995. This motion was denied by letter dated June 5,
1996, from the Board to Mr. Volker.

28.
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DFG caj seek relief from FERC relative to its pr0t.ests against

El Dor do. It should be noted that these two cases deal only

with p ojects which were operated exclusively for hydropower

purpos~s. Nothing in these cases precludes a state from

regUla~ing the consumptive use of water developed in conjunction

with h dropower projects subject to the jurisdiction of FERC.

That i , the consumptive use component of such projects is

sUbjec9 to state regulation under provisions of the Water Cede,

the PU~liC trust doctrine, and CEQA as sketched in sections 4.1

and 4.2
1

, above, to the same extent as any other project which

approp~iates water under the laws of the state.

I

4.4 A~cess to Streams and Lakes and Right to Appropriate
P~eviously Appropriated Water

on~ ca~ot obtain a right to appropriate water unless there

ex~stsJsome means for the actual physical control over the water

for wh~ch a right is sought. (California Trout v. State Water

Resourdes Control Board (1979) 90 Cal.App.3d 816, 818; 133

cal.RP9r. 672, 674.) The Board has no authority nor can the

issuan e of a water right permit or license confer the right to

enter pon land or diversion works possessed by another. (23 CCR

§§ 775, 776.) Further, the Board has no authority nor can the

issuan e of a water right permit or license confer the right to

approp~iate and use water being diverted or stored under the

rights lof another. (Water Code §§ 1202, 1375(d), California and

United Istates Constitutions, Article 1, section 19 and the Fifth

Amendmint, respectively.) Thus, applicants for the appropriation

of wat~r under the control ot another legal user of water, must

obtain by eminent domain, contract, purchase~ or other means some

right 0 enter upon the property or diversion works of another

for th purpose of appropriating water. Similarly, applicants

must 0 tain by eminent domain, contract, etc. some right of

contro over water being diverted and used by another legal user

of wat r in order to effectuate an appropriation of water.
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4.4.1 Applicants Must Obtain Access to Water and the Right: to
Divert and Use Water Being appropriated by PG&E •

Much of the land on the west side of Caples Lake, is owned by the

United States Forest Service. (95, USE'S,. 1 and 2.) As previously

discussed, Caples and Silver Lakes are situated on public or

private lands in which PG&E has a possessory interest. Further,

PG&E has prior rights to divert to storage and use the water in

these lakes. Thus, as discussed in the preceding section, in

order to divert natural flows, the applicants and petitioners for

partial assignment must reach some accommodation with either PG&E

or the federal agency which controls access to the lakes. In

addition, the applicants and petitioners must reach some

accommodation with PG&E before they can obtain a right to

appropriate and use, either consumptively or nonconsumptively,

water developed under PG&E's prior rights to the use of water.

4.5 State Filed Applications and County of Origin Protection

The Legislature has authorized the filing of applications by the

state to appropriate water which " ... is or may be required in

the development and completion of the whole or any part of a •

general or coordinated plan looking toward the development,

utilization, or conservation of the water resources of the

state". (Water Code § 10500.) Such applications are held by the

Board, and any portion of an application may be assigned or

released from priority when " ... the release or assignment is

for the purpose of development not in conflict with such general

or coordinated plan or with water quality objectives established

pursuant to law". (Water Code § 10504.) Release or assignment

of the priority of any state filed application is prohibited,

however, when a county in which the water originates would be

deprived of water necessary for its development. (Water Code

§§ 10505, 10505.5; County of Origin Laws.)

The County of Origin Laws allow persons within the counties

within which water originates to obtain water rights having
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precede~ce over rights and water developed under state filed

~ applica ions, if the water appropriated under the state filed

applica ions is not being applied to use within the county of

origin.~ Further, the County of Origin Laws only apply to

project constructed pursuant to an assignment or release of the

priorit of state filed applications.lJ.

ment or partial assignment is a transfer of ownership of

art of the right which can be initiated under a state

The recipient of an assignment receives a right to

water having the priority of the filing. A release from

is a waiver by the state of the priority of the state

in favor of an application filed by the recipient of

The effect of a release from priority is to prevent

or a subsequent holder of the state filing from

to the application in favor of which the release was

era~ or Coordinated P~an

the state has prepared comprehensive plans for

lopment of the waters of the state. The first statutory

for such a plan was set forth in Water Code § 10000.

provides:

e coordinated plan for the conservation, develop­
t, and utilization of the water resources of the
te (except the project known as the 'Trinity River
ersion', which is not approved) as set forth in the
ort thereon formulated and prepared by the
artment of Public Works and transmitted to the
ty-Ninth Session of the Legislature pursuant to

4.6

An

all or

filing.

develop

priorit

applica

the

the

objecti

made.

From

require

The

~

~

11 G&E's right to divert and use the water in the lakes is not based on
the rele~se or assignment of a state held application. Thus, the county of
origin 1 ws cannot provide a basis for providing persons filing applications
for the se of water within Alpine and Amador Counties, with a water right
having p ecedence over PG&E's rights. However, the county of origin laws do
give app icants in Alpine and Amador Counties precedence over any rights
Obtained

1b
Y El Dorado to divert and store water at Caples and Silver Lakes by

a partia assignment of Application S645.
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Chapter 832 of the Statutes of 1929 shall be known as
the ' State Water Plan' . "

This section was enacted in 1943 and amended, most recently,

during 1957. The Legislature subsequently enacted Water Code

sections 10004 through 10010. Section 10004 provides:

"(a) The plan for the orderly development and
coordinated control, protection, conservation,
development, and utilization of the state which is set
forth and described in Bulletin No. 1 of the State
Water Resources Board entitled 'Water Resources of
California,' and Bulletin No.2 of the State Water
Resources Board entitled, 'Water Utilization and
Requirements of California,' and Bulletin No.3 of the
department entitled, 'The California Water Plan,' with
any necessary amendments, supplements, and additions to
the plan, shall be known as 'The California Water
Plan. r

"(b) (1) The department shall update the California Water
Plan every five years . "

"Department" means the Department of Water Resources. Pursuant

to this section, the Department has prepared a number of

California Water Plans. When section 10000 and related sections

are contrasted with section 10004 et seq., it is readily apparent

that the more recent enactment requiring preparation of the

California Water Plan and regular updates to the plan is the

coordinated plan looking toward the development, utilization, or

conservation of the water resources of the state, superseding the

State Water Plan. Further, a review of the successive California

water plans prepared by the Department clearly indicates that the

agency responsible for regularly preparing and updating the

general plan views the State Water Plan as a historical document

only and that each succeeding California Water Plan is the

current effective water plan for the development of state

32.
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• water.;, (SWRCB, Decision 1587, p. 18.) Thus, in accordance

with s ction 10504, the Board will rely upon the most recent

Califo ia Water Plan and its updates for the purpose of

determ~ning whether a petition for assignment or release of a

state filing "is for a purpose of development not in conflict

with s ch general or coordinated plan . . . established pursuant

to law"I'

5.0 W~TER IS AVAILABLE FOR APPROPRIATION

This section analyzes the evidence in the hearing record

concer ing the availability of unappropriated water for the

applic tions and petitions for partial assignment of SFA 564

5.1 D scription of Watershed

The So th Fork American River is one of three main forks of the

'~----~~;iC1 River whose 1921 square-mile watershed is also drained
by the orth Fork American River and the Middle Fork American

River. The South Fork American River meanders through El Dorado

• County ~or an approximate distance of 60 miles from its

conflue ce with the North Fork American River at Folsom Lake

(elevation 350 feet) to its headwaters. The South Fork American

River's watershed is essentially drained via five subwatersheds

located in Alpine, Amador, and El Dorado Counties. The

subwate sheds are: Weber Creek, Silver Fork of the South Fork

America River, Silver Creek, Rock Creek, and Dutch Creek.

(SWRCB, Decision 893, pp. 25, 26.)

The

are

are

PhY~iCal features of the South Fork American River watershed

typical of the Sierra Nevada region. The main water courses

gen rally deeply incised and are separated by broad ridges of

•
Chapter
Previous
foundati
(Califor
160-93.)

ee Bulletin No.3, The California Water Plan (May 1957), Foreword,
. Basis and Authority for State-Wide Water Development Planning, and
State-Wide Planning. The 1957 California Water Plan is the
n document upon which all successive plan updates are based.
ia Water Plan Update (October 1994), Volume 1, Foreword, Bulletin
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comparatively moderate to steep slopes. Vegetative cover ranges

from grasslands and oak woodlands in the foothill areas to heavy ~

stands of timber in the central zone. At the watershed's higher

elevations, there are large areas of bare granite dotted with

numerous small lakes. (SWRCB, Decision 893, pp. 25, 26.)

5.2 Climate

The climate of the South Fork American River watershed ranges

from temperate conditions in the foothill areas to alpine

conditions at higher elevations. Precipitation usually occurs

during the late fall, winter, and early spring. At higher

elevations, precipitation usually is in the form of snow. Summer

thunderstorms are frequent in the mountains but, in the

aggregate, contribute little runoff. (Ibid.)

Precipitation within the South Fork American River watershed has

been recorded at measuring stations located at Folsom Dam

(elevation 350) for the period 1955-1992, Placerville (elevation

1890) for the period 1948-1992, Pacific House (elevation 3440)

for the period 1948-1992, and Echo Summit (elevation 7350) for ~
the period 1948-1992. In addition, a measuring gage located at

Twin Lakes (elevation 8000) has recorded precipitation for the

period 1948-1992. Average annual precipitation ranges from

23.74 inches at Folsom Dam to 50.4 inches at Echo Summit. Total

average annual precipitation at Twin Lakes is 48.6 inches.

According to available data, 95 percent of all precipication

within the watershed occurs during the period of October through

May. (SWRCB,3,4, and 5.)

5.3 Runoff

Flows of the South Fork American River have been recorded by PG&E

in connection with FERC Project 184, under the general

supervision of the United States Geological Survey (USGS). Such

flows have been recorded at two USGS gaging stations: (1) gaging

station (USGS #11444500) located downstream of PG&E's EI Dorado
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prOjec~' 8 Chili Bar Dam, about 2.5 miles north of Placerville and

(2) Ga~ing station (USGS #11439500) located about 0.8 of a mile

downst1eam of the South Fork American River's confluence with the

Silver Fork of the South Fork American River (at Kyburz). USGS

gaging station #11444500 records flows that are regulated by

storag , diversions, and powerplants within a 598 square-mile

draina USGS gaging station #11439500 records flows that

are re
J

lated by storage in Lake Aloha, Echo Lake, Silver Lake,

and ca~les Lake within a 193 square-mile drainage area.

Tables 15-1 and 5-2, respectively, provide tabular summaries of

record~d flows at USGS gaging station #11444500 during the period

of recqrd of 1912-1920 and 1964-1992, and at USGS gaging station

#11439500 during the period of record of 1923-1992. The data

summar'zed in Table 5-1 indicate that the average monthly

regula ed flows of the South Fork American River downstream of

PG&E's Chili Bar Dam range from an October minimum of 417 cfs

(25,60 af) to a May maximum of 2,695 cfs (165,395 af). The data

summar'zed in Table 5-2 indicate that the river's average monthly

regula ed flows downstream of the river's confluence with the

Silver Fork of the South Fork American River range from an

Octobe minimum of 51 cfs (1,900 af) to a May maximum of

1,174 dfs (72,072 af).

I I I I

III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
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TABLE 5·}
SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER

••

..... -" ........--- .--...'" ._........_."' ...._-- -.._..-.-.....

AVERAGE MONTHLY FLOW(CFS) AVERAGE
WATER ANNUAL
YEAR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP TOTAL

1912 119 161 145 323 247 516 ! 779 2707 2194 361 91 136 7779
1913 91 365 196 355 384 518 1837 2898 1207 328 124 72 8375
1914 82 152 355 3646 2197 2521 3414 4650 3225 1040 186 89 21557
1915 146 147 212 408 1817 1500 2911 4361 3562 905 168 106 16243
1916 96 133 348 1563 2362 3457 4299 3906 3172 883 188 105 20512
1917 339 260 736 494 1774 1311 3009 4024 4483 901 154 112 17597
1918 99 98 J52 139 469 1461 2648 2608 J487 J41 63 153 9518
1919 296 264 213 228 1413 J387 ·3079 4067 754 J23 92 86 12002
1920 III 91 300 218 230 1128 1891 3217 J391 293 60 55 8985
1964 I 973 672 1645
1965 321 665 5386 4148 . 2395 1585 2939 3485 2372 J449 1097 970 26812
1966 840 743 1269 1014 864 1030 1540 1421 845 708 743 530 11547
1967 256 405 1331 1623 1353 1959 2091 4352 4047 2268 1136 929 21750
1968 491 1164 982 936 1293 993 925 1169 991 806 902 546 11198
1969 493 821 982 3497 2883 2571 3707 4749 3262 1339 1225 1064 26593
1970 640 802 1466 4871 2719 1762 1565 1975 1890 1013 985 356 20044
1971 429 1121 1975 1792 1353 1306 1516 2400 2845 1405 1200 721 18063
1972 531 752 illS 1323 991 1338 1221 1609 1434 918 1027 163 13022
1913 419 636 1373 2187 1830 1865 1700 2989 1854 839 727 161 11180
1914 472 1451 1883 2815 1703 2869 3511 3775 3004 1269 1300 1182 25294
1975 592 706 993 1180 1065 1406 1814 3506 2785 1183 1041 1054 11385
1976 579 784 1105 749 648 531 522 734 493 938 959 577 8619
1977 401 271 320 188 125 124 255 295 228 88 142 244 2681
1978 275 106 485 1341 888 2024 2833 3367 2226 986 136 542 15809
1979 316 686 571 1374 1162 1403 1903 3066 1276 953 936 918 14564
1980 588 477 799 4027 3300 2343 2706 3075 1964 1584 965 1328 23156
1981 658 639 885 760 810 993 988 908 583 849 842 759- 9674
1982 431 1216 2331 2389 4370 3414 5382 5161 3511 1723 1311 1134 32439
1983 818 1847 2602 2221 3790 5561 4279 5444 6496 3648 1483 1123 39372
1984 935 3806 4633 2975 2209 2364 2491 2410 1483 867 1108 JOO4 26285
1985 646 943 842 744 1318 1018 1533 1232 583 963 918 889 11629
1986 453 453 1083 1461 6613 5067 2993 3075 2686 1183 1079 1052 27198
1987 523 639 729 410 846 647 878 860 774 761 723 447 8237
1988 204 107 464 554 743 650 546 474 433 409 408 454 5446
1989 216 291 415 416 539 2329 1836 1258 1059 1012 1022 948 11341
1991 516 498 525 426 425 862 874 1103 811 623 712 722 8097
1992 533 361 528 568 822 662 874 670 457 457 521 411 6864

AVERAGH (CFS) 417 670 1104 1484 1610 . 1735 2149 2695 1996 978 739 622 16199
AVERAGE (AF) 25601 39800 67738 91086 89243 106520 127626 165395 118581 60043 45366 36947 973945.

lCI!: SWRCB E".w~ ....,,""'".... .... Il.y_ ~•

W
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TABLE 5-2
SOUTHFORKAMERICAN RIVER

(USGS 111439S00· NBAJt JCYBURZCAL1PORNlA)

A VtmAUl> MONTHL.'t I'WW (Cl'S) AVI!KAGB
WATER ANNUAL
Yl!AR q....r Nuv UbC )AI< rr.D MAl< ArK """: JUN 'UL AUG SHI' TOTAL

1923 .4 8 . ~; 0 ~3.1 JAG." '401. I;)J .e 90:1.:1 301.4 30. j '.0 410: .Yl
1924 5 .5 56.7 20.8 9.3 18.1 2.5 112.1 264.8 .8 0.6 0.7 0.5 599.38
1925 .3 23.8 31.7 19.1 295.4 342.0 904.0 1~9.4 1054.6 187.3 9.1 1.1 4435.74
1926 .8 5.6 28.4 11.3 16.1 169.5 661.5 eei.o 106.5 6.4 0.6 0.6 1612.25
1927 5 126.7 73.7 125.7 JOl.O 460.7 860.6 1581.6 1475.2 257.8 2.8 9.0 :l280.:J7
1928 .3 95.9 23.6 24.3 6.3 677.4 764.7 1200.5 221.2 4.6 2.9 2.5 3026.48
1929 8 0.5 1.5 0.6 7.0 23.2 179.4 743.3 304.8 4.5 1.6 2.1 1269.33
1930 .6 1.6 36.3 9.8 28.5 158.6 653.5 110.1 550.1 35.1 3.2 3.2 2192..53
1931 .7 9.6 0.7 1.0 0.8 25.0 231.8 245.3 28.4 0.9 2.0 2.5 >51.58
1932 8 4.7 1.7 2.2 61.9 221.7 660.2 1373.1 1368.3 317.5 8;7 2.8 402S.68
1933 4 1.6 5.5 5.2 2.4 2.4 234.lS 535.7 887.6 40.8 2.5 2.4 1 23.54
1934 1 .4 6.7 44.5 46.5 43.4 285.6 324.2 158.1 43.3 2.8 2.5 2.4 976.49
1935 4 16.1 9.7 25.0 53.6 M.l 735.8 1328.2 1026.4 6.2 8.1 8.1 3364.70
1936 4 4.8 4.0 87.5 161.3 411.5 1122.9 1741.7 1080.0 149.0 5.6 6.5 4780.0!1
1937 .1 2.8 9.1 17.5 IOS.0 149.9 Sli2.5 1630.4 624.3 46.6 2.3 2.3 3157.00
1938 .3 8.3 510.4 82.8 10l1.8 394.0 m.4 2513.6 1945.9 265.8 4.4 2.7 6818.29
1939 .9 6.1 9.8 9.0 23.6 158.3 616.1 360.8 61.8 2.2 3.1 3 1268.93
1940 5.1 6.5 1.9 255.3 264.8 677.4 1ll92.3 1665.8 604.7 23.5 2.1 3.3 4604.77
1941 1.5 9.2 68.1 :50.9 133.3 271.4 522.8 1723.1 970.8 171.6 2.5 3.7 3908.82
1942 9 24.2 186.4 262.2 271.2 261.1 861.2 1428.2 1827.0 390.8 2.5 3.7 5521.37
1943 2 135.1 155.6 359.4 355.0 730.5 1307.9 1416.6 834.6 187.5 3.8 4.5 5492.66
1944 3.9 2.9 4.3 5.3 3.2 40.1 287.2 1026.0 498.5 57.6 3.0 3.1 1935.23
1945 3 117.7 54.2 35.6 414.4 156.2 772.3 1552.2 1037.5 152.5 2.8 4.0 4301.72
1946 4.0 159.5 266.4 209.6 106.8 289.0 1003.7 1517.2 633.5 41.7 6.0 12.3 4300.75
1941 7 .8 74.3 12.7 8.2 63.6 139.2 360.4 737.9 157.3 5.4 5.2 6.9 1641.75
1948 5 .9 13.8 5.7 47.2 7.2 5.8 370.9 1159.2 1337..5 158.0 5.7 7.0 3172.85
1949 .4 35.5 6.1 15.3 6.9 15.9 723.4 1112.7 380.3 6.6 6.4 6.6 2341.01
1950 3 .1 50.9 5.6 75.6 97.3 192.3 896.4 1521... 1197.5 157.1 5.6 9.5 4243.28
1951 .1 1283.4 1587.0 373.7 362.5 290.5 754.6 1037.1 477.6 18.3 7.0 9.6 6284.39
1952 .2 43.9 52.7 23.5 113.7 171.8 1140.7 2739.7 2049.0 679.6 43.3 10.3 7096.48
1953 .5 68.8 15.0 91.6 43.7 103.6 670.2 801.2 1310.4 411.0 8.0 7.7 3551.19
1954 J .4 16.4 9.5 7.6 16.2 251.5 75t.:.; 9OS.6 163.6 5.3 5.5 8.5 2177.51
1955 3 .8 23.9 12.9 6.8 18.9 44.3 182.3 911.7 553.1 10.1 6.4 9.0 1819.74
1956 .4 25.0 939.7 690.4 253.3 355.1 806.2 1962.8 1m.3 318.1 11.0 14.3 7anAS
1957 1 .4 12.3 15.8 8.0 178.4 291.9 457.9 1007.8 999.0 60.8 5.9 7.1 3061.42
1958 2 .1 10.2 14.6 I 4.1 136.8 IOS.7 627.4 2544.5 1522.3 312.0 19.7 9.1 5326.41
1959 .6 7.9 5.1 I 39.6 46.6 127.9 439.3 386.2 126.8 5.2 5.4 12.8 1227.36
1960 .1 5.4 5.7 6.6 49.4 244.1 494.8 522.7 180.8 5.9 7.6 5.2 1588.36
1961 1 .8 5.2 7.1 6.7 16.0 18.0 226.5 434.6 153.6 5.5 7.8 8.3 90!1.09
1962 3 .4 6.1 9.3 6.2 49..5 33.9 9%1.4 912.4 814.6 82.8 8..5 5.3 2943.27
1963 I .8 6.7 43.9 nD.4 ll77.4 73..5 314.8 1742.0 lOS9.8 121.1 9.0 7.9 4651.42
1964 3 .9 123.7 7.3 13.4 18.4 34.3 346.7 702. 7 422.4 11.0 7.8 5.0 1728.55
1965 I .6 5.8 1365.1 491.2 294.3 263.0 869.4 1486.2 1203.5 335.9 117.7 20.8 6465.44
1966 12 .1 61.8 29.2 16.2 9.7 191.6 755.2 723.7 68.3 7.5 8.1 5.8 1998.17
1967 1 .7 51.7 109.8 76.4 137.2 459.7 219.4 1725.4 2432.3 922.5 29.1 14.4 6190.73
1968 2.8 12.4 36.6 19.8 224.4 185.6 453.0 490.9 101.7 8.1 10.1 5.8 1576.11
1969 .3 70.6 31.8 411.2 145.8 199.0 1053.9 2765.2 1697.0 318.2 8.8 7.8 6782.56
1970 .2 12.3 210.2 1f78.:Z- 347.6 325.9 389.3 1048.0 799.4 72.1 8.5 10.0 4129.54
1971 .0 \lB.6 60.4 130.4 116.9 202.7 586.3 1241.9 1287.5 211.7 8.2 15.4 3991.71
1972 I .3 36.8 27.0 8.8 19.3 475.2 391.6 926.9 415.5 7.6 6.4 8.8 2334.19
1973 .8 12.3 104.7 111.4 36.0 70.6 552.3 1839.0 685.7 11.9 20.7 5.8 3471.19
1974 2 .8 378.7 169.5 436.7 136.2 420.4 7OS.7 1830.0 1132.7 210.2 13.4 9.4 5464.79
1975 1 .7 9.3 10.0 7.6 23.9 79.2 129.7 1578.3 1743.1 242.6 20.9 12.3 3874.60
1976 9 .7 31.5 12.0 12.8 16.3 27.4 99.1 253.8 10.3 9.5 20.8 22.5 601.57
1977 1 .8 9.2 8.6 6.3 5.0 6.1 38.9 56.8 63.7 7.8 8.6 10.4 232.28
1978 84 3.7 37.5 46.6 40.0 358.6 587.5 1518.5 1472.4 230.7 6.8 36.5 4347.28
1979 2 .9 7.6 19.1 IOS.6 24.9 162.3 528.1 1646.1 586.6 27.5 7.2 13.1 3153.01
1980 3 .9 34.3 23.8 937.4 508.3 278.5 792.5 1450.4 1145.5 439.5 9.3 17.6 5668.00
1981 1 .3 8.5 13.7 s.s 39.1 36.3 "2.0 577.9 93.9 5.4 5.3 12.0 1250.36
1982 I .6 365.1 627.6 216.2 99I.U 566.9 1496.7 2187.1 1255.0 379.9 21.5 64.4 8178.94
198:l 2 .0 300.2 =.5 228.6 367.9 781.1 613.a 2309.3 3551.3 1526.5 343.5 417.0 10869.65
1984 :z: .4 901.7 999.1 634.0 386.4 )69.3 738.6 1606.4 884.7 93.7 8.9 13.0 7OS9.31
1985 .7 86.5 55.3 52.7 53.8 63.7 742.9 679.9 134.6 52.1 51.9 38.7 2QS8.79
1986 4 .3 59.4 101.6 242.9 1333.1 1252.5 1024.9 1400.4 992.1 111.4 55.0 58.9 6681.64
1987 61.7 54.7 52.4 54.8 63.5 69.4 3".0 275.5 21.7 20.9 19.8 17.1 IOS5.46
1988 I .2 18.9 26.4 26.8 23.5 52.5 146.4 139.1 37.2 23.8 ZJ.O 14.9 549.56
1989 1 .4 30.2 22.4 24.9 42.1 641.5 1021.7 831.5 533.7 53.0 53.1 61.9 3335.38
1991 2 .1 20.6 21.3 22.2 16.2 83.6 198.7 617.5 412.4 24.5 20.9 23.1 1481.11
1992 .8 20.6 22.8 23.2 81.4 65.8 382.4 156.a 23.9 32.5 21.7 22.9 882.89

A veRAGB I'CPS\ 31.0 77.9 127.8 124.5 155.1 241.0 610.3 1174.2 803.9 152.8 17.7 I 18.1 3534.26
AveRAGE AI') 19< .4 4627.8 ill-U.O 7644.6 ssor.o 14790.5 36249.8 72072.4 47754.4 9378.0 1083.6 1074.6 213021.30

SVVK<;~: S 3 ""1) 5.
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5.4 Effect of Board Decisions and Orders Related to Water
Availability 4It

Decision 893 approved the appropriation of water at Folsom

Reservoir by the Bureau and other applicants in the American

River watershed. Decision 893 evaluated water availability based

on hydrologic conditions prior to and subsequent to the 1927

priority date of Application 5645. The decision found that

unappropriated water is not available in the South Fork American

River by direct diversion for consumptive use purposes, and by

storage for any purposes during the months of August through

October. 13 Thus, the Board is required to limit the season of

diversion for any permits issued pursuant to the pending

applications and petitions for partial assignment of Application

5645 to the months of November through July of the following

year.

5.5 Existing Water Rights

There are a total of 144 recorded water rights with a higher

priority than state filed Application 5645 on file with the

Division of Water Rights for the South Fork American River 4It
watershed in Alpine, Amador, and EI Dorado Counties. (Division

of Water Rights, Water Rights Information Management System

(WRIMS). Of the total 144 paramount rights, only 11 are located

on the main stem of the river, 9 are located within Pyramid

Creek's watershed (Aloha Lake), 3 are located within Caples

Creek's watershed (Caples Lake), and 10 are located within the

Silver Fork American River's watershed (Silver Lake). Table 5-3

provides a summary of the water rights on record.

13 The Board takes administrative notice of the findings in
Decision 893.

Board Orders WR 89-25 and WR 9~-07 (Declarations of Fully
Appropriated Streams) declare the American River to be fUlly appropriated
during the period JUly ~ to October 3~ upstream from its confluence with the
Sacramento River; however, state filings are expressly exempted from these
orders, unless they are filed subsequent to the entry of the orders.

38.

4It



39.

•

•

•

TABLE 5-3

SOll th Fork American River Watershed--Water Rights Summary

I

: ... - ..... SFAR
SFAR PYRAMID· CR!EK cAPLES CREEK. SFAM MAIN STEM,

WATERSHED (ALOHA-LAKE) _ -. __ .. (CAPLESLAKEJ (SILVER LAKE) .:

TYPe~F WATERSHED WATERSHED· WATERSHED TOTALWI'nf
WATER IGMT TOTAL WITH TOTALWnH .TOTALW\TH TOTAL WITH HIGHER

I

HIGHER PRIORITY HIGHER PRlORr.I'Y HIGHER_ PRlORlTV HIGHER PRIORITY PIOORItY-
I', THAN SFA5845 THAHSFA 5645 -THAN SFA:5645·- nw.SFAS845 THANSf:A[. - ...... .::..... - 5845.... L·•.. .. ..

Application 41 3 3 4 2

Stocl<pond 0 0 0 0 0
Certificate

Small DOlTestic 0 0 0 0 0
Use Regis1ration

Federal Fil ng 0 0 0 0 0

Statementl 103 6 9 6 9

Temporary Permit 0 0 0 0 0

TOT} L 144 9 3 10 11
RECOAOED

Table 9-4 summarizes the paramount water rights of record within

the wa~ersheds of Pyramid Creek, Caples Creek, and Silver Fork,

as weI] as rights located on the South Fork American River. As

Table ~-4 indicates, the total annual paramount demand within

each 01 the three watersheds and on the main stem are: Pyramid

Creek, 12,091 af; Caples Creek, 25,000 af (or 50,000 af, assuming

a cumu ative total of PG&E's and Bureau rights); Silver Fork

Americ n River, 22,546 af; and main stem of the South Fork

Americ n River, 1,423,395 af (1,300,860 af at Chili Bar

use and 112,741 af at PG&E's El Dorado Intake).

5.6 w

1
t e r Availability

Tab~e. -1 summarizes the substance of the applications and

pet~t~ ns for partial assignment of SFA 5645 filed by El Dorado,

Kirkwo1d PUD, Kirkwood, Inc., Alpine County, and Amador County.

I



The combined total annual demand for all filings is 64,227 afa.

The following summarizes each filing: •

• El Dorado: Under water right Applications 29919, 29920,

29921, 29922, and SFA 5645(8), the total amount of water

directly diverted and diverted to storage would not exceed

33,000 afa, the total amount of water to be taken by direct

diversion and rediversion of stored water would not exceed

17,000 afa, and the total amount of water to be taken by

direct diversion would not exceed 15,000 afa and would be

limited to water originating in the South Fork American River

watershed upstream of the El Dorado Canal diversion near

Kyburz.

• Kirkwood, Inc.: Under Applications 30062, 30453, and

SFA 5645(11), the total combined direct diversion and storage

would not exceed 500 afa.

• Kirkwood POD: Under Application 30204, the total amount

diverted would not exceed 310 afa.

• Alpine: Under Application 30219 and SFA 5645(9), the maximum

annual combined quantity for direct diversion and storage

would not exceed 21,581 afa. The applications would

appropriate by direct diversion 71 afa and 96.4 afa,

respectively.

• Amador: Under Application 30218 and SFA 5645(10), the total

amount diverted would not exceed 8740 afa.

USGS records relating to the measurement of water downstream of

Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes and the river's main stem

are available. (95,SWRCB,3,S.) The following is a brief

40.
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ion of each gage and the supply of water available at

e:

Gage #~~436000 (see Table 5-5): This gage is located in

ilver Fork at Silver Lake's outlet near Kirkwood and has

ded regulated runoff produced by a 15.2 square mile

shed during the period of record 1923-1992. The recorded

average annual flow for the period of record is 25,103

inimum--6,348 af [1976] i maximum--61,741 af [1983J).

•

• Gage #1~437000 (see Table 5-6) : This gage is located in

s Creek at Caples Lake's outlet near Kirkwood and has

ded regulated runoff produced by a 13.5 square-mile

shed during the period of record 1923-1992. The recorded

average annual flow for the period of record is 27,574

af ( inimum--8,201 af [1924]; maximum--59,063 af [1983]).

•

• Gage #~~435~OO (see Table 5-7): This gage is located in

• id Creek at Twin Bridges and has recorded regulated

runo f produced by an 8.8 square-mile watershed during the

d of record 1971-1992. The recorded total average annual

for the period of record is 27,627 af (minimum--11,036 af

[197 J; maximum--47,055 af [1982]).

• USGS Gage #~~444500: This gage is located downstream of

PG&E's Chili Bar Dam. The recorded total average annual flow

for the period of record is 973,946 af (minimum--161,463 af

[1977J; maximum--2,371,178 af [1983]).

• USGS Gage #~~439500: This gage is located about 0.8 mile

downstream of the South Fork American River's confluence with

the Silver Fork of the South Fork American River. The

reco ded total average annual flow for the period of record is

• 41.



213,021 af (minimum--13,972 af [1977] ; maximum--654,585 af

[19831) .

III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
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TABLE 5-5
Sll..VER LAKE OUTLET NR KIRKWOOD CALIF

"RCB EXHIBIT 3 AND 5

/uSGS GAG!! 1114
AVERAGB MONT (Ai')

WATER TOTAL
YEAR ocr NOV DBC I lAo... FEB MAR I APR l¥iAY JUN JUL AUG I S~I" ANNUAL

1923 1642.2 1183.6 ill1. 613.8 443. 1657..3 2732.4 10092.1 ~6 3.1 1571.1 463.1 9.5 26863.5
1924 12.1 11.9 315.8 1718.6 610.2 6.1 11.7 3473.5 30'3.7 1764.2 1538.5 70.3 9836.6
19"...5 34.5 361.7 942.5 710.8 !I49.4 1237.5 2710.6 11262.2 8114.0 850.4 27.1 861.1 23261.9
1926 :!442.7 459.8 4n.2 85.1 11.1 11.3 4996.1 523\1.1 1466.6 926.6 2358.2 230.9 18]94.7
1927 14.7 321.0 429.1 1511.7 1552..3 1718.6 2185.9 1097 .1 11975.0 1276.7 2593.8 1787.\1 36343.9
1928 279.8 1297.9 811.0 64S.5 455.2 1435.\1 503\1.1 9951.5 1522.4 1727.0 2089.5 590.2 25844.\1
192\1 17.4 8.7 10.5 9.2 8..3 30.7 183.0 6286.\1 2796.8 672.8 1841.4 1940.2 138OS.8
1\130 6.9 5\1.2 IOS.\I 196.6 18.2 26.1 248\1.5 5882.6 3746.2 3002.7 2255.2 1011.8 18800.9
1931 152.7 143.7 55.2 20.2 30.3 213.8 87.\1 1226.4 182.0 238.6 220.6 3819.4 6390.8
1932 545.9 392.4 61.6 61.4 491.0 1087.0 2655.2 9692.1 7991.3 3401.6 2215.6 1801.8 30397.0
1933 644.9 48.\1 10.1 12.3 7.7 17.4 7\11.2 2488.9 6411.2 311.5 364.5 2346.3 13454.9
1934 1880.6 681.7 391.8 198.2 5.5 38.8 1201.5 1335.1 137.0 85.3 55.6 3411.5 942Z.8
1935 1452.7 480.7 530.6 628.7 704.9 1047.4 20'35.4 7546.2 7261.7 167.1 71.9 3693.3 25620.6
1936 1687.2 99.4 62.2 306.\1 574.2 1243.4 4609.4 13660.0 4746.5 398.4 140.8 3529.7 31058.1
1937 2002.8 67.1 12.3 12.3 166.3 429.7 1841.4 120'36.4 3135.3 197.0 103.8 2801.7 23406.0

I
1938 24211.5 219.4 404S.9 1691.9 1473.1 1774.1 2508.7 12020.6 10820.1 1557.3 109.\1 3618.1 42269.4
193\1 1510.3 1154.9 626.9 45.7 11.1 635.8 1303.6 2222.2 209.7 70.9 56.8 877.\1 8725.\1
1940 1161.3 2678.5 605.9 1627.6 1154.3 1455.3 3914.5 14325.3 1578.9 88.1 173.1 4158.8 32921.5
1941 996.1 150.3 182.6 736.6 554.4 10'37.5 1641.4 13618.4 5478.7 816.0 107.5 3\152.1 29271.5
1942 1708.7 457.4 2057.6 1738.4- 1419.7 1247.4 1904.8 8973.4 10842.5 2573.2 123.1 288\1.0 35935.8
1943 1\158.6 53.9 792.8 1164.2 1120.7 1235.5 7906.1 99OS.9 3241.3 619.1 64.5 1368.2 29430.9
1944 2009.9 1869.1 185.7 61.4 57.4 184.1 594.0 7010.2 3545.4 158.2 108.3 3028.4 18812.2
1945 2015.6 252.8 1218.7 1595.9 1675.1 1859.2 320'3.2 101 .8 5409.8 937.\1 40.6 2625.7 31007.4
1946 1234.5 92\1.6 1831.4 1312.7 589.2 1384.0 6231.1 8959.5 2586.3 IOS.1 28.5 991.0 26189.1
1947 3318.5 1043.9 448.3 306.9 514.4 9.3 289.5 5913.5 698.9 129.7 1497.5 3124.4 1'n94.7
1948 966.0 586.7 371.2 738.9 5.3 0.8 498.0 5516.3 8997.1 622.3 81.6 3606.8 21991.1
1949 1631.1 269.7 90.3 92.1 83.2 92.1 4103.7 6872.8 3725.0 118.0 63.6 3348.2 20489.6
1\150 1495.7 193.0 52.7 9.9 51.5 940.5 33\15.1 9785.2 6468.5 453.0 83.8 2988.4 25917.2
1951 2312.0 6555.8 713\1.9 1717.8 13.7 21.5 2621.\1 6187.5 2348.9 130.\1 110.3 3540.6 32767.8
1952 1205.0 378.0 784.7 81.2 11.5 311.3 3421.4 IS018.3 \1502.2 4674.8 125.9 1644.2 37158.5
1\153 3332.3 985.0 90.9 13.1 5.5 81.0 3336.9 3121.2 8850.6 1851.5 155.0 1787.9 23617.0
1954 2463.1 1091.0 I 371.1 51.1 55.4 2450.8 3930.1 7261.8 1186.6 190.5 138.4 2811.6 22007.5
1955 1789.9 385.5 310.7 426..3 384.7 514.2 150.5 6445.7 4036.6 175.2 164.1 3234.3 18011.8
1956 1566.2 30'3.9 3218.1 3049.2 2124.5 1635.5 3407.6 12276.0 8448.7 1166.6 132.5 2949.6 40278.3
1957 2750.2 986.2 690.6 401.5 780.9 1393.\1 1963.1 6557.8 8OS8.6 355.0 1192.8 3478.9 28614.6
1958 1403.8 -"357.4 216.0 306.1 527.1 853.4 1496.9 15218.3 8731.0 1666.4 106.3 2843.1 33725.7
1959 2560.1 513.4 52.3 364.1 429.1 946.8 I 1191.1 1662.6 1560.0 55.8 43.6 3196.9 12581.9
1960 1766.2 25.1 0.0 0.0 44.4 534.6 1094.3 3648.3 2383.7 64.9 28.3 2740.3 12330.3
1961 1627.6 378.6 153.3 70.1 247.1 688.8 481.1 1826.2 1526.8 82.0 2149.9 2688.8 11920.2
1962 1006.4 139.4 166.7 174.0 448.5 488.9 4439.2 7401.2 5532.3 447.5 195.8 3702.2 24142.1
1963 909.2 1883.0 772.2 751.2 516\1.8 1061.1 1533.7 9388.6 6262.7 571.4 232.1 3280.\1 318tS.8
1964 1082.1 2OOS.1 1343.2 1237.5 46\1.5 443.3 356.4 3474.7 2731.4 161.2 203.1 2642.\1 16151.1
1965 1016.1 126\1.2 4708.8 2425.5 1588.0 1376.1 2898.7 11844.4 5995.0 2313.2 347.1 2061.0 37843.7
1966 3033.4 1683.0 383.1 514.0 469.1 571.8 2861.1 5456.9 290.1 201.0 207.1 1371.7 11042.8
1967 1355.1 1029.4 1886.9 1073.2 865..3 1661.2 2065.1 8185.3 13388.8 5434.3 188.5 4161.7 41300.8
1968 1198.3 577.6 299.4 241.6 242.2 1225.6 4581.7 2667.9 1137.7 234.0 311.8 3623.0 16340.7
196\1 1028.5 15.1 18.4 1609.8 912.8 731.6 4591.6 18790.2 9531.1 2833.2 17\1.6 28\15.9 43137.8
1970 1852.7 1197.7 1264.8 4369.\1 3156.1 2366.1 2304.1 6182.0 5565.4 222.6 111.1 514.6 29167.0
1971 1071.0 2715.0 2286.9 469.9 146.7 448.7 3047.2 10612.8 6394.4 790.4 175.4 2100.2 302S8.6
1912 2647.1 701.7 690.2 395.7 • 359.4 2313.0 624.3 6187.\1 3212.5 164.1 162.6 3476.1 20934.6
1973 1390.0 708.2 510.0 472.4 238.4 265.\1 841.\1 13456.1 4658.9 222.2 224.5 3437.1 26425.7
1974 1363.4 4134.0 1841.4 1606.0 774.2 1540.4 3423.4 11737.4 7553.1 1180.9 137.6 400S.1 39297.1
1975 1199.9 341.4 117.1 207.9 461.5 101.6 122.4 8418.4 11383.0 1193.7 172.1 3038.3 26757.2
1976 918.7 740.\1 1924.6 1233.1 157.6 270.3 124.7 132.5 134.8 142.0 139.2 430.1 6348.5
1977 2024.9 1443.2 63.5 46.7 27.3 89.8 38.5 84.2 85.1 82.1 103.9 2920.3 7009.6
1978 290.3 852.4 346.1 131.4 322.\1 109.\1 3506.6 9985.1 10241.0 1701.0 168.9 1690.3 29345.9
1979 147.3 2755.2 1744.4 837.9 813.8 158.8 1476.0 10755.4 3329.6 165.3 196.2 2830.4 25210.3
1980 1607.6 809.6 678.9 2920.6 1813.7 1027.6 5423.2 9621.7 8339.8 2948.0 166.4 1211.9 36576.0
1981 2689.2 1419.5 153.6 174.2 199.2 199.4 1378.7 5094.5 893.0 147.7 137.0 10'31.4 13517.4
1982 2560.1 2455.1 5276.7 1372.1 4166.5 1881.0 6926.0 13966.9 94S2.5 1820.2 169.3 744.5 50791.0
1983 1449.6 6002.0 10'35.7 797.7 751.2 1110.0 1209.8 11291.9 20978.1 11420.6 1261.9 4432.6 61741.2
1984 3296.7 3886.7 3302.6 2936.3 498.8 10'31.8 4110.5 10694.0 50'31.6 120.6 145.6 1977.0 370'32.2
1985 2987.8 1448.6 2343.2 1115.0 726.7 662.7 2136.\1 4941.3 1294.3 IOS.9 152.8 2002.4 20611.6
1986 1450.0 1950.3 S83.S 336.8 3n6.3 6027.1 7526.0 13135.3 7318.1 468.\1 225.1 1000.0 43797.3
1987 2365.3 2554.2 518.4 81.8 96.0 433.6 225.1 2096.4 297.4 245.\1 3101.5 1427.8 13443.3
1988 816.9 730.6 236.4 4485 522.7 596.0 186.\1 210.8 497.2 330.3 1273.\1 731.2 6651.4
1989 1052.8 1044.4 821.5 800.5 416.0 1530.7 5245.6 6799.3 3989.5 262.9 1318.7 391.0 23673.1
1991 2001.8 1186.0 270.7 63.0 43.0 346.1 363.1 37\17.0 3822.8 383.7 498.6 324.1 13599.9
1992 1065.6 670.4 1418.7 1249.2 444.5 359.6 1427.2 1636.5 265.7 311.1 1413.\1 379.6 10641.9

AVERAGE 1521.3 1098.3 979.0 7811.8 71\1.4 897.5 2461.8 n36.3 5013.1 1041.1 530.6 2315.1 25102.9

SOCRCE; SW
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TABLE 5-6
CAPLES LK OUTLET NR KIRKWOOD CA

ITlSGS GAGE 11143100())

WATER
AVERAGfi MOl'iTIiLY (J\t'J

TOTAL
YEAR. ocr NOV DEC

I
JAN FEB

1
MAR APR MAY roN JUL AuG SliP ANNUAL

1~ 90.1 80.!> 2tU.lI 238.4 i 3u, .J 1.2 24.0 lY:u. )312.3 ~6 .1 100.2 25282.4
1924 1313.7 559.2 94.6 12.3 11.5 36.8 128.1 61.4 59ll.6 12.3 2468.7 2904.7 8201.7
1925 1730.9 1016.9 453.4 458.0 11.1 15.6 75.6 SO.5 6277.6 1462.8 2482.3 123.4 14158.1
1926 478.0 1962.0 1559.6 2765.7 140.6 34.8 177.7 3597.7 3188.0 961.7 3915.3 58(9.7 246S0.7
1927 3329.6 1612.3 620.1 129.9 22.2 35.6 100.9 2870.8 7327.6 2498.8 545.3 1342.2 Z0495.3
1928 4722.7 196.6 1402.2 1163.6 23.0 132.9 651.8 5448.0 2543.3 539.4 1919.2 6791.4 25534.1
1929 6319.8 1859.2 2878.1 657.6 38.8 20.8 63.4 37.0 20.8 1105.6 3641.2 2373.6 19016.0
1930 852.2 666.7 17.2 1805.0 13.5 19.0 71.7 29.7 251.3 852.4 1331.0 4554.0 10463.5
1931 1261.3 6405.3 4959.1 2156.2 tJAU.7 55.0 142.6 24.4 24.0 24.b 1426.4 973.6 180:55.1
1932 1131.7 2176.4 1802.8 1335.5 1285.0 126.7 366.2 129.5 2730.4 3942.2 (91.0 251.7 16969.1
1933 3457.1 4318.4 4494.6 3112.6 3746.2 482.1 1009.9 IOS.1 96.2 92.1 587.7 348.7 21850.5
1934 95.0 487.7 2827.4 1847.3 122.4 190.6 3OS.4 411.0 946.4 959.5 3516.5 15 .0 11776.3
1935 2357.8 730.0 23OS.7 2356.2 98.6 91.1 290.1 1850.3 8925.8 2506.7 2813.6 2670.6 2(998.5
1936 1966.7 530ll.4 3li91.7 731.6 86.1 96.8 326.7 4672.4 6589.4 3013.6 m6.5 1597.7 30ll0ll.6
1937 4950.0 4377.8 3043.3 3880.8 297.0 92.3 271.1 138.6 22lllJ.3 2560.1 3124.4 1089.6 26034.2
1938 1429.8 3096.7 1326.8 91.9 1286.0 m3.9 15561.6 5441.8 11511.7 547.7 1711.7 875.4 55539.0
1939 326.7 700.9 3342.2 3857.0 2659.1 1102.9 2210.8 228.3 1981.S 2629.0 3498.5 519.0 23056.2
1940 95.4 1950.9 4272.8 1019.5 86.1 96.2 4792.5 2315.2 6530.0 1686.6 3581.8 1545.4 28032.5
1941 3196.7 1586.0 2936.3 625.7 - 1386.0 1534.5 4354.4 542.9 7524.0 4233.2 1294.9 1058.1 30272.8
1942 4068.9 2331.8 815.8 736.6 4765.9 3235.3 7261.0 !l8.8 10360.9 6874.6 1401.8 713.0 42685.4
1943 1671.5 249.3 666.7 1445.4 4694.6 3655.1 10776.5 4075.0 7894.3 3750.1 383.5 394.0 39656.0
1944 603.3 2079.0 4274.8 3635.3 2423.5 1380.5 2672.3 80.6 2311.6 2243.1 2630.4 2417.6 26752.1
1945 4191.7 101.0 483.3 1122.9 554.8 598.6 1796.5 5324.2 7304.2 3454.5 2341.3 2319.8 29593.7
1946 1579.0 111.9 2987.2 3197.7 2882.9 644.7 1830.5 5496.5 5940.0 1883.0 3969.9 4959.9 3S483.1
1947 2026.7 1193.7 1294.9 1332.5 435.0 236.8 675.8 256.2 2187.3. 1397.9 4930.2 2837.3 18804.5
1948 1897.6 670.6 1595.9 874.8 1993.1 812.4 1(91.3 148.9 4827.2 2762.1 1445.0 2314.4 21039.3
1949 !l92.2 566.9 2968.0 4361.9 2898.7 1047.4 2683.8 279.0 2448.5 756.2 2043.2 2063.8 233011.4
1950 3457.1 3029.4 2522..S 2677.0 917.1 251.1 654.9 756.2 8613.0 2791.8 3284.8 1277.5 J0232.3
1951 2701.5 2824.3 6638.9 1985.1 6011.8 675.2 4589.5 7993.3 6411.1 1879.0 4072.9 2511.0 42901.7
1952 2610.8 1938.8 2011.3 2391.8 1205.8 1289.0 3705.8 1356.3 IOS31.6 8486.3 2164.1 882.3 38574.0
1953 3738.2 2696.8 6163.7 2259.2 1087.0 596.6 1314.4 182.6 2181.8 6001I.3 2857.1 W70.3 31157.0
1954 2936.3 5845.0 4898.5 1851.3 515.4 169.7 526.3 219.6 164.7 28011.8 5221.3 30119.5 28257.4
1955 3522.4 2406.9 1496.9 2174.0 534.8 343.7 769.0 52.5 30.3 998.3 4207.5 3337.3 19873.6
1956 4276.8 2502.7 628.6 415.0 390.5 418.6 1201.7 5149.2 1325Z: 5153.9 1749.3 101'J4.5 36233.1
1957 4146.1 3456.9 4414.0 2260.8 877.3 204.3 588.1 250.9 7187.4 3150.4 3825.4 2559.3 32920.9
1958 5171.8 2668.2 1570.1 726.7 153.4 165.7 2278.3 6693.8 4504.5 5464.8 1657.3 1672.9 32727.6
1959 4540.1 7591.3 2475.0 1171.8 902.9 430.3 980.0 170.3 199.6 265.3 4445.1 20ll6.7 25258.4
1960 3183.8 2777.9 1753.5 2013.3 286.5 299.8 729.0 160.4 134.4 973.8 3330.4 1615.1 17257.9
1961 2522.5 1898.8 2007.7 1758.2 223.7 188.7 559.9 198.6 188.1 1524.6 1381.8 881.1 13334.8
1962 2066.7 3286.8 W13.7 2287.9 205.1 1433.7 2982.7 214.4 4756.2 3445.2 61(9.7 1588.8 304S0.8
1963 668.8 4561.9 3193.7 I 2260.4 208.5 199.2 571.4 3225.4 9224.8 4031.3 3627.4 917.1 32689.9
1964 1373.3 536.8 743.7 2758.1 2760.1 1723.0 3443.9 180.2 4'NT.6 1770.5 4276.8 4061.0 2IlO2S.0
1965 2527.1 2293.0 213.8 165.7 149.7 165.7 5946.4 4067.5 8502.9 5955.8 3613.9 666.5 34268.1
1966 1917.2 4235.2 4066.9 3377.9 2486.9 576.8 1297.4 207.9 483.5 1649.3 4757.9 4565.7 29622.6
1967 1842.4 2464.5 953.2 206.3 249.1 313.8 917.9 2288.5 12519.5 10525.7 3175.9 1714.5 37171.3
1968 2682..3 5628.7 6336.0 2399.8 829.8 546.1 13171.2 187.1 211.9 1542.4 2447.3 1476.5 25595.0
1969 1876.8 1701.6 4647.1 1473.1 1330.6 1473.1 4256.0 4542.1 15647.9 6318.8 1886.3 1865.2 47018.6
1970 1982.4 4358.0 6418.0 893.2 "918.7 1037.5 2728.2 763.5 8517.8 3490.5 6195.7 4388.7 41692.1
1971 310.9 1818.6 2043.4 ~.9 197.6 186.9 570.6 301.0 8493.6 3942.2 2163.7 1(93.3 22266.7
1972 4472.8 4583.7 5049.0 2391.8 954.0 312.4 709.4 274.0 280.0 340.8 3653.1 1877.4 24898.5
1973 2167.7 4757.9 1945.9 351.1 306.7 349.5 1033.5 2670.0 7438.9 1607.8 2840.3 3065.0 28534.3
1974 2189.9 1329.0 205.9 707.3 972.2 861.3 4124.1 Jl6S6.8 10406.0 4305.3 946.4 2982.1 37686.1
1975 4335.4 6937.9 3876.8 762.3 321.0 233.2 628.6 246.7 4816.0 3976.4 15OS.0 2150.3 29789.6
1976 487.9 513.6 1883.0 2397.4 3997.8 1407.4 2863.8 171.5 216.0 943.5 4896.5 1248.0 21026.4
1977 346.3 1926.5 2840.9 937.9 140.8 75.5 201.9 78.7 262.0 579.3 5615.3 864.3 13869.5
1978 96.0 2171.3 693.6 85.1 151.3 226.5 598.0 455.2 9416.9 5021.3 2027.1 946.8 19925.2
1979 186.3 2804.3 5286.6 2785.4 2104.7 423.7 998.3 2531.8 5925.5 2075.0 4524.3 1748.3 31394.4
1980 2264.1 4546.5 4306.5 230.3 177.4 228.9 664.3 1977.4 8224.9 8056.6 2385.9 514.2 33577.0
1981 1945.0 6444.9 5957.8 2267.1 468.1 1(9.3 540.5 226.7 . 310.9 957.3 6151.9 1259.9 26699.3
1982 1510.3 489.1 326.7 370.3 371.3 438.2 6842.8 8933.8 9Oll2.J 6551.2 1483.6 1168.4 37567.9
1983 2671.2 2969.2 1203.8 2461.1 3025.4 881.1 25SO.6 5791.5 16927.0 9151.6 4084.7 7345.8 59063.1
1984 1030.6 1469.0 4041.2 1352.3 879.1 1245.4 4367.7 8102.2 8252.6 2836.2 2OS7.2 5074.7 40708.2
1985 3983.8 2280.0 4358.0 1202.7 725.9 354.6 1001.0 317.4 378.8 1413.7 6947.8 2060.4 25024.0
1986 1104.4 2037.6 381.3 386.3 303.3 373.6 40115.8 5288.6 12297.8 3597.7 6583.5 2892.4 39342.4
1987 2152.9 3221.5 3225.4 2169.1 515.0 462.3 1275.2 454.4 ~2.6 496.6 606.1 522.9 15574.0
1988 459.8 448.1 1002.1 999.7 489.5 4011.5 1165.5 4011.9 450.1 833.6 1523.0 2349.9 10:540.4
1989 551.2 726.5 1250.6 1912.5 2103.9 510.2 14115.5 699.9 5955.8 2863.1 3801.6 3746.2 25607.0
1991 1137.1 2387.9 2277.0 1421.2 392.6 384.9 1110.2 426.3 460.2 425.1 1451.3 1803.4 13678.3
1992 2411.4 938.5 951.4 1601.8 1497.3 612.4 1758.3 498.2 486.9 721.9 2376.0 2187.3 16041.4

AVBRAGI$ 2215.9 2434.8 2542.9 1592.5 1010.7 672.1 2065.2 2012.0 5OS4.0 2926.3 2945.9 2101.4 27573.8

SOURCE: SWRCB E fE lB rr 3 AND S
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TABLE 5-7
ALOHA LAKE OUTLET-PYRAMID CREEK AT TWIN BRIDGES

-- - .... - ......-----
AVERAGE MONTHLY RELEASES CAF)

WATER TOTAL
YEAR OCT NOV DEC JAN PHB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP ANNUAL

1971 353.2 2820.7 780.7 1352.9 904.9 859.3 1984.0 7177.5 8888.2 2847.2 4494.6 1199.9 33663.2
1972 188.3 675.0 816.2 613.0 567.6 2411.6 1601.8 5516.3 5146.0 4296.6 2261.0 276.8 24376.1
1973 565.1 140.9 1494.1 990.0 693.0 136.6 2730.4 9450.5 5049.0 2853.2 2995.3 550.2 28849.(}
1974 832.0 3196.3 1487.0 1936.4 1011.8 1421.6 1970.1 9838.6 7866.5 3926.3 5536.1 646.5 39669.3
1975 76.2 415.0 533.0 737.7 754.4 936.1 875.2 6007.3 9062.5 3316.5 4901.3 1044.8 28660.1
1976 1788.1 1405.8 767.6 636.8 634.3 986.0 1423.6 3263.0 1805.8 3457.7 653.0 283.3 17105.1
1977 885.5 258.0 118.6 254.6 272.3 437.6 1686.6 1811.7 1549.2 3493.7 210.7 57.6 11035.9
1978 25.8 239.3 1088.6 863.3 702.9 1380.1 1550.3 8195.2 10385.1 3467.0 4175.8 2078.2 34151.7
1979 215.0 282.5 561.1 1385.4 683.7 1211 8 2061.2 8591.2 4720.3 2817.5 2854.6 878.1 26262.5
1980 1029.4 1088.0 907.4 3459.1 1177.6 1059.3 2682.9 8133.8 5579.6 5296.5 3249.2 1459.9 35122.7

1981 1159.5 415.0 644.3 604.1 985.6 833.6 2694.8 3764.0 2073.1 4011.5 154.8 16.6 17356.8

1982 689.4 2799.7 3219.5 1370.2 3084.8 3876.8 3975.8 7524.0 7569.5 5252.9 3908.5 3783.8 47055.0
1983 2166.1 1362.2 1239.5 1120.7 1081.1 1322.6 1247.4 5779.6 12670.0 10701.9 3213.5 4599.5 46504.3
1984 2168.1 3013.6 1908.7 1269.2 1038.1 1510.7 1982.0 8854.6 8306.1 4102.6 4932.2 459.4 39545.1
1985 1049.2 1758.2 881.1 569.4 503.1 684.7 3201.1 4280.8 2441.3 4752.0 563.5 400,4 21085.4
1986 748.6. 623.3 1001.9 1564.2 2053.3 3014.9 3118.5 7918.0 9349.6 5611.3 4258.2 428.9 39750.7
1987 718.1 633.8 201.9 289.3 546.3 803.3 3356.1 3336.3 1091.0 3094.7 988.6 35.7 15101.1
1988 20.8 421.9 1005.4 745.9 665.1 1231.6 2180.0 2106.7 1289.0 2616.2 1649.7 76.4 14608.6
1989 15.0 760.5 566.1 550.6 768.6 2667.1 3520,4 5165.8 6607.3 4130.3 2827.8 548.3 28721.8
1991 11.0 43.8 118.4 138.0 196.0 1459.1 1716.1 3847.1 3936.2 1980.0 3253.1 252.5 16951.9
1992 103.5 995.7 401.9 366.3 791.8 863.3 2843.3 2195.8 1851.3 3360.1 737.6 66.3 14576.9

AVERAGE 105.2 1140.4 940.5 991.3 910.3 1411.5 2305.2 5902.8 • 5582.7 4066.0 2753.3 911.6 21626.7

SOURCE: SWRCB BXI1181T3 AND 5
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• Table 5-8 provides an accounting of the data summarized above:

TABt.E 5-8

Water Availability Accounting

I
CAPLES CREEK

WATERSHED

...•....•....

PVRAMIDCflEEK !fAR ..
WATERSMEQ. .••.••. . .MAiN::StE!M

·····PARAMOUNT
RIGHTS

25,000 ar.
(power)

22,546 am
(power. 20,000 am)

12,091 am
(power. 11,200 am)

112.741 afa
at EJ OQ~do

Canal

1,300,fJ60 afa
at

Chill Bar
PoW4tr House

RECORDElP
AVERAGE
ANNUAL ~PTAL
RUNOFF
(t977nmoi'f)

27,574 afa

(13.869 am)

25.103 afa

(7,009 afa)

27,627 afa

(11,036 am)

213,021 am­
Kyburz

973,945 am­
Chili Bar

aaaKirkwood Inc.

UNAPPROI~TED.>
.: DEMAND:

SDaradCl ~ .. 21,581 am 6,000 am 5,350 am 15.000 afa
(consumptive) (consumptive) (consumptive) (consumptive)......_................. . _~. _ - _ __ _ __ _ __ - _.•......_-_._.. _._ _.- .

500 am
(consumptive)._._--. _ _ _-_.._ __ --_ _.__ __._-._-_..- _ _.._.- ._ _._--• o

o

o

o

o

a

Kirkwood PUD 310 am
(consumptive)•................••_ '"-'''--''' -_._ _ - _ -- __.__ - _ - _.._ _ _-_ _ ,

Alpine 21,581 am
(nonconsumptive)

71 am
(consumptive)

96.4 am
(consumptive)......_ _............ . _._ _ _ __ _ _ -_ __ _ _ .

Amador a 8.740 am
(nonconsumptive) o o

WATER
AVAILABU YES YES YES YES

As can ~e seen from Table 5.8, based on historic average annual

runoff :onditions and critical dry conditions such as occurred

during 977, there appears to be sufficient water available for

•
H :1 Dorado's maximum direct diversion and rediversion of water from

storage limited to 15,000 afa and 17,000 afa, respectively .
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all of the consumptive use applLcations and/or petLtions for

partial assignment of SFA 5645. However, this analysis does not •

evaluate water availability during the dry periods of the year.

Decision 893 evaluated water availability using flow records

prior to 1927 and, as stated earlier, that analysis was used to

determine the season of availability.

6.0 PG&E'S EL DORADO PROJECT OPERATXON

6.1 History

During the period of 1860-1876, portions of the EI Dorado Project

were built for gold mining purposes. After 1884 water from the

project was used for industrial, irrigation, and domestic

purposes within the Placerville area. In 1916 Western States Gas

and Electric Company acquired the project for power development.

Improvements to the project were made during the period 1917­

1919. In 1922 the Federal Powers Commission issued a SO-year

license, which was transferred in 1928 to PG&E. (Pq&E, 2, License

for the EI Dorado Project (FERC 184), p. 1.)

6.2 Project Facilities

The hydroelectric facilities associated with the EI Dorado

Project covered under FERC's License 184, as well as PG&E's Chili

Bar, License 2155, include the following:

• Lake Aloha (aka Medley Lakes): Used since the late 1800s,

this reservoir is located in EI Dorado County on Pyramid Creek

and has a storage capacity of 5/063 af.

• Echo Lake: This reservoir is located in El Dorado County and

is on a tributary to Lake Tahoe. Water is diverted from the

lake through the Echo Lake conduit to the South Fork American

River. The reservoir has been used since the late 1800s and

has a storage capacity of 1890 af.

48.
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This 21,581 af reservoir is located in Alpine

on Caples Creek.
•

• Lake: This 8,590 af reservoir is located in Amador

on the Silver Fork of the South Fork American River.

• rado Canal: Since 1856 the canal has diverted water

uding water released from the above identified four

earn reservoirs) from the South Fork American River at a

poin just below the river's confluence with Silver Fork

Amer'can River near Kyburz, California. The canal is

appr 22 miles long and has a maximum capacity at its

inta cfs. The canal discharges into the EI Dorado

Fore

•

•
• El D Forebay: This 285 af reservoir is located at the

end of the El Dorado Canal near the town of Pollock Pines.

• ado Powerhouse: The powerhouse is operated under FERC

184. The powerhouse uses 1910 feet of head and a flow

rate f 163 cfs to produce power. The normal operating

capac'ty of the powerhouse is 21 megawatts (MW).

• Chili Bar Forebay: This 3139 af reservoir is located near the

City f Placerville and is the forebay to the Chili Bar

ouse.

• Bar Powerhouse: The powerhouse is operated under FERC

2155. The powerhouse uses 80 feet of head and a flow

rate f 2700 cfs. The normal operating capacity for, the

ouse is 7.8 MW. (93,PG&E,5i 93,EDCWA;47,1-2.)

• 49.



6.3 Associated Water Rights With the El Dorado Project

Table 6-1 summarizes PG&E's water rights for its facilities on ~
the South Fork American River. (93,PG&E,5.)

TABLE 6-1
Summary of PG&E Water Rights for

PG&E's South Fork American River Hydropower Project

·'I'YP1!'OF DATEOF ••....
; . . : .>

.RIGHT 10. NUMBER / AMOUNT SEASON POINT OF DlVERStON:PRIORITY ..•.•..: ..

PRE-1914 5-9034 1856 70 cfs all Intake of
POST·1914 A-1440 1919 86 cfs year EI Dorado Canal

PRE·1914 50? 1860 30 cfs all year Echo Creek trib. to
Upper Truckee River

to Echo Canal

POS1··1914 A-6383 1929 15 cfs 12/1-6/15 Alder Creek
to alder feeder

PRE-1914 S·? 1860 2,000 afa all Echo ReselVoir
POST-1914 A-654 1917 2,000 afa year

PRE-1914 S-9035 1875 360 afa all Lake Aloha
POST-1914 A-654 1917 5,000 afa year (aka Medley Lakes)
POST-1914 A-1441 1919 500 afa

PRE-1914 S-4708 1875 5,000 afa all Silver Lake
POST-1914 A-1441 1919 5,000 afa year

POST·1914 A-654 1917 8,000 a18 all Caples Lake
A-1441 1919 17,000 a18 year

6.4 Operation of the El Dorado Project

PG&E has historically released water from Lake Aloha, Echo,

Caples, and Silver Lakes to augment the El Dorado's Project water

requirements during periods of each year when the natural flow of

the south Fork American River is insufficient for meeting the

Project's power, irrigation, recreation, and the instream flow

releases required by FERCLicense 184. In the winter and spring

seasons, the lakes store runoff for later release. Evidence

presented by Amador County describes the physical operation of

the four lakes associated with the El Dorado Project in the

following manner:

50.
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• errING THE RECORD AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS

When c'ting evidence in the hearing record, the following
conven ion has been adopted:

I. Z fo~tion derived from the hearing transcript:

---------ending page and line number (may be
omitted if a single line/page is cited)

-----------beginning page and line number
hearing transcript volume number

~~------identifyingabbreviation of the information source
~----~-year introduced

93,T,r,12:10-14:19

I

breviations of the info~tion sources are:

fo~tion derived from an exhibit:II.

,9,6

~
I page number, table, graph, or figure number;

or application number if a file is cited
exhibit number

~--identifying abbreviation of the information source
'---- ar introduced

III.

•

•

93

95

ACWA _I

AMADOR

CSPA

DFG .

EDCTQG

EDCWA .

EDNF

FR

KPUD

. .. 1993 Hearing, June 14, 15, 16, & 21; four volumes

1995 Hearing, October 24, 25, 30, & 31; four volumes

· . . . • . . . . Alpine County Water Agency

· . . . . . . . . . . . . . County of Amador

· California Sportfishing Protection Alliance

California Department of Fish and Game

El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth

· El Dorado County Water Agency and El Dorado
Irrigation District (co-applicants)

. El Dorado National Forest (aka FS-OSDA in 1995)

. . . .. Friends of the River

Kirkwood Public Utility District
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KW

PG&E

PJC .

SCLDF

SJCDPW

SMUD

SWRCB .

T . .

USBR

USFS

USFWS

WWD •

. . . . Kirkwood Associates, Inc.

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

. . . . . . . . . Paul J. Creger

. . _ Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund

. San Joaquin County Department of Public Works

. Sacramento Municipal Utility District

State Water Resources Control Board

Hearing Transcript

. . . U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation

. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

. .. United States Fish and Wildlife Service

. . . . . . . . Westlands Water District

•

IV. Other abbreviations used in this document are:

af

afa

cfs .

CEQA

CCR .

EDCWQ

EID

EIR . .

FEIR ...

FERC

NEPA

SEIR

acre-feet

. acre-feet per annum

cubic feet per second

California Environmental Quality Act

California Code of Regulations

El Dorado County Water Agency

El Dorado Irrigation District

. Environmental Impact Report

. . Final Environmental Impact Report

Federal Energy" Regulatory Commission

. . National Environmental Policy Act

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

ii.
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• STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

DECISION APPROVING AND DENYING PETITIONS FOR
PARTIAL SSIGNMENT OF STATE FILED APPLICATIONS AND DENYING APPLICATIONS

Applicat'on 30204 by Kirkwood Headows
Public U ility District and
u.s. El orado National Forest,

Applicat'on 30218 and Petition for
Assignme t of State Filed Application 5645
by Amado County,

SOURCES : Silver Lake.
tributary to
Silver Fork
American River;
Caples Lake
tributary to
Caples Creek
and Silver Fork
American River;
and Lake Aloha
tributary to
Pyramid Creek
all three being
tributary to
the South Fork
American River

DECISION 1635

COUNTIES: Alpine, Amador,
and El Dorado

of:

Applicants and Petitioners,

testants and Interested Parties.

In the

Applications 29919, 29920, 29921, and 29922
and Petition for Assignment of State Filed
Application 5645 by El Dorado County Water
Agency d El Dorado Irrigation District,

Applications 30062 and 30453 and Petition
for Assi ment of State Filed
Applicat'on 5645 by Kirkwood Associates,
Inc. and u.s. El Dorado National Porest,

Applicat'on 30219 and Petition for
Assignme t of State Filed Application 5645
by Alpin County Water Agency,

Pacific as & Electric Company,
Californ'a Sportfishing Protection
Alliance Gerald and Joan Glasgow,
Bryant M. Bennett, Edward C. Hinde, Edwin
and Patr'cia Brennan, Sacramento
Municipa Utility District, Amador County
Chamber f Commerce, Plasse's Inc., .
Edwin Al en Bish II, U.S. Bureau of
Reclamat'on, City of Stockton, U.S. Fish
Wildlife Service, Sierra Club Legal
Defense und, et al., Kit Carson Lodge,
Amador C unty Water Resources~
Californ a Department of Fish and Game,
Paul J. regor, Save the American River
Associat on, San Joaquin County Department
of Publi Works, Friends of the River,
El Dorad National Forest, Curtis Manning,
City of acramento, California Native
Plant So iety, El Dorado County Water
Agency, 1 Dorado Irrigation District,
Westland Water District, San Luis and
belta-Me dota Water Agency, and El Dorado
County T xpayers for Quality Growth.
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1.0

1.1

BY THE BOARD:

Applications having been filed to appropriate water by El Dorado

County Water Agency and El Dorado Irrigation District

(El Dorado), Kirkwood Associates, Inc., and u.s. El Dorado

National Forest (Kirkwood, Inc.), Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility

District (Kirkwood PUD), Alpine County Boar~:..of Supervisors and

Water Agency (Alpine County), and the County of Amador (Amador

County); petitions for partial assignment of state filed

Application 5645 having been filed by El Dorado, Kirkwood, Inc.,

and Alpine and Amador Counties; protests having been filed to the

applications and petitions; hearings having been held on June 14,

15, 16, and 21, 1993, and October 24, 25, 30, and 31, 1995; the

applicants, petitioners, and numerous protestants having appeared

and presented testimony and exhibits; closing briefs having been

submitted; the evidence and closing briefs having been duly

considered, the State Water Resources Control Board (Board) finds

as follows:

APPLICATIONS TO APPROPRIATE WATER

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) operates Lake Aloha,
and Caples and Silver Lakes

PG&E claims the right to divert and use water at Lake Aloha1

tributary to Pyramid Creek, Caples Lake tributary to Caples

Creek, and Silver Lake tributary to Silver Fork of the South Fork

American River. (See map.) Pyramid Creek, Caples Creek, and

Silver Fork American River are tributary to the South Fork

American River. PG&E controls releases of water from these

reservoirs for the generation of hydroelectric power, a

nonconsumptive use of water. However, up to 15,080 afa are

directly diverted and rediverted from storage into the El Dorado

Canal at Kyburz for consumptive uses. 2

Lake Aloha is sometimes referred to as the Medley Lakes.

, This water is delivered per a 19~9 agreement between western State Gas
and Electric Company and the El Dorado Water Company.

2.
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1.2 App~icants and Petitioners Have Filed Competing App~ications •
and Petitions for Partia~ Assignment of State Filed
Applications to Appropriate Water Fram PG&E Lakes

EI Dorado, Kirkwood, Inc., Kirkwood POD, Alpine County, and

Amador County have filed applications and petitions for partial

assignment of state f.iled Application 5645 for competing projects

to appropriate water from Caples and Silver Lakes. 3 El Dorado

has filed an application and petition for partial assignment of

state filed Application 5645 to appropriate water from Lake Aloha

and Caples and Silver Lakes. Kirkwood, Inc., and Alpine County

have filed applications and petitions for partial assignment to

appropriate water from Caples Lake. Kirkwood POD also filed an

application to appropriate water from Caples Lake. Amador County

has filed an application and petition for partial assignment of

state filed Application 5645 to appropriate water from Silver

Lake.

All of the competing applications and petitions for partial

assignment seek to utilize diversion dams and reservoirs operated

by PG&E for hydroelectric generation. Further, the competing •

applications and petitions either seek to: (1) make consumptive

use of the same water that PG&E is diverting for nonconsumptive

hydropower purposes or (2) use the diversion and storage capacity

of PG&E facilities to utilize water that PG&E is diverting for

nonconsumptive hydropower purposes.

1.3 With One Exception, Applicants and Petitioners Seek Water
for Consumptive Use

With the exception of Amador County, the applications and

petitions for assignment seek to appropriate water for

consumptive uses. Amador County seeks water only for recreation

Each person petitioning for assignment of a state fi~ed app~ication

must file an application to appropriate water consistent with the proposed
assignment and describing the proposed project. Water Code section 10504.01.
Thus, each petitioner for a state filing must file an application to
appropriate water.

4. •



• and wildlife uses. El Dorado seeks to appropriate water

stic, municipal, and irrigation uses; Kirkwood, Inc.

appropriate water for snowmaking; Kirkwood PUD seeks

r municipal uses; and Alpine County seeks water for

and fish and wildlife uses. Table 1-1 more fully

s each application and petition for assignment.

III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
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TABLE ~-l

APPL~CANTS, APPLZCAT~ONS, SOURCES,
AMOUNTS, D~VERSION SEASONS, AND USES

APPUCANT &
'.. DIRECT. DIVERSION STORAGE

APPLICATION # SOURCE uses1

cfS~ . I season air season

EL DORADO

29919 Silver Lake - - 6,000 11/01 to 08/01 Dom.3
• Mun. & Irr.

29920 Caples Lake - - 21,581 11/01 to 08101 Dom., Mun. & Irr.

29921 Lake Aloha - - 5,350 11/01 to 08/01 Dom., Mun. & Irr.

29922 So. Fork - - Dom.• Mun. & Irr.
American River:4 156 total

~4 ~ 11'01 I; 081Q1
~4 .1-2C 11~1 t; 08~1

Folsom lakeS 156 11/01 to 08101

SFA65645(8): Same as for A-29919, A-29920, A-29921 & A-29922 except diversion season requested is 01-01 to 12-31.

KIRKWOOD, INC.

30062 Caples Lake 1.8 11/01 to 03/01 250 11/01 to 03/01 Snowmaking

30453 Caples Lake 2.4 11/01 to 03/01 250 11/01 to 06130 Snowmaking

SFA6 5645(11) Caples Lake 4.2 total 11/01 to 03101 500 total 01/01 to 12/31 Snowmaking

KIRKWOOD PUD

30204 Caples Lake 0.69 11-01 to 06-15 Municipal

ALPINE CO.

30219 Caples Lake 0.13 11-01 to 07-31 21,581 11-01 to 07·31 Dom., Ree. & F&WL 7

SFA6 5645(9) Caples Lake 0.13 total 01-01 to 12-31 21,581 01-01 to 12-31 Dom., Ree. & F&WL

AMADOR CO,

30218 Silver Lake - - 8,740 11/01 to 07131 Ree. &F&WL

SFAt 5645(10) Silver Lake - - 8.740 total 01-01 to 12/31 Ree. & F&WL

FOOTNOTES FOR TABLE 1

1 ~cfs" =cubic feet per second. 5 This point of diversion is also the point of rediversion.

2 "afa" =acre-feet per annum. 6 "SFA" =state filed application. The number "5645" is the
number of the application for which a petition for

3 "Dorn." =aomestic uses. assignment has been filed and the number in parentheses
identifies the file folder in which the petition is filed.

4 EI Dorado is not currently seeking a permit which would
approve the diversion of water at KybUrz or the Flange (at 7 "F&WL" = fish and wildlife uses.
.SMUD's White Rock facility).
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" . The amount of streamflow available in the river
the El Dorado Diversion Dam without releases from
ject storage generally falls below the required
al diversion needs during the first or second week
July. At that time, water is released from Lake
ha to maintain diversion requirements. By late
mer, as the stream flow further decreases and Lake
ha storage becomes depleted, drafts from Caples Lake
Silver Lake are used to supplement Aloha Lake

er. After Labor Day, when Lake Aloha has been drawn
completely, Echo Lake storage is drawn down. The

rage of Echo Lake is quickly depleted and releases
m Caples and Silver Lakes maintain power operations
il the last two weeks of October, when, generally,
project shuts down for repair and maintenance.

n the project resumes operations in November,
eases from Caples and Silver Lakes, plus increased
ural stream flow from winter storms and snowmelt,
vide water to the canal throughout the winter
iod.

her factors which are considered in the use of
ject storage are as follows. Echo Lake water is not
ilable for release until after Labor Day holidays

The same consideration applies to Silver Lake.
re are extensive private and public recreation
elopments which require maintenance of a high lake
el throughout the summer . . . . Under project
rations, Lake Aloha reaches maximum drawdown by
tember, while Caples, Silver, and Echo Lakes reach
imum drawdown in the fall and winter months . .
,AMADOR, 18.)

•

Any spi Is and runoff below the reservoirs are diverted into the

EI Dora Canal, which delivers water to the El Dorado Forebay.

A porti of the water delivered into the EI Dorado Forebay is

rediver ed by EID for irrigation and domestic use supplies under

a contr ct with PG&E that dates back to the 1920s. The majority

of the tater diverted into the forebay is used for power

generat on at the EI Dorado Powerhouse. The water returns to the

South F~rk American River, just upstream of SMOO's Slab Creek

Reservo r. From the Slab Creek Reservoir, water is either

diverte through SMUD's White Rock Powerhouse or allowed to flow

downstr am. All water that is diverted through SMUD's powerhouse

or allo ed to flow downstream enters PG&E's Chili Bar Reservoir
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and is diverted through PG&E's Chili Bar Powerhouse. From Chili

Bar the water is discharged back into the river and flows to ~
Folsom Lake. (93, PG&E, 5 . )

6.5 Operational Constraints Contained in FERC License 184

FERC License 1.84 imposes constraint on the operation of the

EI Dorado Project. These constraints fall under two general

categories: recreation and fish protection. (PG&E,2,FERC 1.84,

Revised Exhibit R,l-3.)

6.5.1 Recreation

"Exhibit R" of License 1.84 outlines PG&E's plan for recreational

development of project lands and facilities associated with the

EI Dorado Project. PG&E's plan recognizes that both Silver and

Caples Lakes provide natural outdoor recreational environments.

(Ibid. )

Recreational uses associated with Silver Lake include boating,

fishing, swimming, and camping. Three resorts have been

developed to provide a variety of goods and services at the lake: ~
Kay's, Plasse's, and Kit Carson. These resorts provide cabins,

rental boats, boat launching ramps, docks, and sanitary

facilities. Additionally, a Camp Fire Girls and Boys Scout camps

have been'developed along Silver Lake's eastern shore, the City

of Stockton operates a municipal camp at the south end of the

lake, a 96-unit public campground has been developed at Silver

Lake East and Silver Lake West, and other facilities have been

developed to support picnicking and swimming opportunities.

(Ibid. )

Recreational use associated with Caples Lake is limited to

fishing because of high winds and low water temperatures which

create a less attractive environment than that of Silver Lake.

To support this use, a lake shore resort, a 3S-unit forest

52.
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• service campground, and fishing access have been developed .

(Ibid. )

License 184 does not impose specific reservoir level requirements

at eith r Silver Lake or Caples Lake to support recreational

opportu ities. With regard to Silver Lake operations, Exhibit S

of PG&E Application for relicensing states:

to Caples Lake operation, Exhibit S states:

withdrawal of water from Silver Lake between the

runoff and Labor Day, excepting the requirement

water from Silver Lake to provide instream flow for

"S~lver Lake water surface will be maintained at as
hi h a level as possible during the summer months.
Ne er the less, at times seepage from the reservoir and
fi~h water releases may exceed inflow, making it
im ossible to maintain the lake at its full level for
re reational purposes." (PG&E, Exhibit 2, FERC License
18 's Exhibit S, p.5.)

With re

This

end of

to rele

fish .

•
"C pIe Lake water surface will be maintained as high as
po sible during the recreation season consistent with
pr ject demands. In the summer months of all years,
wa er will be released from the reservoir for fish life
an to meet downstream water demands for domestic,
ir igation, industrial, and power purposes." (Ibid.)

•

The ope ational restriction on Caples Lake differs from that "for

Silver ake because "project demand" may be met from Caples Lake

during he summer recreational season along with releases for

fish an1"dOmestic, irrigation, and industrial purposes".

6.5.2 ish Protection

In 1984 License 184 was amended by revising "Exhibit S", which

relates to fishery protection requirements. Pursuant to

Article 34 of License 184, PG&E is required to comply with the
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following requirements for the protection and enhancement of

fishery resources:

~. Minimum Streamflow Releases

a. A continuous minimum flow of 2. a cfs and 5. a cfs from

Silver Lake and Caples Lake, respectively, or the inflow

to the respective reservoirs, whichever is less.

b. A continuous minimum flow release of 2.0 cfs from Lake

Aloha, or the inflow to the reservoir, whichever is

less.

c. The following continuous minimum flows from the

El Dorado Diversion Dam near Kyburz:

•

.. I ..•....••.•.....••.
MINIMUM FLOW . .MINIMUM FLOW

.BVPASSPERIOO ...
(NORMAL YEAR) ..........• 1:\ (DRYYEAR)...... ...

••
.. ......

11/01 to 08131 50 cfs 18 cfs

09101 to 09130 38 cfs 10 cfs •10/01 to 10131 43 cfs 15 cfs

A normal water-year is defined as any year when the South

Fork American River annual runoff, at the inflow to Folsom

Reservoir, as forecasted on April 1 and corrected on May 1

by the California Department of Water Resources, is greater

than 50 percent of the 50-year average. All other years are

defined as dry.

III
III
III
/11
11/
III
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• 2. Flctlw Release Rate

ThE~ rate of change in flow releases from S~lver Lake and

Cal~les Lake is limited according to the following schedule:

CHA ~GE IN WATER:tEvEL OF'STREAM'

(fEEflftQM~)

0.5

1.0

1.5

"

B.OYV~GE

(c:FS)

1-75

75·175

ABOVE 175

•

•

3. Reservoir Storaae Volume

The minimum pool in Caples Lake shall be maintained at

2000 af. (93,PG&E,2, Order Amending License and Approving

Revised Exhibit S,4-6.)

7 •a LAE~ OPERATI:ONS lW;..LUATJ:0N

USGS re~ords and other available records relating to PG&E's

operati bns at Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes1s were

analyze~ to determine the historic lake levels during five

(5) typ~s of water years. These water-year types are defined as

"critic~l", "dry", "below normal", "above normal", and "wet".

7.1 Wa~er~Year Type Defi~ition

The fiv~ water-year types are based on an evaluation of runoff

producec~ by the South Fork American River's 193 square-mile

d.raipCl.gE~ area..,a,b9ve the river's confluence with the Silver Fork

Americar River. This area includes the three lakes and is the

qrainagE area from which water would be appropriated under the

applications and petitions filed by the parties.

:5 SWRCB,3-Si 9S,KW,6B, Table ~i 9S,EDCWA ~O~, Sierra Hydrotech Data,
~O/24/9S; EDCWA,47, Historical Operation of PG&E Lakes, February ~993.
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The development of the five water-year types includes an

evaluation of historic precipitation data recorded at Caples Lake •

and recorded South Fork American River total flow data as

measured at USGS Gage #11439501 near Kyburz. The purpose of this

evaluation was to develop a "water-year hydrologic classification

index" for measured flows at USGS Gage #11439501. The water-year

types were developed using the following methodology:

1. Precipitation data were initially evaluated for the period

(October to June) of record 1949-1991, based on a straight

frequency distribution of 20 percent. Table 7-1 provides a

tabular summary of recorded precipitation. Table 7-2 ranks

annual precipitation data and groups the data into five

water-year types.

2. Based on the ranked distribution of precipitation data

(Table 7-2), corresponding South Fork American River flow

data (USGS Gage #11439501) was evaluated and grouped by

precipitation water-year types, to determine the average

recorded runoff during the typical snowmelt/runoff period of

April through July for each type of water-year. Table 7-3

provides a tabular summary of river flow data for the

following water-year types: "critical", "dry", "below

normal", "above normal", and "wet". The average April

through July figure is then used for indexing purposes.

3. Based on the results of Step 2 (i.e., average April through

July figure), Table 7-4 ("Water Year Hydrologic

Classification Index") was developed to evaluate historic

South Fork American River flows measured at USGS Gage

#11439501 during the period 1923-1991:

56.
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• TABLE 7-4

South Fork American River (USGS Gage #11439501)
Water-Year Hydrologic Classification Index

••

•

•

CF ITICAL

DRY

BELOW NORMAL

ABOV:NORMAL

EQUAL TO OR LESS THAN 87.9

GREATER THAN 87.9 BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 130.7

GREATER THAN 130.7 BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 208.4

GREATER THAN 208.4 BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 255.9

GREATER THAN 255.9
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TABLE 7-1
TWIN LAKES (CAPLES LAKE) RECORDED PRECIPITATION

.""..... AHUN(LNl:Hl::"l U<,;1 to'UN
WA1Elt IwA1Elt-YlWl.
YlWl. OCT :-IOV DEC IAN !'Ell MAR APR MAY lID! JUL AUG SEP TOTAL

194~ I. .1 4. , .>7 1.'" 4.06 1.1' .o
19~ 1.34 2.82 1.79 19.3 4.71 10.79 6.37 2.07 i.47 0.37 0.23 1.5 52.:6
1951 4.92 14.79 lI.92 8.21 4.22 2.42 4.3 1.18 0.22 0 0.23 0 530.24
~2 3.8 6.86 14.68 17.88 6.82 II 2.51 0.8 i.17 2.02 0.02 1.3 65.52
1953 0.1 3.18 12.44 9.32 i.39 5.48 6 5.73 i.38 0.39 1.29 0.13 .\5.02
19$4 1.9 3.6 2.77 7.78 .35 10.88 2.22 0.38 1.4 0.3 0 0 38.::a
19j5 0 4.88 8.4> 6.8 5.47 1.88 6.61 2.21 0.94 0.09 0.4 0.8 37.24
19j6 0.42 7.:5 29.41 13.96 6.02 1.35 4.19 5.24 0.61 2.17 0.22 1.28 58.45
t.957 7.17 0.4 3.95 6..54 8.69 7.83 2.97 6.47 0.09 0..58 0 0.23 oW.l1
1958 1.75 4.89 6.62 .41 12.15 lI.84 8.81 1.54 2051 3.04 1.64 1.45 57..52
1959 0.43 2.84 1.4 8.23 10.75 1.93 1.15 2.18 0 1.11 0.3 3..56 28.93
i960 0.06 0.03 2.8 6.1 10.71 6.03 3.45 0.76 0 1.23 0 0.7 30.01
1961 2.45 6.46 2.18 1.42 5.5 8 3.4 2.91 0.71 0.7 1. 2.82 33.03
1962 2.82 5.02 3 5.14 18.45 10.62 1.47 3.02 0.54 0.23 0.19 0.17 ~.08

1963 10.06 1.89 2.99 10.26 6.86 10.32 13.61 5.6 2.71 0.23 0.38 2.26 64.3
i964 4.15 11.89 1.7 9.24 0.58 5.26 2.36 5.09 1.94 0.73 0.24 0.08 42.21
I~ 1.34 a 30.01 11.96 2.3 ~.24 6.98 1.27 1.21 0.57 6.36 1 58.31
1~ 0.46 13.28 7.98 3.74 3.9 2.41 2.82 l.S4 0.53 0.08 0.6 0.12 36.66
1967 0 9.15 10.45 16.59 0.7 16.6 i2.2 2.53 1.98 0.14 2.15 1.45 70.2
1_ 1.34 3.91 4.23 7.77 6.32 4.3 0.9 2.02 0.2 0.12 2.27 0.12 30.99
i969 2.03 8.54 11.39 30.24 14.34 3.3-5 5.21 1.42 0.86 0.56 0 0.63 77.38
uno 4.08 4.04 11.13 18.17 .5.22 2.74 3.8 0.15 5.22 0.03 0 0.09 54.55
1:771 1.48 ! ~:;.1 17.41 4.9 U6 6.77 2.0S 3.85 1.95 0.48 0.55 0.93 53.67
i97': 1.::4 8.oW 13.46 3.4 2.93 2.11 5.02 0.47 1.29 0.04 0.:2 2.73 38.36
19'73 3.65 5.7 7.78 11.16 8.52 4..45 1.7 1.86 0.28 0.6 1.86 0.29 45.1
1974 4.09 16.13 12.47 5.9 2.96 10.48 5.54 0.54 0.08 4 0 0 58.19
,>75 1.74 ! 2.74- 5.28 4.8 11.43 10.95 6.15 1.42 0.95 0.02 1.92 0.71 45.46
1976 8.78 , 3.16 0.98 1.43 5.3 ! 3.33 2.07 0.94 0.5 2.01 2.86 1.86 25.49
1977 1.7l 1.28 0.22 3.14 3.72 3.7; 0.47 3.92 I 1.7 0.46 0.01 1.02 19.95
1978 0.6 •. 6 11.22 12.24- 9.23 6.98 5.7. 0.88 I 1 0.15 0.3 4.49 53..51
1979 0.16 3.57 5.33 10.4 10.49 6.07 3.3.5 2.93 0.21 1.36 0.13 0 42.51
1980 4.16 4.33 7.62 16.19 13.97 4.7: 3.43 , '2 I 0.96 0.67 , 0.39 0.43 57..58
1981 1.21 I 0.75 I 3.38 9.53 4.12 SAL 2.<15 2.5 , a 0.17 0 I 1.15 29.61
1982 4.77 12.34 11.98 10.93 6.49 , 14.15 '.64 0.32 I 1.81 0.02 I 0.41 4.85 72.43
1983 7.21 9.82 8.21 1l.26 12.79 12.14 5.71 1.6 0.92 0 , 2..54 3..54 59.72
i984 2.88 17.8 14.03 0.89 6.65 4.79 3.56 1.08 I 2.63 0.92 0 0.97 54.31
1985 ".2 10.78 1.96 1.19 3.12 8.14 0.85 0.07 0.44 0.53 0.33 5.54 30.75
1986 2.61 9.54 3.57 6.97 :3.06 S.7 I 0.92 1.1 0.53 i 2.2 0.08 2.09 57
1987 0.11 0..52 1.27 5.2 5.03 , 3.07 0.94 3.14 0.88 0.11 0.03 0.3 :0.76
1988 1.65 2.92 8.41 5.23 0.23 , 1.09 2.9 1.33 , 0.87 0.51 I 0.16 0.1 14.65
i989 0.05 9.01 5.63 2.92 3.74 J 13.07 2.79 1.96 1.59 0 0.76 Z.81 41.36
1990 4.79 7.06 0.06 6.03 5.06 2.8 3.56 3.23 0.29 0.07 1.33 0.92 32.9
1%>1 1.07 1.' 2..19 0.23 :'23 15.82 1.72 I .1.95 0.84 0.58 0 0.72 29..7
1992 4.2:: :.43 2.47 2.1 5.69 I ~.26 I 1.09 0.79 , ,

AVERAGE 2.6 I I I I I
I

6.! 7.6 8.3 6.8. 6.9 4.0 2.:: 1.1 0.7 0.8
I

1.2 48.3

:.u"' ...",,,: ~ ~ ,~" c.U1U>J 4
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TABLE 7-2
TWIN LAKES

ANNUAL PRECIPITATION RANKING
OCT to JUN TOTAL WATER

RANK WATER-YEAR ANNUAL YEAR
(INCHES) TYPE

1 1977 19.95 CRITICAL
2 1987 20.76 CRITICAL
3 1988 24.65 CRITICAL
4 1976 26.49 CRITICAL
5 1959 28.93 CRITICAL
6 1991 29.47 CRITICAL
7 1981 29.61 CRITICAL
8 1960 30.01 CRITICAL
9 1985 30.75 CRITICAL
10 1968 30.99 DRY
11 1990 32.9 DRY
12 1961 33.03 DRY
13 1966 36.66 DRY
14 1955 37.24 DRY
15 1954 38.28 DRY
16 1972 38.36 DRY
17 1949 40.09 DRY
18 1989 41.36 DRY
19 1964 42.21 BELOWNORMAL
20 1979 42.51 BELOW NORMAL
21 1957 44.11 BELOWNORMAL
22 1953 45.02 BELOWNORMAL
23 1973 45.1 BELOWNORMAL
24 1975 45.46 BELOW NORMAL
25 1962 50.08 BELOWNORMAL
26 1950 52.26 BELOW NORMAL
27 1951 53.24 BELOWNORMAL
28 1978 53.51 ABOVE NORMAL
29 1971 53.67 ABOVE NORMAL
30 1984 54.31 ABOVE NORMAL
31 1970 54.55 ABOVE NORMAL
32 1986 57 ABOVE NORMAL
33 1958 57.52 ABOVE NORMAL
34 1980 57.58 ABOVE NORMAL
35 1974 58.19 ABOVE NORMAL
36 1965 58.31 ABOVE NORMAL
37 1963 64.3 WET
38 1952 65.52 WET
39 1956 68.45 WET
40 1983 69.72 WET
41 1967 70.2 WET
42 1982 72.43 WET
43 1969 77.38 WET
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TABLE 7-3
SOUTH FORK AMERlCA.'i' RIVER (USGS 111439501) • (ACRE-FEEn

WATER·YEAR TYPE EVALUATION·FOR HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATION INDEXING
WATER. csrrcsa, W~TER·YEAR
YEAR <A.:l ~OV Dec JAjII r ..... MAK APK MAl JUN JUl. AUU "U' rAL

Af'K-JlJ
19 5~~1.9 48111.5 3904.4 Z702.6 Zl2I1. 3294.9 10 '.4 12 11.8 115 1.1 6070.0 b:)~. 53' 1.5 '5301. 4OlI14.9
1987 7~.4 7531.9 46S3.2 4288.6 4867.1 3Il91.4 12.737.7 ZlS718.7 7288.4 5795.5 5001.2 2757.9 113T. .1 68540.3
1988
1976 9716.5 10965.2 10035.6 85lS2•.s 8632.0 11134.3 150'J3.5 25Zl4.9 7496.3 6457.2 i8S6.6 3730.3 • 124895.0 54261.9
1959 ~70.4 943ll.7 4195.3 8734.4 ~ 0.6 17211.0 35307.4 33298.7 16542.9 7506.8 /'15,.4 1.9 ! ID4275.4 92655.
1991 4827.5 4779.9 3504.8 2744.3 2090.6 11318.5 21217.7 47$2.3 33959.0 7393.5 7 63.0 4377.8 151568.9 110762.4
1981 8212.6 1024lS.5 9434.1 5314.3 8133.0 9!106.7 348llS.6 448S6.5 14214.4 788 .3 782lS.0 3617.5 164534.6 101843.9
19l5O 6346.7 3480.8 2710.5 3894.6 13~ .5 22753.6 38093.2 4U78.1 19851.S 7115.3 7635.7 6320.2 1lS6ll13.6 106398.1
1.985 1l944.5 13578.8 11711.3 7408.6 7567.6 11588.5 520Sll.2 50!127.0 lCi091.5 9372.7 9262.2 6795.4 ZUll'06.3 l28449.3

AVERAGE APRIL TO JUl..

DRYWA .
lJ,Ioll 10839. 83:0.1 .r6J.I .0 0lIJ 1.0 lYr~o.o 2WO::.\1 ~2.\I 3lT1Y1l.1l .:lOU4.4 IOlJ.4 :m4 '~1.3 llllI4V.>.U """"".~
1990 11587.1 8114.0 7273.5 83l:l.1 7179.5 16597.2 37873.4 2900'1.1 17855.6 8065.3 .4 4191.8 160336.0 92796.5
1961 5290.3 3615.7 4181.8 3627.6 5560.6 7727.7 21805.7 3"llJ3.6 18384.3 68lS2.3 6POS.3 6682.5 126411.5 82886.0
1966 9409.6 13044.2 10606.5 9759.4 8332.6 21096.3 54250.0 54124.9 12123.5 8010.1 8936.9 8149.7 ltl1W3.8 1Ti.S08.5
1955 5586.1 4523.3 5737.8 6469.5 6497.6 10606.5 19958.4 0: 124.2 42696.7 10403.9 9507.8 9319.9 191431.5 138183.2
1954 8120.6 10014.8 8697.5 5810.8 7345.8 23784.8 52943.2 64449.0 19435.7 9237.7 9385.0 9100.1 212.325.0 146065.6
llJ72 9360. 9028.8 10360.9 8132.9 11061.0 31920.6 31921.6 65983.5 34083.7 9207.0 8034.6 8054.6 240149.6 141195.8
1949 4885.8 3841.3 5916.4 (i5OO.1 5452.0 5966.1 50644.4 11522.9 31963.1 1115.5 7408.6 7050.8 214873.2 167846.0
1989 2514.7 4130.0 4857.0 5947.7 8293.8 47907.1 69438.6 602S0.6 40962.2 9673.5 9084.2 6967.6 210621.2 180324.9

AVERAGE APRIL TO J Ul.I 130751.9

".t;LOWN~WA l.t;K rJ>AK
1964 '~1.0 15545.0 'J26Z.2 99A.3 9264.0 ' 11146.6 .0 '2001.1 34321.3 972ll. 'Tl16.~ \I: .ll 20536,.1 125LYIJ.
1979 14W.3 8405.1 :0054.0 15265.2 9215.1 18567.5 39970.3 110299.9 44419.3 11lS68.3 10060.9 8013.1 288768.0 206357.8
1957 10907.2 9100.1 9931.3 6923.7 15634.1 26178.6 3612.7.5 71139.4 68963.4 13380.8 9673.5 9557. 12.7671.0 189111.1
1953 9489.3 6142.0 9943.6 14749.6 10S44.7 15222.2 4839:3.2 57913.4 86842.8 35115.5 9728.7 9521.8 313666.8 212.324.9
1913 6420.3 9765.4 146S7.5 14878.5 9763.0 12988.0 41354.3 121839.3 50056.4 10182.9 8464.3 9111.3 309541.3 223432.9
1915 -512.9 9795.1 7212.2 5354.2 611.5.0 12638.1 15592.5 105143.9 112800.6 24944.8 I 11111.3 9628.7 327915.4 258481.9
1962 5191.5 5090.6 5126.5 5257.2 I 8914.8 10116.8 63142.2 6ll5OO.1 51154.6 1S00'7.4 I 10042.5 9444.6 263948.3 204404.3
1950 6966.6 5308.6 4043.7 11257.1 13000.7 20906.0 61116.0 10Ti.72.9 80902.8 I 19236.5 9250.0 9123.8 344644.7 264788.2
1951 3525.7 11279.4 104223.2 33335.5 29871.1 27001.1 54107.5 13042.2 37968.5 10514.4 9826.9 9141.6 414843.0 175632.5

AVERAGE APRIL TO JULY 2084".3

.UlOVEN(] RMAL WA ~~
LY'~ 12 .3 2J3 .6 (jU4.2 111)~. ! ~1.8 3 41.9 4289 • 101 .4 I 96/oz.0 24190. 10250. lUlOO.4 3411104.4 :lCl.:>OllO.ll
1971 3318.2 15503.4 12331.2 14197.2 I 14364.5 21262.0 42964.0 84827.2 85411.2 12790.4 10213.6 1317.5 334566.5 235998.8
1984 14013.1 53139.2 61564.1 39228.0 21782.4 35391.7 45132.1 106617.1 62132.4 15701.0 10538:9 10240.6 46080.5 229582.6
1970 .120.6 7615.1 22391.4 62239.3 27002.5 28596.9 31476.1 72919.4 i 56637.9 14105.1 I 10195.2 9254.5 350584.1 175138.5
1986 6009.1 7668.5 8789.6 I 21255.9 78281.3 82494.7 68844.6 95752.8 68607.0 16689.2 lTi.83.7 6635.0 473911.4 249893.6
1958 8709.8 6142.0 6150.3 5351.7 I 141124.4 14946.0 42304.7 164437.0 99613.8 29394.9 11300.1 10139.6 413414..3 335750.4
1980 8126.7 11238.5 1OA1.6 64940.0 36036.0 I 2S828.7 55764.7 98208.0 77457.6 3/018.3 10496.0 6361.7 442223.9 268448.6
1974 6518.6 30751.3 19021.7 35305.8 15667.3 34483.3 50151.4 121532.4 76685.4 2Ti.57.9 10704.7 10003.0 433688.7 2/1221.1
1965 ';'711.8 7112..0 89123.8 35140,1 24033.2 25092.1 60112.8 100110.8 80902.11 30782.1 17033.0 '11167.2 48.S403.6 ··21i908.5

AVERAGE APRIL TO J ULY 2559Sll.8

WI> WA ·YEAR.
1963 9642.8 10014.8 11244.8 1980 . 54525.2 13853.~ 31143.4 11 ~1 .2 111.0 17211.0 10109.3 9444.0 3 46.L:>.~ ....""..... 1
1952 6653.6 7294.3 11006.1 9182.4 13582.8 18941.9 74844.0 176774.4 130739.4 51375.1 11999.8 96644 522088.2 433132.9
1956 7764.6 4943.9 61871.0 44930.2 21056.1 29548.3 55693.4 12963';'.6 109414.8 29775.4 10152.3 10029. 515114.1 324518.2
1983 22416.0 25821.2 21740.8 22317.8 27204.4 51118.8 39435.7 144365.8 1.11523.4 94341.1 21937.2 25203.4 708025.4 489665.9
1967 4Z29.1 9331. 7 15658.0 11870.9 15528.7 34170.2 20498.9 114289.6 152895.6 66658.7 11631.5 10632.6 467395.6 354342.8
1982 7660.2 28434.8 47293.3 21.593.5 62425.4 43Ti.5.2 91060.2 140498.8 S2922.4 32838.3 10790.6 13145.2 581947.9 341319.7
1969 5318.6 10412.8 10066.3 32826.0 15573.1 21041.1 70329.6 178308.9 109652.4 32979.5 9698.0 9486.2 505692.5 391210.4

AVERAGE APRIL TO ru 368119.0
SOURCE: SWRCBJ:.XI:l tarraAND 5
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AVERAGE ICl'S) 11..6 169.1
AVERAOE (. I S9t.3.o 100&.• :

TABLE 7-5
SOL"TH FORK AMERICAN RIVER

(USGS tll4S9S01. NI!AltXYlltJU CALIPOIINIA· TOTALl'l.Ow)
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D
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AN
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D

AN
ill
w

llN
w

AN
lIN

D
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w
o
w
W

A."l
D

A.";

C

APR-JUL
TOTAL

ANNUAL
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~ 28:~ Eii~';S~19q~=:j~==~
'211.a.s9 300313.12
39963 '.<n 24 ..12
19 143lJ>9.94
338041..18 23S440.61
345.90.30 22'.11
18 21~96 111 -4 09
~76282.1l 216863.46
~1487 .18 16 8 .9
344644. 0 264788.17
'14843.01 115632.53
'22 .18 • 3 2.86
n3 89
228325.03 14606S.59

1..10 183.
114." 324.118.24

281616.91 189111.12

4945.34
::98Q31.00

I=- ~~
1 I. ~

~~:~-I~I Im~I .8;...

1 1.-111.45
1 _ I

36 3'84- 21 • ~

i.98
3691 .16

.06 .19
I 36.04
1S15 .88

4:13414.28 ~3S 0.38
IZ1S .68
166913.62 106398.01
12114 .... .97
263948. 5 2J)M04..31
314625.50 :3.5983.13
2OS36 • 125299. 3
485403.61 Z11908••5
!1184S.76 128508..13
~739j.63 3 4'Jo1.2.78
1884 s. 9 9.51
50569"'-S0 391210.31
3 05".15 1 5138..1
334 66.46 23S998.
::40 49. 1.119 • 8
:> 47. 43
• ... I • I .13
l 1S.38 8481.
12 95.03 42111.9

S30 1-' 40Sn4.
3-18104,'1 680.7
, 68.01 • 8
44=.89 268448.60
1 34..19 1 843••

•

819• .9' 341319..., dl489
; .884..11 5 8

413911:~ ~893::~
II .14 68S40.31

.1

1.3

136.5
81 .4

101 9.6
7531
6320.2
<\682.S
_.6
9444.6
95 .3
11161.2
8149.1
(0632.6
7391.3
9_.2
9"_54.5
T371.5

'.6
91 .3
10003.0
9628.
3 3
5 1
I 6.

13.1
1.7

361..1
131 .2
l.s211M
10240.6
619'.4
6635.0

3 .9

6961.6
419 .3
431 .8

8 ••
8636.8

1
3<9•• 7

.8

.8
9 8.1
8 13.1

I .i613.a
7050.8

+ ~H23.8

91'7.6
Q664...
9521.8
9100.1
9 19.9
I .7
95S1..1

AU"

9084.2
72111.'
716~.O

lSO.O
920S.1

191.l
l1$66.2

1893.j

29394.9 (1300.1
1506.8 ••
i11S.3 763S.7
686::.3 .90S.3

•• 10">42.5
11211.0 10109.3
'}.7 ~716.5

I 1 3.0
8010.1 3936.9
66658.'7 116!l..s
7 2:.4- 302::.'-

32919..1 '698.0
l~lQ;S.l r 19 .2
_790.4 10213.6
:)207.0 .'i0S4.610182.9 __.3

::::SS.9 1 04.1
2......8 III

.2" 7856.6
6076.6 G)Z4.7

:·119.0 I 10256.6 I
11668., 10360.9
37 18.3 10496.0
1.:0 .0

3233 ..3 10,1)0.6
94341.1 Z19!o .2
15701.0 10538.9

;72.7 :1262.2
166851.2 128 3.7

5..1 1.2

I •. .0

•

" 1: 9 '.1

2. I ~.62 . til
9100.6 ~., I 0

'"'~ ' ....11I. .?- .6
, 88 . "g.... .3
94.0 6948.2
1003' 59 1.4
1.1159.9 9618.2 914.w-
139.8 9 ~

11 8342,.3 fr-
.. .9,

1 9. 943.1
lJ>954.' 9200.9
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20384.3 81
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1~.6 OJ 15.
918_4 914.s.15
19334.7 9619.6
7 U.s 7408.6

I 1.923.5 ! 9 .0
IOS14.... 9826.9
137.1 I 1l.9Y9.8

351 ..) ••
9TJ7.1 9385.0
I .9 9507.8

.4 1015 3
380.8 9673..1

661 I.
116483••
3 041.8

.,
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10.:
18289.
88506.0

19630.1
_8

37968..1
1 .:'~ •.J
86842.8
19435.7

•
1 14.8
68963.'

15l .•
3 1.6

2151l .2
2653 .9

•
8512.

:;~

==~
I .•
I2S

IdlS .6
~39S9.0

;:.

9 13.8

I"'~
lJ>8S1..I
I

34.
72111.6
34321,3
80902JI
12123..1

, 152895.5
1 .4
109652..",
5663-~.9

""1...
34083.
500s6.4

85.4
11
7496.3

lIS t.t
96162­
44419.3."
14114.4
829~ •
21 23...
621.2.4
16091
68601.0

12S8.'

11S026.1

31
_. 3.

11<9.3
3 a.
113'2,_
_,~ 89.3

1323.2 959..1
81216.8 56992.7

1.6
I

47692.:'

1 3.0
33298.
·1778.1
=" $3.6
6 .1
IISSI .2
3 1.1
100110.8
5'114.9
114289.6

65983
121839.
121S3:z.4
1 1'3.9
2S 1'.9
I 11.8

101829.'
11 .9
98208.0
+<85 ..I
14Q498.8
'44365.8
1 17.1
3 _.0
9S 52.8
• 18.

=100
82018.

.1

.3

.1

.s

.'

4

1
9..,

114.6
64..

611 a 81.3

~~:;
S1944.7 92561.0

8.~

81••
99312.8
102 13.6
54l
79364.3
1.522.9 I

I 9
73042.2
1 U
5 ••
_.0

2
129634.6

1139••

91 l
3'143.l.
45132.1
S 8.2
688+1.6
28 3 .'

69438-6
:'7 .4
:::121 .7

70029.6
3146.1 I

'2964.0
,1921.6

I 41JJi4..3
50151.'
1559
15093..1
10555.'
42S9':i 7
39970.3
ss 1

L
4 ::.3
• 6.
1/1~ .~

33 .s I

4 I '''''3.2
• I .9

I .•
I ..

26118.6

4..1
I,.,.•

919.0
125.3

13178.3
8.

16185.9
46 40.9
'239.0

2303S.9
'9185.3
Im91.
[6664. 7
~098.

16 ,.
<'6S.1
966.1
~.O

21001.1
13941.9

2
23184.8
laoao,
::9548.3

I"""

14946.0
17 11.0
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3S8.9 732.8
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• 907.1
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,,1
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4.1
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8286.3
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S91S.9
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i:94.~

6142.0
10014.8
4523.3
4943.9
9100..1

I 5142.0
9438.
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;61S.7
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lOO14.8
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13044-2
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1041z,3
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9023.8
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3(11 .3­
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1332.6
84llS.1
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~434.8

., 1.':'
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l»e8.3
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6340.6
8826.4

1.
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6106.!
00;;9.8
81~2.9

3709.8
S40.4
6344.7

3S3.~
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49~1.3

3040.8
.9U
8691.<4­
5298.6
"88S.s
fj966.6
&525.7
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•• 64.6

10907.2

4361.1
SOOS.
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,oUIJ
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10839.7
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4
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1 _

1983
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>u~"w:: S _ A.~j).
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• TABLE 7~

SILVER LAKE
AVERAGE X.OM. STORAGE

NOV

IIIS'1'QIlIC AYl!RAGB 8.0.W. S1'ORAGB (JnO.1lI91)

IAN PI!II = ".... U"V .....
1 6 11 11 13" 4

1
4

_1

-

•
2

234

118.

180
1...,
182,

1.'

3 6

.1

13'"
3
1000
1
260

10

I .•

H82

3300
o

41 .

"'"
1390

1.

1831
I
IIOJIO

6<lOIJ
10

611.

.3

'410
o

o
o

1300

1.1.
4

19•

19 1
1

250
II
1740
I 0
820
I
117.
1..,0
1101
In
187A
1.931

NOV

o
250
03
!l9O

743
1
1240

•340
U80I_
03

o

714
I
940
6
o

900
297

30
234-lIA
o
1140

•o
800
650,

_.'
.....

3
o

33
923
o

114

0.,
1300
<00
llOO
o

(All)

~
o

2 0
2730
I
1000
1180
2580
1300
1100
l270
1144
1549

"....

71
6300

7600
, ....,1

1390
113
11390
113
I3U
I
11240

1663
10

6"_IIOJIO
11240

78llO
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1740
8
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8140
< I

lt1L

U4Ii
7300 3"""

3397
3
3U1

4
3530
614

SI!P

413
HOO

00
620

2600
294
'100
111
'BOO
4030
.QOO

...3

AVEIIAGIl 14.2 83 .4 .A , .A 1691.8 5 1 .2. 7 .9 .1 6141.Z 3 .3

lon.1 I :nl.7

•
o
7

I
4

19
19
19
19
J.J>
19

ocr
1
43.
182

:.91
627
93
1831
1000
1290
3...
1784
, 0
4630
2

NOV­1.
390
'l9S
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900
Il3
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o

1
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3COO

o

1
o

330,

1
o

2330
'33
900

9
100
13
o

'400
6

'" .A

2
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1 0
1700,
1230
910
o

o
o

600
946

1 .•

431
1105
320
'120
46<lO
'COO
12
o

1130
246
2200
4 I

2 .3

-'PR,7_
'010
4367
4800
,.17
5600
3300
.000
3
2630
H
4300
nM

, .1

MAV
6
8146,-

°II3llO
113
11390

1300
90

8
40

1llOO
8

31
8600

90
11390

11390
84!10
11390

90
11390
il440
U90

•1

7130
I
7_
1311
1
1$31
1,..,.

.1

.-\.0'0
1
2040
6303
6473
3!l95

4

5870­>168
212

623.

6160
'33

.1

SI!P
1.50

'3113,
1470

11
.woo
""0
mo
43

.....

19
J.J>
193
193
19
194
19<1
J.J>
19<1
1...
193
196
J.J>7
191
J.J>
1 8

ocr
000
10
430
418

'870
210
1300
1010
3073
91
1730

80
3870

'7
1430

00

NOV

•1053
'00
610

'25
110

1213

,­
114
762

1300
2430

12
3_
813

DBC
'00
941
o

6
313
860

1714
2~3

3940
411
o1_

1..0
1944
3_
13

'00o
70s
1fO
20S

2!H:
3

,113
lCOO
403
1120
1040
25
1210
2JI8O

l'I!Il
o

1000
1180
IS

lOS'
960

3093
1710
3ll4O

'll13...,
3370
2000

13
2660
4'E7

1
1210
13

2210
14'10

3437
143

3970
2 0
1393
3764
4030
3230
4061
42llO

-'PR
o

4370
1360
42 0

'060
2310
4473

4380
4610

4030
6310
4061
-S

"10

5390
433
673\
, 1

1383

"7100
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4300

7740
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roN

,
I_8_
1610
0190
1390
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1390

00
1490
11390
82llO

90
1l39O
11340

lUL..
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7390
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8140
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8OllO
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3
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AVEIL GB 171S.6 1361.1i 1402.6 Ul1.3 2036.4 2S74. 4216.5 6298.8 8205.0 1 .A e5161 .... 3476.3

SOl-K..... \.1» A..'4J;)

(2) KWC.WOOD ASSQOAnlS. gW6ll. TABLE 1.
(3) EDCWA/I!ID EXIlIIllTIiOI. SIERRA HYDRO'nlCH DATASC"B."!lTllID llY1....3.
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TABLE 7-7
CAPLES LAKE

AVERAGE E.O..'f. sroRAGE •
ocr NOV DEC

IIIlmlRlCA1IIIIIAGIllLO.Y. n'llIIAllII (lP2G-1J91)

TAN !'IIIl ~ Al'!I. MAY AUG SBP

·1.W1 12 1~

1.'131
4

lJ61

13 5
1 1
:n4l

1

1613
1
1_

WI
143
332
1 un

IW

3801
1

100
1319
3965

1

>66
1

4300
1

6121
1 2

,
9182

11656
I 1

10681
.ll
16"2­
1 I

145
2 114
15152
1

9000
1
,_

14
13451
11

11434
1

61~

3
31113 3912 161:r1 1I911

11305
11146
11

65
1

5611
03

AYIIIIAGII II •. I.

ll1L AUG:j::=1==1= 16130
1 45 1
1m31 15130 11ll8l1
1 1 11~

16422 13041 11206
1 UW18 1 1

10333 15308 ,_,

19
193)
193
1941
1939
1960
1964
'~6

19
US}
to

"'00
l:l91

ocr
1

3
169)%

o
101U

1
8161
15
, 94
16149
11390
10110
11900
!

NOV

3 1
0661
18880
94lO

,S231
16
1~

I
10714
9 11
10183
1

DEC
1
91

8298

8341
5 93
3640
168 4
11400
54
4851

1
8000

IAN
1

o
5821
123
1265

1880
I
8209
3
2616

•
6800
3

....a-

l'I!B

3
2330
1
1223
46U
2031
1
Sl20
9

2391

5300
3

~4

1013
1
1948
4 1
2411
1
5851
4634
3359
441.3
5900

4

Al'!I.
1 1
11
:as3

1
1 4

4
5651
1144
10536

6566
811
9880

I

)lAY

6584
1
2023

j5

UU1
2 4
19S10
1
13
16
13921

16659

11381
1
11161
21'11
21380

11423
114

16931
I 1

1
16450
1915
16814

1

1
12913
15613

W3
I

10800
1 I

Av'l!IlAGIl 13 12.1 I 8t .3 13. .3 .4 1 .9 3 .4 11442.

1930
1931
1944

"'""19 1
1934
193
1931
196
1910
19
1919

OCT
1;,j
570
11661
2
1j914
'453
14167

15690
II
16854
1
19630
11100

NOV
lJ

1
1091
1
Ill32
1145
8S64
3331
12316
8080
12.1iU

1
16903
1 0

13091

4030
4300
8519
632
1111
3
11732,

TAN
1
41
1139
1091
11475
19
;,j93

.
9181
1423
0560
8161

1394
6

5936

(AI')
MAR
11
5
1614

5319
114

I 3_
1160
1165

I 10041
2 I
9368

I 8080

Al'!I.

,US3

11240
1)

)lAY
I,_

14450
1 I
I

80
17564

1 4
14823
20107
13
203"
21Ul

!UN
2111

213
2 I
215 1

80
UUI

21310
1 81
11161

21543
2 81

11 1
10114

21417
21
19692

1
W711
:1089
20164
2
:'1192
21

AUG
1 1

11477
1 I
!lI51
1 1
14231
1411
16814
I 103
13191

1
16450
111

SI!P
1

1=
1
11013
11 91
14131
1314
9181
13_
14504
13002 •

AVERAGB 13 &1..1 11 4. .0 6 .1 71 .8 111 1 1 .1 1360Z.8

1953
1;>63
1911

3
llI84

ocr.

1
5946
1341
1434>
12310
lIU16
11 1
15918
10536
16000
1414
ll112
12112
15130
9178

4150
041

12335
1 0
ll!iH4
113
11333
10 9
13349
10019
7608

11273
07

1333_
11 1
8341

llI050
1 60
13974
8141
7561..
6260
6501
15433

36

7AN

666
llI05
913
30191

00,_
117S!1
13869

,S19lI
91

6581

1504.
8019

13
918

.280
I_I
1:1611
11641
6
50011_,
1010
13119
1_
10121

(API
MAR

22 :1
1166

1
10680
633
11081
1
11_

Al'!I.

3840
• I
1
8190

,,­
1.3_
1.3_
7_

MAT

1_
11ll8l1

1
19lI9O
1
11111
1 4
10966
I
12188

16311
69

21089
o

lWO

11580
211
21550
1 .,
11581
11381
11431
213
:1248
2 II
21316
11581

1UL,.
19161
11.380
21110
10650
1 10
21581
213 1
11320

81
21381
1143
1U61
11 •
11384
2 I

AUG
1
1118
1111O
1......
113

1 50
2

17274

12
I

1.277
18204
10233

884

SI!P
1
1 00
10661

411
13505
1940
11018
1 91
1111119,_
17103
1 5
17561
14831
14906
1

."\"D.AGB 1196.1 1019 .6 14>. I .4 .1 .9 lQS9 • 441. 1 .4 15

•
1
18422

SBP
I 1
16845
,.362
1044
16140
19993
19"1

11
10710
1 1
18611

18HI.1

AUG

103 4
I

20470
2 14,_,

.,1
21 41

111136
1_7

1 4
18264
1
10600

13
21334
2 04

10400.6

ll1L
.11
213
21.381
21
11381
USBt
21581
21'81
11580
:1 19
215)7
2U)1
11 5

143
11510

U
1341

11307.1

2
1133.S
21411
11510
2UI.
21 I
:0ll05
11 81
1131'

21191
1 91
10800
2 1
21.,7
21
1 1

105171.9

20440
2 9lI
U4S9
1 .04
ISS"

16916

MAY,
177
1710S
1 4
,m6,
l.9931
I 9
18380
4361

6561
18433
2936
114
11610
14126
1.5761

APR
9
1().111
11UI
107
9131
7432,_
6447
14011..11541.

1

6'90
I 40
15707

6176
1
2907
5
5m

1
1S~89

I'EIl
1

5650
11218
lUlU
13]2.

6
10714

llS9
13148

6'

"D.'.""'" ..
(AI')
MAR

149
111

9141
9146
5782
6130
U.e91

6_
185
1819

4835
1'339
.8205

TAN
14

4&77
16931
I
5936
1 61
10489

368
13145

209

DBC

,.931
16232
I 123
1115

7165
1
33119

NOV
4
8189
Ill"
13
10112
10106

148
681
7307

1125'
16Ol13
6740

3S
1839·
8831

11

ocr

1969 11999
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TABLE 7-8
ALOBALAKE

AVERAGE E.O.M. sroRAGE

1llS1'01lICA\II!IlJ\OEE.O.M. SIOIIAOE(l9211-1"1l

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEJl ~ APR. MAY JUN JUt AUG SSP

1934-1 I >WO.4 3 I 4 .8

<.;J<1TlCA1.·YJ:AK 1:.0.

11134 , .4 40. 4,)38oU . 4.:138. " .., 111>8.4 3 .1 4 3 1.1 .4 1'8.4
1976 981.1 68.6 3034.2 429. 97.0 97.0
19 1......4 3 49' • 11
1 1 .9 I l .1 1 9.

AVERAGE 10 .4 3=. 4276.0 2818.6 916.8 289.3

'.un •XllAK ....U.M. n<.;!<AU"

nEC
(AE)

OCT NOV JAo" FEJl MAR APR. MAY !UN lUL AUG SSP

1947 1712.6 273o.t 467'.7 'IOj.O 429.7 429.
&3. 1 8 510'.0 .0 .0

1960 981.1 3140.3 5105.0 2930.' 1344.' 630.4
1964 981.1 1712.6 510'.0 510'.0 39'1.1 1112.1
1!166 90 .3 4951J.2 4959.2 4816.1 42OS.4 =.
1968 981.1 I 12.6 3951.1 HOS.O 2OS8.3 97.0
19 1 224. ., 3 51 .0 .182. 429..
1985 837.7 2182.8 51Oj.0 2Oj8.3 9.0 9 .0
1990 83 .7 23'6.4 4816.1 3647.6 .7.0 97.0
i991 1899.3 3889.1 3 9. 750. st. .0

AVERAGE 93 .1 2648. .2 3 1 • 13 4.3 l30.7

"...."
(AE)

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEJl MAll APR. MAY !UN lUL AUG SSP
I I . 0 I

1944 837.7 1407.1 51Oj.0 4675.7 119 .9 224.6
1"..9 ""1.1 3416.0 44 I 4
(951 1()j8.4 3034.2 3951.1 510'.0 2538.8 97.0
1954 , I 1712.6 3647.6 4959.2 1930.5 l57.9 .224.6
193 , I 1()j8.4 33 9.7 I '.0 51 I

,
•6 I 429•

1957 907.5 4959.2 4959.2 49'9.2 , 1899.5 22••6
1 3Z48.8 46/). 4 3 .0 4.20 .4 I 1.3 9.
1970 97.0 97.0 3359.7 , >105.0 I IMB.4 97.0
197 2538.8 2633.3 4538.0 2730.1 224.6 .0
1979 4336.5 4959.2 4959.2 499.2 1 10Sll.'
1 1823.2 3767.1 4816.1 un.o '17.0 97.0

AVERAGE 1602.j 3121.7 4500.8 4266.8 1'51.3 349.1
I

(AE)
OCT :oIOV DEC JAN FEJl MAll APR. MAY !UN JUt AUG SSP

I 113C., 140 .1 3 6.1 4 3 0 140 .1 /.9
1940 981.1 3 48.8 46 105.0 1112. .0
1941 97.0 10'8.4 2058.3 4538.0 1823.2 224.6
1943 630.4 3647.6 l179.0 3889.1 429.7 97.0
1945 1195.9 3140.3 5 [79.0 3951.1 1112.1 4
1946 1572.0 4959.2 4959.2 1112.1 97.0 97.0
1>48 1283. 3140.3 4816.1 303'. 4'Z9. 4.6
1953 981.1 4538.0 510'.0 3140.3 1344.5 429.7
1963 IOS8.4 1823.2 4816.1 3248.8 688.6 97.0
1971 I 1407.1 3416.0 '179. Hn~._ 'J7.0
1973 3034.2 3034.2 4205.4 5l0j.0 429. 97.0
I .0 1823. 3140.3 46 set. 'J7.0
1986 1283.7 2058.3 >767.1 981.1 97.0 97.0

AVERAGE 1 12.2 1868.8 43 .9 34 te. .3 . .3

W,,"I· r I:AI<. ...U.M. :>IlIl'A""
lAE)

!til.OCT NOV nEC JAN FEB MAR APR. MAY !UN AUG SSP
I 4 3889.
1938 1899.5 42M.4 4816.1 3034.2 1058.4 750.2
194 , 13.... 5 '20 .4 J 9.0 3179.0 119l.9 224.
1950 630.4 4205.' 4959.2 3359.7 688.6 97.0
195 I I .5 1641.3 .0 4816.1 .730.1
1956 IOS8.4 3889.1 4'38.0 3889.1 [504.6 :il1.0

19'8 1038•• 1I4O.3 4675.7 1112.1 97.0 9 .0
196 >81.1 40 .0 S1OS.0 19ri.9 9 '.0 .0
1967 1058.4 2446.5 ~889.1 b/77.9 97.0 97.0
1 ; 3 .1 3951.1 263~.3 429.
1974 '17.0 1823.2 3140.3 4615.7 907.5 97.0
1975 1112.1 2829.1 2633.3 91.0 "'.0 688.6
198 OS. ._.5 4140.9 211:::9.1 730•• st.0

t980 1572.0 364 .6 4336.5 97.0 9 .0 97.0
tW- 1058.4 2182.8 2058. 1899. J. 6 .1 1 1.3
1983 2930.5 3647.6 3889.1 4675.7 6Illl.6 97.0

AVERAGE 1••1.8 3 , 4215.2 L!>~.3 1 .6 337.1

"~","I"1 ) :>WKI,;~ l:-UiIDU j AJ ).
( J1CI1l1tWOOD ASSOCIATES. KW6B.TMlU I. 65.(3 EDCWAiEID EXHlllIT1101. SIBR.IIA HYDR.OTECH DATAS'l:BMITTED 10:24/95.

(4 EDCWAEXHlBIT47.



FIGURE 7-1
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FIG~1-1A
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70.

TABLE 1-&\
SD..VERLAKE

AVERAGE E OM srORAGE BEGINNING 1985

(2) DRXWOOD ASSOOAT'ES.XW6B. TABLE I.
(;) IlDCWAlEID EXHm1T 1101. SlEIlRA HYDllOTllCll DATA SUBMIl"TED UY'.4t95.
«I EDCWA EXHIBIT 47.

. . .
lmTOllICAVlmAGBlLO.M. STORAGB (l92D-1ll91l

ocr NOV DEC JAN FEB ~ APR MAY /UN 1UL AUG SBP

IJl23.Ill9I 1567 156 1115 118+ 134 z:lOlI 4S.S4 6m 7987 7 3 5_ 306lI
I

4 I
1931
1934

I
19'76
19'77
1987 3182 :l8O 260 260 260 I 110 6 0 85040 7865 6580 ,<500 'Jf114

I

AVEllAGB 3182.0 880.0 260.0 260.0 260.0 710',0 6350.0 85040.0 7865.0 6580.0 3600.0 'Jf114.0

lJll.r·

ocr NOV ""C J4" """ ~ APII. MAY "... rm AUG .......
19'29
19
1939
1947
1959

1964
1966
1968
19 I
1985 1912 1I8O 650 800 !OIl 1%70 54040 84040 8190 1132 4 4030
1990 2874 1<500 900 650 !OIl 2244 7600 - 81040 6626 5530 4200
1991 1931 6,5 197 ,7 0 15009 4052 iSlO 8681 7528 6147 4813,

AVEllAGB 2239.0 1138.3 615.7 -<OS.7 533., 1687.7 5697.3 8305.0 8337.0 7095.3 5917.0 4347.7
I I

0"","," a.o.... s U"",,UA

!'lM' NOV DEC JAN """ ~ APII. MAY !UN 1UL AUG SBP,
1930 I I
193 I
1944 I
19009
1951
1954
1955
1957 I

1962 I
19'70
1972
19'79
1989 2625 1848 100 656 946 -201 1~64 "1..0 8465 7 0 I 5,32 4370

AVEllAGB 2625.0 1848.0 1300.0 656.0 _.0 4201.0 .0 8140.0 8465.0 mo.o 5332.0 4370.0

ocr
(Ai')

NOV D"" JA-Of """ MA" A"" MAY !UN 1UL AUG SBP

1925
1932
1935
19040
1941
1943
1945
1946
1948
1953
1963
19'71
1973
1984

00 815 1350 2980 4270 - 6028 040 7990 6800 530

AVEllAGB 2500.0 815.0 1350.0 2980.0 4%70.0 "290.0 oi493.0 6028.0 8540.0 7ll9O.0 6800.0 5230.0

"'l>T·YJ>Ajl a.O~STC,ltAGii

ocr NOV DEC JAN FEB MAlt APIt MAY !UN 1UL AUG SBP

1936
1938
1942
1950
19SZ
1.956
1958
1965
1967
1969
1974
1
1978
1980
1982
198~

AVEllACE ERR ERR ERR ERit ERR ElUl ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR

souacs.ui .. ,... .,
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TABLE 7-7A.
CAPLES .LAKE

AVERAGEE.O.M. ~RAGE tBEGlNNJNG1985l

llISTOll1C A\IIIL\a& 1l.0.IL STORAGB (_!JIll
(Ai'!

OCT !'fOV DBC JAN PBB >(AI APlt MAY !UN JtJL .'\t!o SlIP

1 1

, I

I

1 . , - S I I I

AVIIltA 1 . 1.>04.0 24Z1~O HI11.O 11303.0 1='0 11.....0 1 I

u~.·

W'l
APRocr NOV DBC JAN PBB YoU MAY !UN JtJL AUG SIP

'--f-

I
fiE1 9'" i

... 1 114 IS 1
1990 1 10183 8000 S 13921 1 3 I 4 I I

I 1 73'211 3 4 I 1 2 1 1

~VIIltA 1 I. i .3 • .0 • I 1 I 1

W'l
ocr NOV DBC IAN PBB !dAB. APlt YAY !UN JtJL AUG SlIP

lJ/
I

IJl44 ,
lJ/49
~I

JJl54

1.95
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FIGURE 7;.."

SILVER LAKE
AVERAGE ao.M. STORAGE (BEGINNING 1985)
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7.2.1 Silver Lake

Generally, the data indicate that: (1) during "critical" water­

years, water was collected to storage during the period of

February to June (post-1985--March to June) and released from

storage during the period of June through January (post-1985-­

June through February); (2) during "dry" water-..years, water was

collected to storage during the period February to June (post­

1985--February to July) and released from storage during the

period of June t~rough January (post-198S--July through January) ;

(3) during "below normal" water-years, water was collected to

storage during the period of February to July (post-198S-­

February to July) and released from storage during the period of

July through January (post-198S--July through January) ;

(4) during "above normal" water-years, water was collected to

storage during the period December to July (post-198S--December

through July) and released from storage during the period July

through November (post-198S--July through November) i and (S)

during "wet" water-years, water was collected to storage during

the period December to August, and released from storage during

the period August through November. Table 7-9 and 7-9.1

summarize the average maximum, average minimum, and average EOM

storage capacity and lake level for each type of water-year

identified in Tables 7-6 and 7-6A.

III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
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TABLE 7-9

Si1ver Lake--Historic Operations Summary
1923-1991

WATE R.;.YEAR MAXIMUM AVE. MINIMUM AVE. AVERAGE EOM·

T '(PE EOMSTORAGE EOMSTORAGE STORAGE
(GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGEJiE1GHT} (GAGE HEIGHT)

CR111CAL 7.631.9 at 706.1 at 3,370.7 at
(20.5 ft) (2.9 ft) (10.0 ft)

I:RY 7,929.9 at 485.4 at 3,431.5 at
(21.1 ft) (2.1 ft) (10.0 tt)

BELOV\l NORMAL 8,356.1 at 821.7 at 3,673.1 at
(22.1 ft) (3.2 tt) (10.7 ft)

ABOVE NORMAL 8,203.8 at 1,362.6 at 3,873.8 at
(21.7 ft) (4.9 ft) (11.4 ft)

V~ET 8,191.2 at 1,308.2 at 3,909.0 at
(21.7 ft) (4.7 ft) (11.4ft)

TABLE 7-9.1.

Si1ver Lake--Historic Operations Summary
Post-1985

WATE R-YEA.R MAXIMUM AVE. MINIMUMAVE~. AVERAGE EOM· ...•••.•.

T ~PE
EOMSTORAGE EOMSTORAGE· STORAGE
(GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE:HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT)

eRI ""ICAL 8,540.0 af 260.0 at 3,380.0 at
(22.5 ft) (1.3 ft) (9.a. tt)

CRY 8,337.0 at 495.7 af 3,867.4 at
(22.0 ft) (2.1' tt) (11.3 ft)

BELOW NORMAL 8,465.0 at 656.0 at 4.376.4 at
(22.3 ft) (2.7ft) (12.5 ft)

ABOVE NORMAL 8,540.0 at 1,350.0 at 4,607.1 at
(22.5 tt) (4.9 tt) (13.2 tt)

""lET

'1.2 ..2 Caples La1c:e

The data generally indicate that:: (1 ) during "critical" water-

years, '" ater was collected to storage during the period of April

77.



to July (post-1985--April to July) and released from storage

during the period of July through March (post-1985--July through

March); (2) during "dry" water-years, water was collected to

storage during the period March to July (post-1985--March to

July) and released from storage during the period of July through

February (post-1985--July through February); (3) during "below

normal" water-years, water was collected to storage during the

period of March to July (post-1985--March to July), and released

from storage during the period of July through February (post­

1985--July through February); (4) during "above normal" water..,.

years, water was collected to storage during the period March to

July (post-1985--March to August) and released from storage

during the period July through February (post-1985--August

through February); and (5) during "wet" water-years, water was

collected to storage during the period December to August and

released from storage during the period August through November.

Tables 7-10 and 7-10.1 summarize the average maximum, average

minimum, and average EOM storage capacity and lake level for each

type of water-year identified in Tables 7-7 and 7-7A.

TABLE 7-1.0

Caples Lake--Ristoric Operations Summary
1923-1991

MAXIMUM AVE.
.

MINIMUM AVE.
...

••• ··AV~~9A~~OtW••·•·••••••. •.•·••WATER-YEAR
EOMSTORAGE EOMSTORAGETYPE
(GAGEliEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGEHE$ftf).

CRITICAL 14,308.4 af 5,804.4 af 10,137.8 af
(49.7ft) (30.6 ft) (40.9 ft)

DRY 18,689.2 af 5,407.3 af 11,368.7 af
(57.4 ft) (29.5 ft) (43.1 ft)

BELOW NORMAL 21,175.6 af 6,649.1 af 12,851.9 af
(61.4 ft) (32.9 ft) (46.0 ft)

ABOVE NORMAL 20,172.8 af 8.597.1 af 13,338.8 af
(59.8 ft) (37.8 ft) (47.3 ft)

WET 21,507.1 af 9,403.6 af 14,065.4 af
(61.9 ft) (39.7 ft) (48.5 ft)

78.
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• TABLE 7-10. ~

Caples Lake--Historic Operations Summary
Post-~.98·5

WA1ER-YEAR
7i'VPE

CF rncxr

DRY

BELOW NORMAL

ABOV; N.ORMAl

WET

MAXIMUMAVE~

EOMSTORAGE
(GAGE HE/GHTj

1'2,326.0 at
(45.9 ft),

17.822.3 at
(55.9 tt)

21,581.0 af
(62.0 ft)

21,581.0 af
(62.0 ft);

MINIMUM AVE
EOItIfSTORAGE
(GAGEHEIGJlT)

2,4:27.0 af
(t9~19ft}

4.245.0 at
(25.9 ttl

6,150.0 af
(31.6 ft)

7,367.0 at
(34.8 ft)

AVERAGEEOII
STORAGE

(GAGEHElGH1}

7,n1.o.8af
(34.5 ftl

to,135.3 af
(40.2 ftl

13,458.7 af
(47.2 ft)

1.3,568.9 af
(47.4 tt)

•

•

7.2.3' Lake Aloha

The data generally indicate for the pe·riods of 19034-1991 and

post-19 85, in critical'" water-years, water was collected to

storage during the period of April to June and released from

storage during the period of July through sept.ember , (2) during

"dry" water-years, water was collected to storage during the:

period April to July, and released from storage during the period

of July through September; (3) during "below normal" water-years,

water was collected to storage during the period of April to July

and released from storage during the period of July. through

September; (4) during "above normal" water-years, water was

collected to; storage during the period April to July, and

released from storage during the period July through September;:

and (5) during "wet" water-years, water was collected to storage

during the period April to July and released from storage during

the period July through September. Tables 7-11 and 7-11.1

summarize the average maximum, average minimum, and average; EOM

storage capacity and lake level for each type of water-year

identified in Tables 7-8 and 7-8A .
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TABLE 7-11

Lake A~oha--HistoricOperations Summary
1934-1991

WATER-YEAR
MAXIMUM AVE. MINIMUM AVE. AVERAGEEOM

.- , EOMSTORAGE EOMSTORAGE STORAGE
TYPE

(GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT) _(GAGE HEIGHT)

CRIl1CAL 4,276.0 at 1,070.4 at 2,066.0 at
(18.7 ft) (11.5ft) (13.5 ft)

DRY 4,617.2 at 936.1 at 2,290.6 at
(19.2 ft) (11.0 ft) (14.2 ft)

BELOW NORMAL 4,500.8 at 1,602.5 at 2,548.7 at
(19.0 ft) (13.2 ft) (14.7 ft)

ABOVE NORMAL 4,372.9 at 1,112.2 at 2,132.8 at
(18.8 ft) (11.7ft) (13.5 ft)

WET 4,215.2 at 1,221.8 at 2,172.0 at
(18.6 ft) (12.1 ft) (13.9 ft)

TABLE 7-11.1
Lake Aloha--Historic Operations Summary

Post 1985
- ~---- MAXIMUM AVG. MINIMUM AVG. AVERAGE--EOM--

WATER-YEAR
- EOMSTORAGE EOM-STORAGE STORAGE

TYPE r, (GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT)' (GAGEHElGHT)

CRITICAL 3,889.1 at 1341.8 at 1,478.1 at
(18.1 ft) (5.0 ft) (11.2ft)

DRY 4,426.9 at 97.0 at 1,795.6 at
(18.9 ft) (5.0 ft) (11.9ft)

BELOW NORMAL 4,816.1 at 97.0 at 2,028.7 at
(19.5 ft) (5.0 ft) (12.4 ft)

ABOVE NORMAL 3,767.1 at 97.0 at 1,380.6 at
(17.9 ft) (5.0 ft) (10.9 ft)

WET

The following tables, Tables 7-12, 7-12.1, 7-13, and 7-13.1,

summarize the average EOM storage levels for Silver and Caples

Lakes during the months of June through September for each water­

year type.

80.
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TABLE 7-12
Silver Lake

Average End-of-Month Lake Levels
(based on period of record 1923-1991)

JUNE: JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER
WATER -YEAR EOM EOM: EOM'

...

EOMI'
TVI 'E GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT I GAGE HEIGHT

(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) .,,' : (FEET)

CRIT CAL 19.5 16.2 12.6 6.5

OF y 20.8 17.3 14.6 9.2

BELPW 22. 1 18.8 15.3 8.4
NOR f,I1AL

ABC VE 21.7 20.1 17.1 10.7
NOR fJlAL

WE T 21.7 21.70 18.8 11.5

TABLE 7-12.1

Silver Lake
Average End-of-Month Lake Levels

(based on period of record beginning 1985-1991)

....:,... JUNE: JULY AUGUST '...I SEPTEMBER
WATER YEAR·· E~O~M. E.O.M. E.O~M~ ·1, E.O~M.

TV' E GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT
(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) (FEET)

CRJTI~AL 21.0 18.1 11.0 7.0

DRrt' 22.0 19.3 16.1 12.9

BEL<DW 22.3 19.7 15.2 12.9
NOR'~AL

ABOVE 22.5 21.3 18.6 15.0
NOR~~AL

WET
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TABLE 7-13

Caples Lake
Average End-of-Month Lake Levels

(based on period of record ~923-~99~)

I> JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER
I WATER-YEAR EOM EOM EOM I EOM:

TYPE GAGE HEIGHT .. .: GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT . GAGE HEIGHT
(FEET) . (FEET) (FEET) (FEET) .

CRITICAL 49.7 48.5 42.7 40.3

DRY 57.4 56.4 49.1 44.1

BELOW 61.4 60.8 54.3 48.4
NORMAL

ABOVE 59.8 59.6 56.0 52.3
NORMAL

WET 61.1 61.9 60.3 57.8

TABLE 7-13.1

Caples Lake
Average End of Month Lake Levels

(based on period of record ~985-~99~)

.. JUNE JULY AUGUST
I

SEPTEMBER ...•I.
·····WATER-YEAR EOM EOM EOM· EOM

:. TYPE GAGEHEIGHT GAGEHE1GHT GAGE HEIGHT ··1 GAGE HEIGHT· ..
(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) . .. (FEET)

CRITlCAL 45.9 44.8 43.1 41.7

DRY 56.0 55.9 48.2 44.3

BELOW 62.0 61.6 54.8 47.4
NORMAL

ABOVE 62.0 62.0 52.6 47.0
NORMAL

WET

Based on a comparison of Tables 7-12, 7-12.1, 7-13, and 7-13.i,

we find that Silver Lake's water levels were generally higher

subse~~ent to the effective date of FERC License's 184, 1985

82.
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4It release requirements; however water levels in Caples Lake were

generally lower.

ational comparison for the different periods are

nt with the operational descriptions provided under

6.5.1 of this Decision~ during the summer recreational

project demands are first met with water released from

ake, with no operational withdrawals from Silver Lake,

or release requirements imposed by FERC.

000, INC.'S APPLICATIONS TO APPROPRIATE WATER HAVE
EADY BEEN APPROVED

95-36, section 3.2.10 delegates to the Chief, Division

Rights, the authority to issue permits when no protests

tanding against a pending application. As earlier

all protests to Applications 30062 and 30453 were

or otherwise settled. (Section 3.9.1, infra.) On

1996, the Chief, Division of Water Rights, approved

ions 30062 and 30453 by Kirkwood, Inc. Accordingly, no

consideration will be given to the applications filed by

, Inc., and its petition for partial assignment of

ion 5648 will be denied.

Caples

except

Order

8.0

stated,

withdra

June 25

Applica

further

9.0 IAL OF APPLICATIONS AND PETITIONS FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT
STATE FILED APPLICATION 5645 TO APPROPRIATE WATER BY

000 POD AND ALPINE AND AMADOR COUNTIES

PUD and Alpine and Amador Counties filed applications to

ate water from Caples and Silver Lakes. Respectively,

plications are denominated as Applications 30204, 30219,

and 302 8. Alpine and Amador Counties also petitioned for the

partial assignment of state filed Application 5645; petitions

5645(9) and 5646(10), respectively.

4It

4It 83.



9.~ Denial of Application 30204 by Kirkwood POD

Application 30204 by Kirkwood POD will be denied because: 4It
(1) the applicant requested the Board to suspend processing of

the application and (2) the applicant did not offer evidence in

support of its application. (95,T,II,175:23-177:6; 224:14-

225:21.)

9.2 Denial of the Direct Diversion Consumptive Use Portion of
Application 30219 and Petition for Partial Assignment of
State Filed Application 5645(9} by Alpine County

The direct diversion consumptive use portion of Application 30219

and petition for partial assignment of state filed Application

5645(9) by Alpine County will be denied because the applicant:

(1) requested the Board to suspend processing of the consumptive

use portion of the applications and (2) did not offer evidence in

support of the consumptive use portion of its applications.

(95,T,II,175:23-177:6; 224:14-225:21.)

In addition, Alpine County has not prepared and adopted

environmental documents for a project that is consistent with the 4It
consumptive use portion of its applications. That is:

(1) Application 30219 seeks up to 0.13 cfs by direct diversion

from November 1 to July 31 of the following year, approximately

71 afa and (2) the petition for partial assignment of Application

5645(9) seeks 0.13 cfs year round, approximately 96.4 afa.

Alpine County's February 25, 1993, Notice of Exemption describes

a direct diversion project of only 6.0403 afa for consumptive use

purposes. (95,T,II,231:23-234:13.) Thus, the quantity of water

sought by the consumptive use portion of Application 30219 and

the petition for assignment of state filed Application 5645(9) is

not covered by the Notice of Exemption filed by the County.

(SWRCB,l,A-30219,Notice of Exemption.) As a responsible agency

the Board is prohibited from approving projects subject to the

requirements of CEQA, unless appropriate environmental documents

have been prepared and are considered by the Board when approving

84.
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a proje t. (~4 CCR ~5004(a) and ~502~.) In the absence of

appropr'ate environmental documents, the Board cannot approve the

consump ive use portion of Application 302~9 or the petition for

partial assignment of state filed Application 5645(9) .

9.3 D icU of Nonconsumptive Application 30218 and the Petition _
fo State Filed Application 5645{lO) by Amador County and
No consumptive Application 30219 and the Petition for State
Fi ed Application 5645(9) by Alpine County

APPlica~ion 302~8 and the petition for SFA 5645(~O) by Amador

County ach seek to appropriate 8,740 afa for storage in Silver

Lake fo recreation and fish and wildlife uses. Application

302~9 ald petition for partial assignment of state filed

Applica ion 5645(9) by Alpine County each seek to appropriate

21,581 fa to storage in Caples Lake for recreation and fish and

Wildlif

1
uses. The amount applied for by each applicant is,

essenti lly, the total storage capacity of each lake operated by

PG&E.

Both ap~licants seek water for recreation purposes to preserve

the sta~us quo in the manner in which the lakes are operated by

PG&E. (95,T,II,2~8:6-7,237:7-~2; AMADOR,95-1,3.) Amador County

recognizes that PG&E has the right to determine how the lakes are

operate~ (AMADOR,95-1,3.) Alpine County, however, thinks

somethi might have to be worked out with PG&E to control

releases from Caples Lake. (95,T,II,235:~2-237:12.) Although

Alpine stekS to maintain the status quo in the manner in which
PG&E has operated the lakes, it is of the opinion that such an

operatio defies description. (95/T,II/2~8:~2-2~9:~4.) Neither

apPlicant offered evidence as to how the lakes could or would be

operated if permits were issued for the pending applications and

petition for partial assignment.

Represen atives for the Sierra Club and Amador County produced

ample te timony and exhibits demonstrating that: (a) the lakes

are heav'ly used for recreation and for fish and wildlife
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purposes; (b) recreation activities at the lakes result in a

significant portion of the revenues needed for the operation of

Alpine County;16 (c) numerous small businesses in the vicinity of

the lakes are dependent upon the recreation activities associated

with the lakes; (d) high water levels in the lakes is important

to support such recreation activities; (e) the lakes should be

maintained as high as possible through Labor Day of each year;

and (f) lake levels are dependent upon the manner in which PG&E

operates the lakes. (9S,AMADOR,1-3; 9S,SCLDF,KR-1,NR,BP­

S,LB,LT,TP-1.)

As previously discussed in section 4.4, an essential requisite

for the appropriation of water is that an applicant must be able

to exercise some measure of physical control over the water which

it would appropriate. (California Trout, Inc. v. State Water

Resources Control Board (1979) 90 Cal.App.3d 816; 153

Cal.Rptr.672.) In the case of both Caples and Silver Lakes, PG&E

has constructed and/or acquired the works from predecessors in

interest. PG&E owns or has the right to control the facilities

which impound the lake water and controls the release of water

from the lakes. In addition, PG&E owns the water rights, a type

of real property, for the water impounded in the lakes.

In order to exercise control over any water which would be

impounded in the lakes, the applicants must either: (a) acquire

PG&E's water rights and the right to control the facilities which

impound and control the release of water from the lakes or

(b) enter into some type of agreement with PG&E which would give

them some participation in the control of the water at the lakes.

Neither applicant introduced evidence during the hearing

indicating they were pursuing either alternative with PG&E.

16 The evidence for this statement was produced by Kirkwood, Inc.
(95, KW, 8, 8S, 80. )
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(95,T,II,235:2-237:~2i 95,T,III,180:24-25.) Indeed, such an

agreemert may be precluded by PG&E's agreement to sell its

interes~s in the project encompassed by FERC License 184 to

EI Dor~o. (95,EDCWA,94,9.) Both lakes are operated almost

solely Ifor hydropower purposes by PG&E and the Board does not

have th authority to require PG&E to maintain lake levels for

the protection of the beneficial uses made of water within such

In addition, the Board does not have the authority

to gra the applicants a right of access or control over PG&E

facilities which regulate lake water levels nor can the Board

grant t~e applicants the right to use or control PG&E's water

rights Ifor the water in the lakes. . (4 .3 and 4.4, infra.)

Inasmuc~ as the applicants are unable to exercise control over

the watlerwhich they would appropriate and do not have any

apparenb plans or means for acquiring such control, the Board

will deby Application 30218 and the petition for state filed

APPlicafion 5645(10) by Amador County and Application 30219 and

the petition for state filed Application 5645(9) by Alpine

County.

9.4 Co ty of Origin Protection for Amador and Alpine Counties

The courty of origin laws provide persons who file applications

to apprppriate water for use within Amador and Alpine Counties a

prioritv claim against the water originating within the county

vis-a-~is any release of priority or assignment of state held

applications in favor of El Dorado. The Board will include a

conditi n in any permit issued to El Dorado, based upon a release

of priority or assignment of a state filed application, expressly

providi g that the water which El Dorado appropriates is subject

to dimi ution by applicants seeking water for use within Alpine

and Amaror Counties .
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10.0 PERSONS DIRECTLY DIVERTING WATER FROM '!'HE LAKES TO SUPPLY •
CABINS, BUSINESSES, CAMPGROUNDS, AND OTHER RECREATION
FACILITIES SHOULD SEEK APPROPRIATIVE WATER RIGHTS FROM THE
BOARD

It appears that a small quantity of water is currently being

directly diverted from the lakes and served to homes, businesses,

and camps surrounding Caples and Silver Lakes. (SWRCB,l,

Application 30219; 95,SCLDF,KR-1,3,NR,4BP-5,9,BP-1.) In written

testimony for the Sierra Club, Mr. Bradley Pearson states that

34 afa is needed from Silver Lake for existing uses. An exhibit

to his written testimony indicates that many of the existing uses

obtain water from sources other than the lake and that no more

than about 15 afa is supplied to existing uses around the lake.

(95,SCLDF,BP-l.) By Application 30218 and petition for

assignment of state filed Application 5645(10), Alpine County

seeks water for nonconsumptive uses only.

By Application 30219 and petition for partial assignment of

Application 5645(9) Alpine County seeks to appropriate water from

Caples Lake for existing consumptive and nonconsumptive uses. It

cannot be estimated from the application, with any certainty, how

much water is needed for existing consumptive uses. Using

information noted in the application, it appears that perhaps

25 afa may be needed for existing uses; however, it is not clear

that such uses are currently being supplied water from the

lake. 1 7 Application 30204 by Kirkwood PUD seeks to appropriate

up to 310 afa by direct diversion from Caples Lake. The

application does not indicate whether any of the water would be

used for existing uses of water being supplied from the lake;

however, the application does indicate that there are 1,205

people currently residing within the District's service area. It

~~ Item Sb of the application states that water is needed for 300 peop1e
at 7S gallons per day. The multiple of these numbers is 22,500 gpd.
Multiplying daily demand by 360 days results in an annual demand of 8,~00,OOO

gallons per year. Applying a denomination of 325,000 results in an annual
demand of 2S afa.
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is notlclear whether the District currently serves water to some

or all of these persons or from what sources the water is

obtain d.

No one identified any water right which would provide a legal

basis 10r any existing diversion and use of the water for

consumltive uses from the lakes or the streams flowing into the

lakes'i If such diverters do not have a legal basis of right for

their iversions, they are advised to consider whether it would

be app opriate to file an application with this Board to

approp iate water.

It als appears that such persons can obtain access to directly

divert water from the lakes from the national forest adjoining

the la es. Article 23 of License ~84 provides that the holder of

the Ii ense will not bar access to the lakes for the purpose of

obtain ng water. So long as an applicant does not seek to

controt lake levels, the quantity of water stored in the lakes,

or the timing of PG&E's releases from the lakes, an application

for di ect diversion does not present the problems of physical

contro over the water to be appropriated that is discussed in

sectio 7.2, supra.

From a water right point of view, the key issue for~ direct

divers~on applications is whether unappropriated water ~~
availa*le to supply the applications. Our analysis of the

availa ility of unappropriated water clearly indicates some

unappr priated water is available. (Section 5.0, supra.) Of

water rom the lake at a rate exceeding the rate the inflow of

the sc earns into the lake without diverting water to which PG&E

has a taramount claim.

In 1991 El Dorado representatives testified that a potential

SOlutiin to assure that Alpine and Amador Counties have water in
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the future would be for the Board to adopt a permit condition

reserving the right to require El Dorado to reduce the amount of

water it could store in Caples and/or Silver Lakes to provide a

supply of water for the needs of Alpine and Amador Counties.

(93,T,II,128:17-129:2·0.) Following the 1995 hearing, El Dorado

represented that it would have no objection to making- 200 afa

available to Amador County for development of consumptive uses.

(EDCWA, Closing Statement, 51:1-3.) Therefore, the Board will

reserve up to 200 afa of El Dorado's allocation to water in

Caples and/or Silver Lakes for persons making existing diversions

for consumptive use from the lakes and for future uses.

The Board recommends that the Forest Service, and/or Alpine and

Amador Counties quantify the amount of water necessary to supply

existing uses of water from the lakes and hold discussions with

FERC and PG&E regarding the provisions of Article 23 of the

License of Project 184. Parties seeking to use this reservation

must file a water right application with the Board and may need

to enter into a contractual agreement with PG&E or its successor

to compensate for energy generation foregone as a result of the

consumptive use of water stored in the lakes.

11.0 PG&E's CONTRACT TO SUPPLY WATER TO EL DORADO VIA THE
EL DORADO CANAL AND FOREBAY

PG&E supplies 15,080 afa of water to EID for consumptive use

purposes pursuant to contract. It appears this contract was not

entered into until 1919, after 1914. During the hearing, the

Sierra Club raised the issue of whether PG&E had a water right

under which it could supply water to EID for consumptive use from

Caples and Silver Lake. Whether PG&E has appropriative rights to

supply water to EID for consumptive use was not an issue noticed

for hearing and the evidence in the record for making findings of

this point is not satisfactory.
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Table

the EI

except

es not have a post-1924 appropriative right to supply

tive use water from the Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver

PG&E claims a pre-1914 appropriative right to divert up

afa to storage from Pyramid Creek for consumptive use.

5-4 and 6-1.) PG&E also claims a pre-1914 appropriative

o directly divert up to 70 cfs year round at the headworks

El Dorado Canal for power, irrigation, industrial, and

al uses. (Statement of Diversion 9034.) On an average

asis, 21 cfs is required to supply 15,080 afa of water.

.5 shows that there is sufficient flow at the headworks of

Dorado Canal to supply 21 cfs of water during all years,

during critically dry years like 1977.

In gen ral, the holder of pre-191~ appropriative water rights may

change the purpose of use so long as no legal user of water is.

injure Such changes do not require the Board approval. (Water

Code s ction 1706.) On the other hand, Water Code section 1055

s that after 1914 no new appropriative right to the use of

• water an be initiated except in compliance with Water Code

sectio 1200 et seq. That is, the filing of an application with

the Bo rd and the issuance of a permit for the appropriation of

water. PG&E has not sought such a right from the Board for the

water s pplied under the EI Dorado contract. In the Board's

view, the conversion of a nonconsumptive right for the generation

of hyd oelectric power to a consumptive use is the initiation of

a new right to appropriate water subject to the provisions of

Water Code section 1200 et seq. Changing water from a

noncons mptive use to consumptive use has the effect of removing

water from a. stream system which is available for: (a)' diversion

and use by others and (b) fish and recreation in a stream. PG&E

is adviseq. that it should closely scrutinize the legal basis of

the rig t or rights under which it supplies water for consumptive

use to 1 Dorado and, if appropria.te, file an application to
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obtain a right to supply consumptive use water to El Dorado. La •

In the event that EID acquires PG&E's interests in the El Dorado

Hydroelectric Project, El Dorado should be required to submit a

report on the legal basis under which 15,080 afa of water is

diverted and supplied to EID for consumptive use.

12.0 EL DORADO'S NEEDS FOR ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLIES

EID was formed in 1925 and currently serves domestic, municipal,

and agricultural water demands primarily in that portion of

Western El Dorado County lying between the South Fork American

River and North Fork Cosumnes River. EID's boundaries cover a

service area of approximately 135,000 acres, which has been

subdivided into three geographical areas: East Service Area,

West Service Area, and El Dorado Hills Sub-Service Area. EID's

present annual water demands for the three service areas are,

respectively, 25,493 af, 7,918 af, and 3,745 af, for an annual

total of 37,156 af. (EDCWA,78, Analysis of EID Supplemental

Water Requirements From PG&E Sources, Table 3-1.)

EID's present water supply needs are being met from small sources.

such as the Crawford Ditch and three major sources. (EDCWA, 78,

3-4.) The following describes EID's principal sources of supply:

• Sly P~k Reservoir: This 41,000 af reservoir was originally

built by the Bureau as part of the Central Valley Project

during construction of the Folsom Dam. BID can exercise, at

present, complete operational control over water stored at the

reservoir, which provides BID with a safe yield of 18,000 afa.

The reservoir provides EID with a high degree of flexibility

in the operations of its water system.

~a Even if PG&E is delivering water to EID for consumptive use without a
valid basis of right, it would not necessarily mean that more water would be
retained in either Silver or Caples Lakes because PG&E has the right to
release the water for power production.
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• • PG&: Forebay: PG&E's 1919 contract supplies BID w-ith a safe

yield of 15,080 afa.

• Folsom Reservoir: Per contract with the Bureau of Reclamation

for Central Valley contract water, BID can pump 7,550 afa from

Fols m Reservoir. BID serves the BI Dorado Hills Sub-Service

and West Service Area with water from Lake Folsom;

er, contract water has been curtailed, historically, when

se hydrologic conditions occur (i.e., dry years).

•

•

The to al available supply from the major sources is 40,630 af.

The mo~t critical period of time to BID's operations is generally

the pe iod of August 1 to November 1, the months of least

precip'tation and lowest ~low in California streams. (Ibid.,

p. 11.~ Thus, an additional supply during these months,

genera ly requires the acquisition of additional storage capacity

so thad water can be captured in the winter and spring and

releas Id for use during late summer and fall .

AlthOU:h BID's current supply exceeds its current water demands

by 3,474 af, available supply may be less than 40,630 af during

years of less than normal precipitation. Indeed, in 1982 the

Board fund that BID needed additional supplies of water.

(Decisi n 1587, 29-37.) Further, in response to a series of dry

years, he Board adopted an emergency order to enable BID to

augment its supply of water to meet its demands. (Order
WR .) 19

BID nowlseekS to augment the supply available to meet current and

future ater demand, particularly in its far western service

area, il.e., BI Dorado Hills. (Ibid.) BID's projected water

requirerents are summarized in Table 12-1. (Ibid., Table 3.1.)

-- The Board takes administrative notice of the findings in
Decision 1587 and in the action ratified by Order 88-13 .
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For the years: 2000 and 2005, EID is projecting a total, demand. of

40,951 af and 4-5,742 af,respectively. Accordingly, we find that

El Dorado has a need for additional water suppl.ies.

III
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• •TABLE 12-1
m.. DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

PRo.JECTEI) MONTHLY WATER I)EMAND BY SERVICE AREA

•
ACRE-FEET)

SHKVICI! 1'(YrAI.
YEAR AREA JAN FEU MAR AI'R MAY JIlN JIlL AUG .'lEI' OCT NOV J)EC HEMANn

~c-- == .nxsr -- c---W4.S-- --M'1- .. nJ f .... '11111 'I1r.!1I 2728 178S 1173 1096 25493- WES'!; '325 269 285 428 ~~_I- I- 1156 1299 1251 1147 S54 364 340 7918
I1['I)ORAI)() JIll L'; 154 127 135 202 378 ;--547 614 -_. 5n 4tH 262 172 161 3745

SIJUTOTAL 1S23 1263 1338 2006 3153- 5425 6094 5871 3976 2601 1109 15911 37156
1999 I~S1 1076 893 945 1418 2652 3833 4306 4148 2809 1838 \208 1129 26255

WEST 355 295 312 468 1175 \266 1422 1370 927 607 399 373 8668
HL DORADO HILLS 216 179 190 285 532 769 864 1133 564 369 242 227 5269

SUBTOTAL 1648 1367 1447 2170 4059 - 5868 659\ 6350 4301 2813 1849 1728 40192
2000 EAST 1084 899 952 1428 267L- 3861 4337 4178 2830 18S1 1217 1137 26446

WEST 363 301 319 478 894 129l_ 1452 1399 948 620 407 381 8856
EL DORADO 1111 IS 232 192 203 30S 571 82S 926 1193 604 395 260 243 5649

SUBTOTAl: 1679 1392 1474 2211 4136 S979 6716 6470 4382 2861 18114 1761 40951
21105 EAST 1130 931 992 1488 2183 4023 4520 4354 2949 1929 1268 1185 215S8

WEST 399 331 351 526 984
-

1422 1S98 1539 1042 682 4411 419 9743
HI. DORADO 1111 ,IS 346 2117 304 456 1153 1232 1384 1334 903 591 3118 363 8441

SUBTOTAL 11175 U55 1647 24111 46211 6678 1502 7227 4894 32112 2104 1967 45742
21110 ~ST 11111 911 1034 15'1 29112 -..1!~_ 4112 4539 3074 2011 1322 1235 28731

~- 581f-- 1OK5- --1162 -1698 '-4~'----- --W744---WE.';T 441 365 387 1569 1150 152 462 .
-'EL DORADO 1111.1 S 514 426 451 617 1-'126'6- --Tiff! -2056'- 1981 1342 878 577 539 12539
1--- SIIIJTOTAL 2133 '- 1768 11173 21109 5253 7594 -'8530 8218 S565 3641 2393 2231 52014

\0 21H3 EAST 1216 1008 1068 1601 2995 4330 4863 468S 3173 2076 ~~ 1275 29655
U1. WEST 460 382 404 606 1133 1638 1840 1773 120l 786 516 483 11222

HL DORADO HILLS 554 459 4116 729 1364 !~~ 2214 2133 1445 945 621 S81 13500
SUBTOTAL 2229 1849 1958 2936 5492 7939 -----s9~ f-liS92 5818 3806 2501 23311 54317

'1021 HAST 1316 1092 1156 1734 3243 4688 1~ 51173 3435 2241 1477 13111 32107
WEST 513 426 451 616 1265 1828 2054 1918 1340 877 S76 S38 12522

HI.DORADO HILtS 662 549 5111 872 1630 23S7 2641 2S50 1127 1130 742 694 16141
SUBTOTAL 2492 2066 2188 3282 6138 8812 9966 9602 6S02 4254 2195 2613 60710

SOURC!!: DCWA I!XHIBIT 18. TAil >H 3.1



13 . a ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC INTEREST ISSUES AFFECTING
EL DORADO'S PROPOSED PROJECT

13.1 EID'S Proposed Project

Under pending filings, El Dorado intends to " . utilize water

released and diverted or rediverted by PG&E from certain of its

facilities to meet present and future demands to provide for a

reliable supplemental water supply .... " Thus, El Dorado

seeks to acquire consumptive use rights to the water that is

currently being stored and released or diverted by PG&E under its

nonconsumptive use rights, and to redivert that water for

consumptive use. (Ibid.,l.)

Under pending filings, El Dorado seeks to obtain rights for the

consumptive use of water stored in Lake Aloha and Caples and

Silver Lakes by PG&E for hydrogeneration. Under its amended

applications or petition, El Dorado could directly divert and

redivert water for consumptive use only from Folsom Lake. Folsom

Lake is an existing "point of take" to serve the El Dorado Hills

subservice area, however, it can also serve the entire West

Service area. The amended applications and petition seek a "safe

yield" total of 17,000 afa by direct diversion and storage.

(Ibid.,9.) Notwithstanding that El Dorado has stated that it

will not modify or seek to modify the manner in which PG&E has

operated Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes, numerous

protestan~s have expressed concern that the manner in which the

lakes are operated will change. This concern is based, in part,

upon the perception that it is not possible to describe "historic

operations" in measurable terms.

13.2 Potential Impact of Consumptive Use Rights on the
Operation of the Lakes

Two operational scenarios are used to evaluate how EI Dorado's

proposed project could effect historic PG&E lake operations:

(1) assume that PG&E maintains ownership of the project
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(FERC 84) and (2) assume that EI Dorado obtains some measure of

direct or indirect control over the operation of the project.

Assumitg that PG&E maintains ownership of the EI Dorado Project,

additi4nal impacts to Lake Aloha and Silver and Caples Lakes

histor~c levels are not foreseeable for the following reasons.

Any waler appropriated by EI Dorado for consumptive purposes

would e water released by PG&E pursuant to FERC License ~84

operat'onal constraints and its hydroelectric requirements.

Thus, 1nless EI Dorado pays PG&E a premium to release water at

certai times of the year, the project proposed by EI Dorado

would ave no new impact on the operation of Lake Aloha and

Silver and Caples Lakes.

Tables IS - S, S - 6, and S - 7 provide a tabular summary of recorded

average releases from each lake, as measured by USGS gages

No. 114~6000 (Silver), No. 11437000 (Caples), and No. 1143S100

(Aloha-~yramid Creek). Figure 13-~ illustrates the average

monthlyl releases from each lake and the average total monthly

release for the three lakes.

that EI Dorado directly or indirectly obtains some

of control over lake operations, historic lake releases

and ava'lable direct diversion water were compared to EI Dorado's

project d consumptive use demands to evaluate potential impacts

to the akes. The purpose of this evaluation is to determine

whetherlhistoric lake release patterns and direct diversion

supplie, could accommodate EI Dorado's current and projected

demandSj without a change in lake operations. As previously

noted, 1 Dorado's current demands are being met by EID's 1919

Agreeme t covering diversions from the EI Dorado Forebay

(lS,080jafa), and future demands for water sought under
EI Dora o's applications and petition for partial assignment are

based u on EID's projected year-2021, 16,141 acre-feet
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requirement for the EID's El Dorado Hills service area (i. e. ,

Table 12-1) . 4It
The relevant historic years (1923-1991) and critical water-year

(1977) data relating to lake releases, monthly recorded runoff at

USGS Gage No. 11439501 near Kyburz, EID's monthly 1919 Agreement

Water, and projected year-2021 monthly requirements (El Dorado

Hills Service Area) are summarized by Tables 13-1 and 13-2.

Figure 13-2 illustrates a comparison of EID's year-2021 demand

for the EI Dorado Service Area with the available South Fork

American River direct diversion water during averag~ historic

years (1923-1991) and critical water conditions (1977).

The following conclusions can be derived from Tables 13~1, 13-2,

and Figure 13-2:

1. During historic average conditions, sufficient natural

surface flow is available at Kyburz for direct diversion from

the South Fork American River to meet EID's 1919 Agreement

demands in all months; 4It
2. During historic average conditions, sufficient natural

surface flow is available at Folsom Reservoir for direct

diversion from the South Fork American River to meet EID's

year-2021 demand (EI Dorado Hills) in all months, except

August;

3. During a critical water-year like 1977, sufficient natural

surface flow is available at Kyburz for direct diversion from

the South Fork American River to meet EID'S 1919 Agreement

demands in all months, except July, August, and September;

4. During a critical water-year like 1977, sufficient natural

surface flow is available at Folsom Reservoir for direct

diversion from the South Fork American River to meet EID's

98.
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yea -2021 demand (El Dorado Hills) in all months, except

Decimber. July, August, and September.

It rs, therefore, that during. a critical water-year like

Dorado's demands for 1919 Agreement Water and projected

demand or water within the EI Dorado Service Area during those

months 'dentified above, must be met with water from EID's

existin sources, such has Sly Park Reservoir or CVP Bureau

contrac water from Lake Folsom, or from storage from Lake Aloha,

Silver nd Caples Lakes. Since during a critical water-year

Bureau ontract water is unlikely to be available, it appears

that EI would have to rely on the availability of water stored

at Sly ark or Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes.

III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
II!
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
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TABLE 13-1
HYDROLOGIC DATA - HISTORIC AVERAGE CONDITIONS

(ACRE-FERT)

TUI'AI.
nCT NOV I)I!C JAN Jll!H MAR AI'R MAY JUN JlJI. AUG SI\I' ANNUAl.

SII.VIIR (tuhleS-51 \S21.3 111911.3 979.11 71111.11 719.4 1197.5 2461.11 7736.3 5013.1 1114\.1 S311.6 2315./ 25102.9
"SGS # 114361""1 .-_.---

CAI'Ui.'i (Ilible 5·61 2215.9 2434.11 2.542.9 1.592.S 1U1I1.1 672.1 2116S.2 21112.0 50.54.0 2926.3 2945.9 2/1ll.4 127.573.11
USGS #114311"'

ALOUA (Il1ble S-1) 10S.2 1140,4 940.5 991.3 910.3 1417.S 230.5.2 .5902.11 .5.582.7 4066.0 2753.3 911.6 27626,1
USGS #1143.5100

TOTALCOMBINED 4442.3 4613.6 4462.4 3312.6 2640.4 29111.\ 6832.2 1.5651.1 1.5649.9 8034.1 6229.7 S32I1.1 110303,4
REl.fl.ASI!S

SOUTHFORKAMERICAN RIVER
USGS GAGEI1I439S01 6913.0 10047.2 1396S.9 1361.5.2 14S45.0 22028.8 43528.1 111216.8 .56992.7 17866.2 920.5.1 8106.4 298031.0

1923-1991 RECORDED RUNOFF
liable 1-.5)

HID'SMONTHLY
ORMAND - YEAR 2021 1130.0 742.0 694.0 662.0 549.0 S81.0 812.0 1630.0 23.57.0 2647.0 2550.0 1727.0 16141.0

m, UORADO IIILLSSERVICE AREA
(lable 12-1)

IlJD'S MON'I'HLY
1919AOIllll!MENT WATRR 5.53.0 416.0 430.0 615.0 555.0 1230.0 2082.0 21.52.0 2082.0 2\S2.0 2\S2.0 661.0 1"J80·0
(SOlJRCl!; Exh. 711. n, 131

ACCOUNTING SUMMARY

WATHR AVAILABI.B
FORDIRECTDIVERSION

(ItECOKI>I!I> KUllllff . TOTALCOWIlIIlBI> BBUlASBS) 2410.7 S373.6 9S03.S 10242.6 11904.6 19041.7 36695.9 6S56.5.7 41342.8 91132.1 2976.0 2178.3 217127.6

WATBR AVAlLABLB
FORBI. DORADO SERVICB ARBA

YEAR - 2021 DEMAND 1911.7 4951.6 9073..5 9627.6 11349.6 17811.7 34613.9 63413.7 39260.8 76811.1 824.0 2117.3 202647.6
IUlBBL7PIVBB:.tON WA11ll • 191' WA1111l)

• • •



• •TABLE 13-2
HYDROLOGIC DATA - CRITCAL WATER-YEAR 1977 AVERAGE CONDITIONS

•
(ACRE-FEET) I

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB
TOTAL

iMAR APR MAY JUN JlJL AUG SliP ANNUAL

SILVER (table 5-5) 2024.9 1443.2 63.5 46.7 27.3 89.8 38.5 84.2 85.1 82.1 103.9 2902.3 6991.5 I

USGS /I 11436000

CAPLES (table 5-6) 346.3 /926.5 2840.9 937.9 /40.8 75.5 201.9 78.7 262.0 579.1 5615.1 21111·4 UHl6.5
USGS /I1/43700

ALOHA (table 5-7) 885.5 258.0 /18.6 254.6 2n.3 417.6 /686.6 1811.7 1549.2 3491.7 210.7 51.6 11036.1
USGS 111435100

TOTAL COMBINED 1256.7 3627.7 3021.0 1239.2 440.4 602.9 1927.0 1974.6 1896.3 4155.1 5929.9 5061.3 33134.1
RELEASES

SOU'I'II FORK AMERICAN RIVER
USGS GAGE I 11439501 5581.9 4878.5 3904.4 2702.6 2128.3 3294.9 10555.4 1271J.8 11511.1 6016.6 6524.1 Sl1I.S 75301.1

1923-199/ RECORDED RUNOFF
liable 1·5)....

0
ElD'S MONTHLY....

DEMAND· YBAR 2021 1130.0 742.0 694.0 662.0 549.0 SIIl-O 812.0 1630.0 2351.0 2641.0 2SS0.0 1727·11 16141.0
EL DORADO H1US SERVICE AREA

liable 12-J)

EID'S MONTULY
1919 AGREEMENT WATER 553.0 416.0 430.0 615.0 SSS.O 1230.0 2082.0 2152.0 2082.0 2152.0 2152.0 661.0 15080.0
(SOURCE: Exh. 78, P. 131

ACCOUNTING SUMMAR.Y

WATeRAVAILABLE
FORDIRECT DIVERSION

IRlmalleD allNOf' . TOTAL COMBINeD aeLBASI\S) 2325.2 1250.11 881.4 1463.4 1687.9 2692.0 8628.4 1lI737.2 9614.8 1921.S 594.8 310.2 42161.6

WATER AVAILABLE
FORm, nORAnO Sf.RVICEAREA

YEAR· 2021 DEMANn 1712.2 834.8 451.4 848.4 1132.9 1462.0 6546.4 11585.2 1S92.B ·230.5 ·1557.2 -350.8 21081.6
IOIRB" DIVEllSlON WA11IK· ,a •• WATn,
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FIGURE 13-1
AVERAGE MONTHLY RELEASE COMPARISON
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FIGURE 13-2
DEMAND - WATER AVAILABILITY EVALUATION
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,
J.3 .3 PotentiaJ. Environmenta~ Impact of E~ Dorado's Proposed

Project on the Streams Be~ow Lake A~oha, and Cap~es and
Si~ver Lakes, and on the South Fork of the American Ri.ver

The same type of analysis can be made of the potential

environmental impacts of El Dorado's proposed project on the

streams below the lakes. Assuming PG&E continues to divert water

to storage and release water from storage per the requirements of

FERC License 184, the release of water from the lakes will not

alter the flow regimes in the streams below the reservoirs.

Further, since EI Dorado seeks to directly divert and redivert

water released from storage only at Folsom Reservoir, EI Dorado's

Project would not change current stream flows below Lake Aloha,

Caples and Silver Lakes, and the South Fork of the American River

at least as far downstream as Folsom Reservoir.

Assuming that El Dorado acquires some form of direct or indirect

control over the operation of the lakes, El Dorado could be

tempted to release additional water stored in either Lake Aloha

or Caples and Silver Lakes during the month of July through

September to satisfy projected water demands. Obviously, this

would alter historic release patterns and the flow regimes in the

streams below the lakes. At least during some months, such an

alteration would provide more water for fish and recreation in

the streams below the lakes. Obviously, such modifications would

have to be made within the general operational constraints of

FERC License 184. As noted above, rather than draw on Lake Aloha

and Caples and Silver Lakes to meet projected summer demands,

EI Dorado may be able to rely upon existing sources of water

supply for water deliveries during critical summer months.

However, without terms to prevent a reoperationof these lakes

for water supply rather than hydropower, impacts to uses around

the lakes could occur.

104.
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13.4•

•

•

volution of the Proposed Project and the Environmental
ocuments Prepared for the El Dorado Project

EDCWA n preparing a water resource development and management

plan, 0 meet long-term needs of local water districts within its

jurisdfction, and prepared a draft EIR evaluating a proposed

water *rogram. The draft EIR was released for public review on

sePte~er 30, 1992.

The d3ft EIR evaluated nine alternatives, each consisting of a

combin tion of five individual projects. The draft EIR proposed

to se e as a "Programmatic EIR" for ECDWA's Water Program and a

projec9 EIR for the project alternative called the "El Dorado

projectl". (93,EDCWA 29, 2-2 to 2-3.) In the final EIR, the

preferJed alternative was described as Alternative la.

AlternatiVe 1a consists of the following individual project

element: the El Dorado Project and the Folsom Reservoir Project

with th White Rock Project. (93,EDCWA 29,3-19.)

I

The El porado Project relies primarily on obtaining consumptive

use rigrts to water stored in PG&E reservoirs. The El Dorado

prOject~proposed to make use of existing waterways, tunnels,

canals, and storage facilities to provide water to EID customers.

Under t e preferred alternative, project water would be delivered

to the ID service area in three ways:

1. wat~r could be diverted from the El Dorado Forebay to the EID

can,l and primary conveyance facilities through Hazel Creek

as 1point of diversion.

2. wat1r could be diverted through the Hazel Creek Tunnel to

Sly IPark Reservoir and EID's primary conveyance facilities.

3. watelr could be taken at Folsom Reservoir and pumped to the

El Dprado Hills water treatment plant to serve the El Dorado

Hillj area.

105 .



If the White Rock Penstock Project" was constructed, water from

the El Dorado Project could also be taken at the White Rock

Penstock. (93,EDCWA 29,4-3.) It should be noted that the draft

and FEIR for the EDCWA Water Program treated the review of the

Folsom Reservoir and White Rock Penstock diversion projects only

at the programmatic level. To build these projects, EID would

have to prepare, circulate, and certify final individual project

specific environmental documents pursuant to CEQA. In addition,

the Board as a responsible agency could not approve the diversion

of water at the White Rock Penstock without a final CEQA

document.

The FEIR for the El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and

El Dorado Project FEIR (SCH 72012088) was prepared in March of

1993. (93,EDCWA, 29.) The FEIR was certified by EDCWA on

May 10,1993. (93,EDCWA,96.)

Because of upstream points of diversion in the preferred

alternative, reduced opportunities for white-water boating in the

Lotus reach of the South Fork American River was identified as a

significant environmental effect in the FEIR. (93,EDCWA 96,1-6.)

The proposed mitigation in the FEIR required agreements with

second parties to make the mitigation measure feasible. Those

agreements were not provided to the Board during or after the

1993 hearing for the proposed project. (SWRCB,l, A-29919,

October 28, 1993, letter from James Stubchaer to Stuart L.

Somach. )

Thereafter, based on an additional review, El Dorado concluded

that it was logistically ~ndceconomically feasible to redivert

all of the water for the proposed project from Folsom Reservoir.

(SWRCB,1,A-29919i 95,EDCWA,Closing Statement,6:2-14.) On

March 25, 1994, El Dorado submitted supplemental testimony and

exhibits to the Board. (SWRCB,1,A-29919.) The supplemental

106.
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points

of dive

s included a proposed permit term limiting the quantity

sought under the applications and petition to ~7,000 afa

ved the Hazel Creek Tunnel and £1 Dorado Forebay as

f diversion. £1 Dorado maintained the request for points

sion and rediversion from Folsom Reservoir and at the

ck Penstock. E1 Dorado requested that the Board approve

the app ications and petition for partial assignment. The White

Rock po'nt of diversion and rediversion, however, would be

subject to the completion of necessary environmental work and on

obtaini g operations agreements that would avoid or mitigate the

signifi ant adverse impacts to white water boating within the

Lotus rtach of the South Fork American River. (93,EDCWA,2.)

On May ~, ~994, after review of the supplemental testimony, the

Board i formed El Dorado that it had not submitted information

which h d been requested for the White Rock Project. (SWRCB,l,

A-29919) The Board informed the parties that the White Rock

point 0 diversion and rediversion would not be considered in the

pendinglproCeeding. (93,EDCWA,2~) On July 13, 1995, counsel for

£1 Dora4o indicated that it would seek approval of only the point

of dive1sion and. rediversion of water from Folsom Reservoir

during ,he current 1995 hearing. (SWRCB,l A-29919.)

The res,J 1 t of amending the applications and petition was to shift

the focJs of the environmental analysis from FEIR alternative 1a

("the p~eferred alternative") to FEIR Alternative 1b, identified

as the "lenvironmenta11Y superior alternative". (93,EDCWA,29:1-

7.) As described in the FEIR, Alternative 1b (E1 Dorado Project

and Folsom Reservoir Project) assume that water would be taken at

Hazel c~eek Tunnel, the forebay at the end of the El Dorado Canal

(foreba ), or Folsom Reservoir and that Folsom Reservoir water

would be taken at the forebay or Folsom Reservoir. (EDCWA, 29,3­

16. )

•
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In addition to reformulating the project and amending the

applications and petition since the 1993 hearing, EID has entered

into an agreement to acquire PG&E's El Dorado Hydroelectric

Project, FERC License 184. Based on the reformulated El Dorado

Project and the prospective acquisition of PG&E interests in the

EI Dorado Project, EDCWA released for public comment a draft

Supplement to the FEIR (SEIR) for the EI Dorado County Water

Agency "Water Program"/EI Dorado Project on August 8, 1995. The

draft SEIR evaluated an El Dorado Project that would limit the

consumptive diversion or rediversion of 17,000 afa of water

exclusively from Folsom Reservoir.

On October 23, 1995, EDCWA certified the final SEIR for the

El Dorado County and El Dorado Project. In doing so, EDCWA made

findings of fact regarding the significant environmental impacts

of the preferred Alternative (lb), and proposed mitigation for

the significant impacts. In addition, EDCWA adopted a statement

of overriding consideration for certain significant and

unavoidable adverse environmental effects which will result from

project approval. EDCWA also found that all mitigation measures

identified for significant secondary growth-inducing impacts

identified in the 1992 DEIR and 1993 FEIR are changes and

alterations within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the

County of EI Dorado and that such mitigation measures have been

or can and should be adopted by that public agency.

(95 , EDCWA, 96 , B . )

13.5 Environmental and Public Interest Issues

The environmental and public interest issues fall into several

major categories. These are:

1. Recreation at the lakes, that are the points of diversion for

the above applications.

108.
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• 2. Wha are the "Historical Operations" of PG&E to which

El orado has promised to adhere?

3. Imp cts of the proposed appropriations at Folsom Lake, the

Arne ican River, and the Delta.

4.

5.

Imp cts

spe1ial

pro~lect

to state or federal listed species or species of

concern as result of the appropriations.

specific studies yet to be conducted.

13.5.1 Recreation at the Lakes and PG&B Historical Operations

At issu is the impact that El Dorado's proposed appropriations

might h ve on the existing recreational uses at the PG&E

reservo rs (Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes) that are

propose points of storage for consumptive uses.

Most of

1the
existing recreation developments at PG&E Project 184

• occupy .S. Forest Service lands under special-use-permit, and

include summer homes, group camps, public campgrounds, resorts,

and boa docks. Silver Lake is the most extensively developed of

the lak Lake Aloha does not have any developed recreational

uses be ause it is in the Desolation Valley Primitive Area. (93,

EDCWA,2 ,Appendix B.j FERC License 184.)

These l~kes historically and currently provide significant

recreational opportunity and are important resources to the

people of the State of California. They are also important

generat:l;s of revenue for businesses and to the. Counties (Alpine

and Amaapr) in which they occur. (93,FS-USDA,l,3,5; 95,FS­

USDA,3; 93,SCLDF,1-7j 95,SCLDF,NR 1-12; 95,SCLDF,KR-l,DD-l,MS-2,

NR-13,BP-S,JP-1,SB-1,SB-1,JB-1j 93,Amador,l-3j and 95,Amador,l­

5, 7, 9, 11. )
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PG&E, the current operator of Project 184, recognizes its

responsibility to conserve and make available for public

recreation the natural resources which are part of its

hydroelectric projects and watershed land holdings. PG&E has

attempted to optimize, within economic limits, the contribution

each development can make to its integrated system-wide

recreation program. PG&E recognizes that Silver Lake provides

the best potential for recreation development. Caples Lake and

Echo Lake, while not as extensively developed, are also popular

recreation areas. (93,Amador,1:27-31; 93,Amador,4:1-6.)

•

PERC has recognized the recreation values of these lakes by

placing conditions in License 184 to protect, to the degree

possible, summer recreation values. PG&E is required to maintain

Silver Lake as high as possible during the summer months for

recreation; however, at certain times seepage and fish releases

may exceed inflow. Caples Lake is maintained as high as possible

consistent with operational demands and fish releases.

(93,Amador,2,Exhibit S, FERC License 184.) PG&E's hydrographer •

testified, that other than the general FERC requirement to

maintain the lake levels as high as possible during the summer

months, there were no written operational guidelines used by PG&E

controlling the drawdown of the lakes. Generally, annual

operating decisions are based on snow surveys during the winter

months and on projected runoff. (93,T,III,61:14-62:7.) PG&E's

operation of the lakes is more fully described in section 6.0,

supra.

PG&E's witness further testified that the EI Dorado Powerhouse

has not operated since March 5, 1993, due to a nozzle-body

failure. As a result, water has been held in the lakes a little

:onger than is historically the case since this benefits

~screation and water cannot be used at the EI Dorado Powerhouse.

PG&E has chosen not to repair the powerhouse but to seek a buyer

~or Project 184. He further testified that an "Asset Sale

110. •
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Agreement By and Between Pacific Gas and Electric Company and E1

Dozado IIrrigation District" for the sale of the EI Dorado proj ect

to ErD ~as executed on September I, 1995. (95,PG&E,l:1-2.)

During lhe 1995 hearing, the major objection to the approval of
EI Dora~o applications or petition focused on how such approval

might affect future lake levels during the summer recreation at

Lake Alpha and Silver, Caples, and Echo, Lakes. This concern is

well dotumented in written comments to the 1992 draft EIR (93,

EDCWA,2f:6,comments and Responses to Comments), draft SEIR (95,

EDCWA,AF II & III Comments and Responses to Comments), and by

several 1of the protests filed with the Board relative to the

E1 Dora~o applications and petition. (SWRCB,l,A-29919, A-29920,

A-29921 and A-29922 and Petition 5645(8).) In its environmental

doc~men s, ED~flA steadfastly states its proposed project will not

impact ecreation because they will only take water that is

release during the normal hydroelectric operations of

Project 184 and that PG&E will not reoperate its upper watershed

reservo'rs or alter diversions. (93,EDCWA,29:4-2.) In the

respons1 to U.S. Forest Service comments in the 1993 final EIR,

ED~~A aates that it is willing to include a formal agreement in

the te s of any water rights permit issued by the Board that

would l'mit operations of Caples, Silver and Aloha Lakes'

re:ease1 to the PG&E historical operations criteria and lake

levels. I (93, EDCWA, 30.)

The PUblliC controversy changed slightly from the 1993 hearing to

the 19951 hearing with the proposal by EID to purchase the

E1 Doradb Project. On April 3, 1995, EID prepared a Notice of

Exe~Ptio~ (NOE) for the acquisition and continued operation and

repair o~ Project 184. (95,ECDWA,96:Appendix E.) The NOE is

the statement that EID does not seek to change or expand

operatio s beyond those currently permitted by FERC License 184.

However, the NOE does not include an operation plan against which

s~=~ ass rances can be measured. (95,T,I,160:10-161:2.) During

Ill.



the 1995 hearing, counsel for El Dorado, represented that it was

relying upon PG&E's historical operations. (95,T,I,175:1-176:21i tit
95,T,I,178:2-22.)

Interested parties remain concerned, however. Mr. Passe, a

private landowner and descendant of an 1853 family. that

homesteaded at Silver Lake, stated that he feels that the term

"historic" means that there is some record of how things have

been operated, and that if there is evidence to ascertain what

"historical" means, the Board should use that evidence to develop

permit terms. (95,T,III,90:12-20.) Kit Carson Lodge owner,

Mr. Pearson, states that El Dorado has failed to show how it can

actually operate the project and at the same time preserve the

economic and recreation viability. (95,T,II,187:21-24.) Counsel

for the Sierra Club states that because "historical operation"

defies definition, it is tantamount to a blank check. (95,SCLDF,

Closing Memorandum.)

The Board finds that the term "historical" operating conditions

as presented by EI Dorado is confusing and parameterless. Thus,

the Board will include conditions in any permit issued to

El Dorado which will prohibit the rediversion of water released

from storage for consumptive use purposes if: (1) El Dorado

obtains some measure of control over how the lakes are operated

and (2) the water levels in Caples and Silver Lakes falls below

established levels. 20

2C Such a condd,tion cannot have any effect on the manner in whi,ch PG&E
or a successor in interest operates the hydropower project subject to
License 1.84.

112.
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1.3.5.2•

•

•

Cumulative Impacts to the America.n River and Sacramento
River and Delta

The he ring record contains considerable testimony regarding the

potent'al impacts of El Dorado's proposed project on: (~) the

Bureau's operation of Folsom Reservoir and (2) natural resources

of the San Joaquin-Sacramento River Delta and Bay Estuary.

The cu1ulative impact analysis in the 1993 draft EIR for the
El Dorado Project assume the project will decrease the combined

supply of water available to the Central Valley Project (CVP) and

the St te Water Project (SWP) by 22,600 afa. The El Dorado

Project was found to contribute to an already existing

significant cumulative impact on fisheries and water quality on

the low r Sacramento River and Delta. In addition, the draft EIR

found t at the project would additionally contribute to the

cumulat've loss of wetland habitat on the American River below

Folsom reservoir.

The fin~l EIR (EDCWA,29,Chapter ~:6) refers the reader to the

draft EkR for the detailed descriptions of the impacts resulting

from th~ proposed El Dorado Project, however, the final EIR

ignores I the cumulative impacts previously identified in the draft

EIR and discussed above. The final EIR finds that the proposed

project will reduce flows in the lower American River and Delta

by ~7,0 a afa and have an insignificant impact on fishery

resourc s and water quality. No explanation is provided as to

the dif erences in the findings from the draft EIR. Responding

to ques ions, a witness for El Dorado testified that, to his

underst nding, relative to the proposed mitigations for impacts

in the raft EIR, that El Dorado only committed to mitigate the

direct 'mpacts of the El Dorado Project. (93,T,II,~SS:~8­

~S7:~~.)

The dra4t SEIR made the same finding of no significant impact to

water ~ality and fisheries in the lower American River, lower

~13.



Sacramento River and Delta resulting from the diversion of

17,000 afa at Folsom Reservoir. (EDCWA,96,III:A-S,IV:C-6.) In •

comments on the draft SEIR, Board's staff disagreed with the

findings of no significance. (SWRCB,l,A-29919, September 21,

1995.) In responding to this comment, the final SEIR states

"this disagreement among experts is acknowledged".

(EDCWA,100,III-IS.)

Testimony in the 1993 hearing by an El Dorado expert stated that,

it is very difficult to accurately predict what would happen in

the lower American River from such a small change in flow.

However, he stated with confidence that the average annual

discharge to the lower American River, lower Sacramento River and

Delta would decrease by 17,000 afa. The testimony did not speak

to the cumulative effect of the proposed p ro ject; in conjunction

with other reasonably foreseeable projects as was examined in the

draft EIR. (93,T,I,152:17-22.l A later El Dorado expert witness

stated that "the El Dorado Project would not significantly affect

the lower_American River, lower Sacramento River and Delta

fisheries because the associated reduction in streamflow and

daily outflow would be minor". However, the same expert witness

later stated "the incremental effect of the El Dorado Project on

Delta inflow would not be beneficial but would contribute to

future and ongoing cumulative effects". The witness further

stated that implementation of the El Dorado Project would have to

be consistent with existing and future Board standards and

criteria designed to protect, maintain, and enhance fishery

resources. (93,T,I,lS6:20-1S7:7.l An expert witnesses for

El Dorado who prepared the 2992 draft and 1993 final EIR

testified that they had met with DFG but had not met formally or

informally with the National Marine Fisheries or the u.s. Fish

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) during the preparation of the EIR.

(93,':',1:I,145:10-146:14.) An expert witnesses for the USFWS

testified that the E1 Dorado Project did pose a potential adverse

affect on Delta outflow and that the USFWS was concerned with the

124.
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cumula~ive effects of the project, particularly for the fede'rally

listed IDelta Smelt. (93,T,III,21:2-23.) Anothe·r USFWS witness

agreed that, individually, there is a difference in magnitude2~

and th1t a specific t'hreshold for the El Dorado Project cannot- be

specif~CallY identified; however, the opinion of USFWS was that

there is a significant and measurable cumulative eff.ect on Delta

fish resources. (93,T,III,24:16-26:3.) Dr. Moyle testified that

the pottntial impact on the Delta cannot be dismissed. Although

the 199 draft and 1993 final EIR state that the EI Dorado is a

small p oject compared to Delta outflow, Dr. Moyle states that

the pro~ect is in fact one of many small water projects that

affect te1ta inflow. Dr. Moyl~ stated that based on what had

been pr sented in the Bay/Delta hearing from 1987 to 1992, it was

clear t him that the combined effects of big and small water

projectf are factors that have caused the major declines of the

fisherits in the Delta. (93,T,IV,43:14-46:7; 93,T,IV,53:12­

54:11.) I

Howeverj since the above testimony was presented, the Board has

adopted and implemented new water quality and flow requirements

for the Bay/Delta Estuary contained in the 1995 Bay/Delta Water

Quality Control Plan and Water Right Order 95-6. The Board takes

jUdiCia~ notice of these documents for this proceeding. These

new sta dards provide significantly better protection for fish

and wil life resources over the previous standards. They do so

at the 4xpense of water supply exported from Bay/Delta estuary.

With th1se new Bay/Delta requirements in place, the concerns

related to the cumulative impact expressed at the hearing of this

project have been greatly reduced. The Board sees no need to

adopt a~ditional terms to address the concerns.

-1--
~: It this context a "difference in magnitude" refers to a large

dicersion su~h as a .diversion by a unit of the CVP and the 17,000 afa which
El Dorado seeks to divert .
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The Bureau testified that it is convinced that the approval of

the applications or petitions will have an adverse impact on the

Bureau's existing rights and interfere with the operation of the

CVP. (95, USBR,l.) An expert witness for Westlands Water

District (WWD) testified that in most critically dry, dry, or

below normal years, the entire amount proposed for diversion by

El Dorado will result in a direct acre-foot for acre-foot impact

on CVP supplies. The witness stated that although 17,000 af is a

relatively small number compared to the total storage in Folsom

Reservoir, the times when that water is not available is likely

to affect CVP operations when it is most needed, in critical and

dry years. (95,WWD,l:1-3.) El Dorado acknowledges that before

it can use Folsom Reservoir for the direct diversion or

rediversion of water, it will need a Warren Act contract with the

Bureau. (95,EDCWA,93,7.)

The Board recognizes that granting water rights to El Dorado, an

in-basin water user, will reduce the Bureau's ability to export

water. However, this is what was intended by the Legislature

when it passed the watershed protection statutes. (Water Code

§ 11460 et seq.) Any significant water supply impacts to the

Bureau's export customers are overridden by the Board's legal

requirements to reallocate water supplies to the watershed of

origin for CVP projects pursuant to the watershed protection

statutes.

13.5.3 Impacts or El Dorado's Proposed Project on State and
Federally Listed Species or Species or Special Concern

El Dorado seeks to appropriate water for a specific place of use

or service area. The construction of pipelines and related works

for delivering water to the service area will have direct impacts

on the environment. In addition, water supplied to the proposed

place of use will have indirect effects on the environment.
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State o~ federal listed species or species-of-special concern, or

the hab~tats in which those species are found, will be affected

by wate delivered to the proposed place of use. In the ~992

draft E Rand 1993 FEIR for the EDCWA Water Program and EID

El Dora 0 Project, it was found that the preferred

Alterna ive (la) would have significant secondary adverse and

unavoidfble growth inducing impacts such as: a substantial

increasf in population (human), conv~rsion of land suitable for

agricultural uses, conversion of vacant land and timberland to

urban u e, and the loss and degradation of existing vegetation

and wil life habitat. (93,EDCWA,30,l-3i 93,EDCWA,29,1-4.) The

draft E R discloses that the projected growth will result in the

convers on of approximately 24,000 acres of vacant and

agriCU11ural land to various residential uses within the western

service larea of EID. An additional 40,000 acres of existing open

space i~ projected for conversion to developed land. The draft

EIR sta1es that th.e potential exists for the substantial loss or

degrada,ion of the following biological resources:

1. sens~tive biological communities, particularly vernal pools

riParian areas, other wetlands, Pine Hill chaparral, and oak

woodrands;

2. Spec~al-status plants, invertebrates, and amphibians in

vernrl pools or other seasonal wetlands; and

3. specta~-status plants in the Pine Hill chaparral. Some

spectes may be designated as threatened or endangered under

the federal or state Endangered Species Acts as a result of

devetopment. (93,EDCWA,30,9-20.)

The final EIR declares that the water program is considered

growth i~dUCing because providing water to the EID service area

would refove an obstacle to growth. A correction in the final

EIR revi es a section pertaining to population growth by stating
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that "projected growth is expected to occur if the water program •

is implemented". (93,EDCWA,29,S-7.) The adverse secondary

impacts associated with growth which are projected to occur in

the EID service area include conversion of the vacant land and

the habitat loss discussed above. The final EIR further states

that these secondary impacts and mitigation measures are

evaluated only at a general level in the present EIR and will be

evaluated more thoroughly in an upcoming EIR for the proposed

El Dorado County 2010 General Plan. (93,EDCWA,29,1-S.)

In the final SEIR for the El Dorado water program, the findings

for the new preferred Alternative (lb) were the same as discussed

in the previously certified 1993 EIR for Alternative (la). The

final SEIR states that the secondary impacts and mitigation

measures were ~valuated in detail in the draft EIR on the

proposed El Dorado County 2010 General Plan. (9S,EDCWA,96-A,

ES:3-4.) The final SEIR does include general mitigation and

monitoring recommendations specific to the El Dorado Project

water delivery infrastructure segments and are listed in •

Table V-1, ES-31 through ES-42. (9S,EDCWA,96-A.)

Considerable expert testimony was presented regarding the

proposed project's impacts to state listed and federal candidate

species and their habitats. SCLDF presented two expert witnesses

Drs. Clark and Skinner. (95,SCLDF,GC-1,MS-1.) Dr. Skinner

represented the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). CNPS

played an active role on the El Dorado County Planning Department

Rare Plant Advisory Committee. The Committee attempted to

establish natural preserves for eight rare plant species that are

found chiefly on "gabbro" soils in the central Sierra foothills.

III
11/
III
III
III
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Calystegia stebbinsii

Ceanothus roderickii

Chlorogalum grandiflorum

Fremontodendron decumbens

Galium californicum ssp.
sierra

Helianthemum suffrutescens

Senicio layneae

Wyethia reticulata

Those pecies are:

1. Ste bins's morning-glory

2. Hill ceanothus

3. soaproot

4. Hill flannelbush

s. El Bedstraw

6. ee Peak rush-rose

7. La e's ragwort

8. El orado Co. mule ear

ecies are primarily found within the unusual "gabbro"

n which covers nearly 40,000 acres in western El Dorado

County, within the proposed place of use. (95,SCLDF,MS-1,1-2.)

The sta e lists the Stebbins's morning-glory as endangered, while

Pine Hi 1 ceanothus, Pine Hill flannelbush, Layne's ragwort, and

o bedstraw are listed by the state as rare (threatened)

to the California Endangered Species Act.

A,30,D:14-17.) On April 20, 1994, Stebbins's morning­

ine Hill ceanothus, Pine Hill flannelbush, and El Dorado

were proposed as endangered species and the Layne's

ragwort (aka butterweed) was proposed as a threatened species by

the USF S pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act.

(95,SCL F,MS-1,3i SCLDF,MS-2,59, Federal Register 18774,

April 2 , 1994.) The USFWS proposal noted that urbanization and

habitat fragmentation was the primary threat to the

of the species. The present status of the USFWS

listing is unknown.

•

•

•

Within ecent years, attempts have been made to establish a

preserv or preserves to protect the gabbro-chaparral habitat.

The Rar Plant Advisory Committee was established to identify

feasibl preserve sites, funding mechanisms, and management

the preserves. An initial report was completed in

1991. The report identified 12 potential preserve
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sites. In 1992 El Dorado County held public workshops concerning

the report. The County Board of Supervisors approved in ~
principal four sites but did not consider funding to establish or

maintain the preserves. (95,SCLDF,MS-2:18870.)
/

The final SEIR also discusses how direct project impacts to the

listed species may be handled in the future analysis for the

proposed water delivery infrastructure contemplated for the

El Dorado Project. The mitigation proposed is at the

programmatic level. The measures that were adopted by EDCWA and

EID are to be incorporated in subsequent project-specific designs

and related environmental assessments. Such measures included

surveys for threatened and endangered plants. (95,EDCWA,96-Ci

95,EDCNA,96-B; 96, EDCWA,96-B:3.) No consideration was given,

however, to the unavoidable adverse impacts to rare plants

resulting from the secondary growth-inducing impacts of the water

program. The final SEIR states that these impacts were to be

addressed by El Dorado County when approving its 2010 General

Plan. In certifying the final SEIR and adopting its statement of

overriding consideration, EDCWA stated that the mitigation

measures identified for the significant secondary growth-inducing

impacts identified in the 1992 draft EIR and 1993 final EIR have

been or can and should be adopted by the County. (EDCWA,96-B.)

In 1995 the Bureau and USFWS held a series of hearings and

workshops to determine if groups of species might have "critical

needs" with respect to interim reauthorizations for 67 water

contracts by the CVP. "Critical needs" were considered to exist

if authorization of water contracts for a period of three to five

years would lead to extinction or might preclude the recovery of

the species in question. On August 3, 1995, of the eight sets of

species considered, only the El Dorado assemblage of gabbro

endemic plants met the "critical needs" criteria. This meant

that supplying water for development in western El Dorado County

120.
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could Ifad to the extinction or preclude the recovery of one or

more Oft the rare plants occurring on the gabbro soils complex

during rhe next three to five years. (95,SCLDF,GC-2:2-3.)

On Janutry 23, 1996, the El Dorado County 2010 General Plan was

adopted by the El Dorado'County Board of Supervisors.

(9S,SWR B,21.) The General Plan includes Objective 7.4.1: Rare.

Thre te ed and Endan ered S eci s. The objective states: "the

County hall protect State and Federally recognized rare,

threate ed, or endangered species and their habitats consistent

with Fe4eral and State laws". According to the glossary to the

General Iplan "an Objective is a specific end, condition or state

that is~an intermediate step toward attaining a goal. It should

be achi vable and, when possible, measurable and time-specific".

In addi ion to Objective 7.4.1., a series of policies were .

adoptednto guide future decision making. The policies indicate a

clear i tent to protect rare, threatened, or endangered species

and theilr habitats within El Dorado County. Selected examples of

these poticies follow:

POli~Y 7.4.1.1

The tight sensitive plant species known as the Pine Hill
ende. ics and their habitats (specifically identified
gabb 0 and serpentine soils) shall be protected in
perp tuity through the establishment of four preserve
site These preserve sites are integrated into the
Coun y's overall open space plan. Components of this
prog am include but are not limited to:

•

A.

B.

C.

oordination with the DFG and USFWS, and other
ppropriate agencies.

Dlevelopment of mechanisms for the establishment of
Plreserve si te (a) such as clustered development,
transfers of development rights, mitigation banking,
ard conservation easements.

D velopment of programs with the DFG to fund the
p'rchase of fee title acquisition, conservation
e sements, and operations and maintenance of preserve
s·tes .
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D. Establishment of guidelines for development of site- •
specific management, maintenance, and monitoring
plans for preserve sites that will be held in private .
ownership.

Policy 7.4.1.2

Private land for preserve sites will only be purchased
from willing sellers.
Policy 7.4.1.5

Species, habitat, and natural community preser­
vation/conservation strategies shall be prepared to
protect special status plant and animal species and
natural communities and habitats when discretionary
development is proposed on lands with such resources
unless it is determined that those resources exist, and
either are or can be protected, on public lands or
private Natural Resource Lands. (95,SWRCB,21,Chapter
7: 130-131.)

Of concern was the fact that a water right granted to El Dorado

by the Board will spur discretionary development threatening

these listed species and their habitats. (95,SCLDF,GS-2:6j

95,SCLDF,MS-1:8-9j 93,T,II,210:10-25j 93,T,IV,49:11-25j

95,T,I,33:4-34:14; and 95,DFG,Closing Argument of •

Protestant,III,11:1-12:19.)

The County is the primary agency responsible for land use

planning and for approving development consistent with the plan.

Consistent with its responsibilities, the County adopted General

Plan Objective 7.4.1 to address state and federal listed species

of concern and establishes a process to protect species

endangered by development within the County and the proposed

place of use. The Board shares the concerns expressed regarding

the need to protect endangered species and without the policies

adopted by the County, it is doubtful the Board could approve the

water rights being sought by EI Dorado. Be~ause (1) the County

is the agency primarily responsible for development within the

County; and (2) the County has established a process to protect

the endangered species from secondary growth impacts, it would be
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~ inappro riate for the Board to adopt additional conditions as a

part of any water right permit to protect the endangered species.

However with regard to the direct environmental impacts which

It from the construction of pipelines and related works

vering water to the service area, any water right permit

issued 0 EI Dorado should contain conditions to protect,

, avoid, or mitigate potential adverse impacts to the

~

14.0 S ATE FILED APPLICATION 5645 (8) CAN BE ASSIGNED TO
E DORADO

14.1 Filed Application 5645

State f'led Application 5645 was filed in 1927 to appropriate

water f r irrigation and domestic uses. The place of use is for

210,000 acres within Township 8 North to Township 11 North,

inclusi e; and Range 8 East to Range 13 East, inclusive; a place

of use ostly within EI Dorado County and EID's existing service

area. he application includes a point of direct diversion and

diversi to sto=age at a point above the existing Folsom

Reservo'r not far below the City of Coloma. The maximum rate of

direct iversion is 700 cfs and the maximum amount that could be

123.

to storage in anyone year is 70,000 af.

e California Water Plan

the Department of Water Resources has published numerous

the 1957 California Water Plan is the basic State Water

states in part:

It he water development works described in this
apter and shown ·on the plates accompanying this
lletin demonstrate one means believed practicable
accomplishing the objectives of the California

ter Plan in each area of the State, based on
esently available knowledge. As knowledge
creases, as technology improves, as conditions
ange through the years, and as future patterns of
velopment become more easily discernible, more

diverte

14.2 T

Althoug

updates,

Plan.
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suitable alternatives to any future or features
herein discussed are likely to be found. It is the
intention that as the time approaches for
construction in any given area further studies will
be made to determine the most feasible solution in
the light of conditions then obtaining. That
solution may depart considerably from the Plan now
conceived."

The objectives of the plan for the American River include

development of land, water, power, fish, wildlife, and recreation

resources to the highest practicable extent. (P. 113.) The plan

identifies numerous works that could be used to develop South

Fork American River water for beneficial use. (Pp. 112-116, and

sheets SA of 26.) State filed applications retain their force

and effect even though subsequent State Water Plans may envision

the development of water and related facilities in a manner that

differs from the state filing. (Water Code § 10007.)

14.3 Approval of Changes in Points of Diversion Required By
Petition for Assignment of SPA 5645(8)

El Dorado's petition proposes to divert water to storage at Lake

Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes, points far upstream in the

American River System from those specified in SFA 5645 or in the

State Water Plan. However, a point of diversion can be changed

so long as: the change does not initiate a new right nor injure

other lawful users of water. (23 CCR 791; Johnson Rancho Water

District v. State Water Resources Control Board (1965) 235

Cal.App.2d 863.) The combination of the early priority of SFA

5646 and a limitation on the season of diversion to the times

when unappropriated water is available will assure that the

petitioned changes will not injure other legal users of water.

Thus, the Board finds that the changes from the points of

diversion to those in the petition for assignment will not

initiate a new right or injure other lawful users of water.
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1.4.4 le Petition. for Assignment is: Not in Conf1ict With the
C' lifornia Water ~lan or W~th Water Quality Objectives

As dis ssed in the preceding sections, the authors of the

Califo ia Water Plan intended that the plan be no more than a

general I planning document and that more feasible plans would have

to be dfveloped at a later date. Thus, El Dorado's petition

cannot e in conflict with the State Water Plan. Although, there

is no c nflict with the plan, it is important that the petition

seeks t appropriate water for purposes of use and a place of use

that is consistent with the purpose for which Application 5645

was in'tially filed. Fundamentally, Application 5645 was filed

to assu e a priority claim on the right to divert and use water

from th~ south Fork American River to supply the future needs of

EI Dora¥o County and some adjoining areas. In general, the Board

should ook favorably upon petitions for release of assignment of

state f'led applications so long as the petitioner seeks to

appropr'ate water for purposes of use and places of use

consist nt to the state filed application .

By virthe of the operation of El Dorado's proposed project, there

can be ~o effect on water quality upstream of Folsom Reservoir.

That isl' PG&E' s lakes will be operated as they have been

historiFa,llY and El Dorado will only divert water from the river

at FOlspm Reservoir. Below Folsom Reservoir, the Bureau and the

Departm~nt are required to operate the units of the CVP and the

SWP in manner which assures that water quality objectives in

the Sac amento River and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta are

protect d. (SWRCB, Decision 1485; Order 95-6.) Thus, approval

of El D~rado's petition for assignment of SFA 5645(8) is not in

conflicf with established water quality objectives.

III
III
III
III
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~4 . 5 Amador and Alpine Counties Will Not be Depri.ved of Water •
Necessary For Their Development

Water Code section provides that:

"No priority . . . shall be released or assignment made
of any application that will, in the judgement of the
board, deprive the county in which the water covered by
the application originates of any such water necessary
for the development of the county."

The water which El Dorado seeks to appropriate to storage in

Caples 'and Silver Lakes originates in Amador and Alpine Counties.

Previously referenced testimony by protestants to El Dorado's

proposed project have indicated that both Amador and Alpine

Counties have a need for water to support domestic, recreation,

and commercial uses associated with the lakes. Clearly, the

Board cannot approve El Dorado's petition for partial assignment

of Application 5645(8) unless a condition is adopted expressly

reserving to these counties the right to approp~iate water

necessary for their development. The Board will adopt such a

condition. El Dorado must understand that all of the water which

it may develop and use under a partial assignment of SFA 5645(8) •

from Caples and Silver Lakes is subject to reduction by water

projects that may be developed in these counties. Accordingly,

subject to the limitations discussed in this section, SFA 5645(8)

can be assigned to El Dorado.

15.0 EL DORADO'S PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF APPLICATION
5645(8) FOR THE DIRECT DIVERSION OF WATER AT FOLSOM LAKE
SHOULD BE CONDITIONALLY APPROVED .

El Dorado has a need for water. (Section 12.0, supra.)

Unappropriated water is available for El Dorado's petition for

partial assignment of SFA 5445(8). Unappropriated water is

available for diversion to storage at Lake Aloha and Caples and

Silver Lakes from November 1 through July 31, and for direct

diversion at Folsom Reservoir from November 1 through July 31 of

the succeeding year. (Section 5.0, supra.) The Board finds that

subject to appropriate conditions to protect the counties of
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public interest, and the environment the petition for

assignment of SFA 5645(8) to directly divert water from

Reservoir should be approved. (Sections 4.0, 9.0, 10.0,• origin,

partia

Folsom

13.0,

~6.0 LDORADO' S PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF APPLICATION
645(8) TO APPROPRIATE WATER TO STORAGE AT LAKE ALOHA AND

LES AND SILVER LAKES, AND TO REDIVERT SUCH WATER AT
OLSOH RESERVOIR SHOULD BE CONDITIONALLY APPROVED

approve

Applica

Silver
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El Dor more control over the lakes than do Alpine and

Amador Counties. The counties' petitions for assignment of SFA

5645 were denied because they could not demonstrate an essential

requisite for the appropriation of water, i.e., any means or

prospect of exercising control over the water sought for

appropriation. (Section 9.2.) EI Dorado, however, has an

t to purchase PG&E's El Dorado Proje~t under License 184.

the contract is subject to the approval of the PUD and

provides some basis for an expectation that El Dorado

ac ire the right to exercise control over the water sought

opriation. Accordingly, the Board will conditionally

El Dorado's petition for partial assignment of

ion 5645(8) to divert water to storage at Lake Aloha and

nd Caples Lakes and to redivert water released from

at the lakes to Folsom Reservoir. The permit issued to

shall include a condition prohibiting El Dorado from

diverti g any water to storage at Lake Aloha and Silver and

Caples akes and from rediverting any water released from storage

at the akes until they have demonstrated to the satisfaction of
\

the Boa d that they have some real measure of control over the

manner n which Lake Aloha and Caple~ and Silv~r Lakes are

operate Further, by this decision the Board will delegate this

determi ation to the Chief, Division of Water Rights. The

approva should also be subject to conditions to protect the

countie of origin, public interest, and the environment.

(Sectio s 4.0, 9.0, 10.0, 13.0, and 14.0, supra.)

•
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~7. 0 TERM 9~ SHOULD NOT BE MADE APPLICABLE TO EL DORADO'S
PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF STATE FILED APPLICATrON •
5645(8) .

Term 91 is a permit condition included in permits for more than

1 cfs or for more than 100 afa of storage for diversions from the

Sacramento, Cosumnes, Mokelumne, Calaveras, or San Joaquin River

Basins or the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) when hydraulic

continuity with the Delta exists or is likely to exist. The

American River is a part of the Sacramento River system. The

purpose of the term is to protect persons claiming paramount

rights to divert water from the Delta and the water quality upon

which such rights depend and to protect fish and wildlife.

(SWRCB,Decision 1629,p. 23.) In general, the term prohibits the

diversion and use of water when the Bureau or the Department is

making releases of stored or imported water from units of the CVP

or the SWP to maintain water quality in the Delta. The effect of

Term 91 is to reduce the months of each year during which a

permit holder can divert water.

The Board previously imposed Term 91 on the assignment of a state •

filing when the Board approved the assignment of state filed

Application 5645, among others, to El Dorado when the SOFAR

project was approved. (SWRCB,Decision 1587.) The decision does

not include any analysis or explanation for why the term was

imposed. In its fairly recent approval of the Los Vaqueros

Project the Board states, in part, that:

"Under Term 91, water is not available for diversion
when satisfaction of inbasin entitl·ements requires that
the CVP and the State Water Project release
supplemental Project water. Inbasin entitlements _
include senior water rights and water required by the
SWRCB to maintain water quality and fish and wildlife.
Supplemental Project water includes water imported to
t~e basin and water released from the CVP and State
Water Project storage which exceeds export diversions,
carriage water in the Delta, and deliveries of project
water within the basin." (SWRCB,Decision 1629.)
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te filed application for the Los Vaqueros Project

(A-255 6) is junior to the permitted applications under which the

and the Department are operating the CVP and the SWP.

Under his circumstance, protecting the holders of more senior or

earlie rights required the application of Term 91. By contrast,

state iled Application 5645 is senior to many if not most of the

permit ed applications under which the Bureau and the Department

operat the CVP and the SWP. Further, Water Code section 11128

provid s that the watershed of origin protection shall apply to

Bureau and Departmental operations of units of the CVP, as

define by the Water Code, irrespective of the priority of the

permit ed applications under which the projects are operated.

Finall , at this time, it would be inequitable to apply Term 91

to App ication 5645, because the Board has not imposed Term 91 on

many p rmitted applications which are junior to Application 5645.

Notwit standing the foregoing; however, the Board will reserve

jurisd'ction, via the language of standard condition 80, to

change Ithe season of diversion to conform to later findings of

the BOird concerning the availability of water and the protection

of benificial uses of water in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta

and thi San Francisco Bay.

18.0 ~TORY CEQA FINDrNGS

For th1 purpose of considering whether to approve the proposed

El Dor,do pr~ject, the Board is a responsible agency under CEQA.

(Publi Resources Code section 21069.) When approving a project,

a resp nsible agency must: (1) adopt conditions to avoid or

~ nguage indicates that Term 91 should apply to condition

junior diversions of water when the satisfaction of

inbasi entitlements requires that the CVP and SWP release

ental project water. Nevertheless, the circumstances

ding approval of the applications for the Los Vaqueros

can be readily distinguished from state filed

tions under consideration in this decision.

~
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mitigate significant adverse environmental project effects within

the scope of its responsibility; (2) find that another agency has

the responsibility and jurisdiction and that such agency can or

should avoid or mitigate the adverse effect; or (3) adopt a

statement of overriding consideration. (Public Resources Code

sections 21002.1, 21081; 14 CCR sections 15091 and 15093.)

EDCWA, as the lead agency, in cooperation with EID prepared an

EIR and supplemental EIR (SEIR) analyzing the project. On

October 23, 1995, EDCWA certified the final SEIR and approved the

proposed project. (93,EDCWA,29; 95,EDCWA,96a.) The Board has

reviewed and considered the final EIR and SEIR prepared by EDCWA.

18.1 Significant Effects Identified in the Supplemental FEIR

The final SEIR identifies the following significant unavoidable

impacts from the project:

1. Short-term construction related emissions: Ozone

Precursor, Sox, and PM10;

2. Substantial increase in population;

3. Conversion of land identified for its potential to

support agriculture uses;

4. Conversion of vacant land and timberland to urban use;

5. Loss and degradation of existing vegetation and

wildlife habitat; and

6. Increase in Ozone Precursor Emissions.
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18. 2: Sjigni.fi.can~ Effects- Wi.thin the J:'uri:sdi.eti.on: of the. Board

Acting las a responsible agency when approving applications or

petitiors for assignment of state filed applicati.ons to

approprjiate water, the Board does not have responsibility to

regulade significant effects ~, 2, 3, 4, and 6·. Depending upon

partic~lar circumstances, the Board may have responsibility over

the fiflth effect, i.e, the. loss and degradation of existing

vegetation and wildlife habitat.

I .

18. 3 ~easures Adopted to Avoid or Mitigate for the LOss. and
Ifegradation of Existing Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

As lea~. agency, EDWCA relied upon El Dorado County to adopt a

progra to mitigate the project's gro.wth-inducing effects of the

proposed project, including secondary effects on vegetation and

Wildl~'fe habitat. The Board finds that El Dorado County is the

prima agency responsible for: (~) land use planning,

(2) ap roving development consistent with the county's general

plan, ~nd (3) mitigating the effects of development resulting

from a~proved development within the county. Thus, the Board

will n~t adopt conditions to address these secondary

envirolmental effects.

The Bo ra's approval of the proposed project may have some direct

effect on existing vegetation and wildlife habitat. These

effect may result from the pipeline which will be constructed to .

delive water diverted at Folsom Reservoir to the proposed place

of use.1 Conditions 22 and 23 of this decision will avoid or

mitigade the effects to vegetation and wildlife habitat which may

result Ifrom the construction of the pipeline.

19.0 JONCLUSI:ONS

APPlic1tion 30204 by Kirkwood PUD to appropriate water from

Caples ILake for consumptive use should be denied. (Section 9.~,

supra.) Application 302~9 and the petition for partial

assign1ent of SFA 5645(9) by Alpine County for the direct

I



diversion and use of water from Caples Lake should be denied.

(Section 9.2, supra.) Application 30218 and the petition for

partial assignment of Application 564S(10} by Amador County for

the nonconsumptive use of water for recreation in Silver Lake

should be denied. (Section 9.3, supra.) The petition for

partial assignment of Application 5645(11) by Kirkwood, Inc.,

should be denied. (Section 8.0, supra.) The petition for

partial assignment of Application 5645(8) by El Dorado to

appropriate water by direct diversion at Folsom Reservoir and to

divert water to storage at Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes

and to redivert water released from storage at Folsom Lake should

be approved subject to conditions to protect the counties of

origin, the public interest, and the environment. No special

operating condition will be imposed upon El Dorado's rediversion

of water from Lake Aloha because this lake is drawn upon first in

order to maintain Caples and Silver Lakes at higher levels as

long as possible; however, jurisdiction will be reserved to

consider whether such a condition should be imposed at a later

date. Applications 29919, 29920, 29921, and 29922 by El Dorado

should be denied. These applications duplicate the water sought

by El Dorado in its petition for partial assignment of

Application 5645(8}.

20.0 ORDER

NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the following

applications and petitions for assignment are denied:

1. Petition for partial assignment of state filed

Application 5645(11) by Kirkwood, Inc.;

2. Application 30204 by Kirkwood PUD;

3. Application 30219 and petition for partial assignment of

state filed Application 5645(9) by Alpine County;

132.
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ORDERED that El Dorado's petition for partial

state filed Application 5645(8) is approved subject

ard permit terms ~, 2, 6, 10, 1~, ~2, 13, 80, and ~~9 and

conditions. Any portion of El Dorado's petition for

assignment of SFA 5645(8) not expressly approved by this

denied. The assignment of SFA 5645(8) shall be subject

ollowing special conditions:

water appropriated under this approval is subject to the

nty of origin preferences as required by Water Code

tion 10505. Any water appropriated under this approval

subject to the right of Amador and Alpine Counties to

ain appropriative rights to water necessary for their

elopment from the water originating in their respective

nties. 22

mittee shall make up to 200 afa of storage available in

ver and Caples Lakes for existing and future uses in the

ediate vicinity of the lakes in the counties of origin.

s condition does not require the Permittee to obtain the

roval of PG&E or pay PG&E for the right to store water in

lakes on behalf of applicants in the counties of origin.

In the event that Permittee obtains ownership of PG&E's El

Do Hydroelectric Project, Permittee shall make up to 200

af of storage available in Silver and Caples Lakes without

co t to applicants in the counties of origin.

5. App ications 299~9, 29920, 2992~, and 29922 by El Dorado.

4. App ication 302~8 and petition for partial assignment of

Application 5645(~0) by Amador CountYi and

I.T IS

1.

special

partial

order i

to the

is

ob

• de

co

Pe

Si

•

•
22 T.is reservation does not and cannot grant water right applicants in

the count'es of origin the right to divert and use water directly diverted or
di'lerted 0 storage under PG&E's rights at Caples and Silver Lakes .
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2. The. purposes and places of use for the water appropriated

under this approval shall be limited to domestic, municipal, ~.
and irrigation within the authorized place of use.

3. The Place of Use is located within the Townships 8 through

~1. North, inclusive, and Ranges 8 through 1.3 East,

inclusive, as defined in Application 5645; and within the

service area of El Dorado Irrigation District (excluding

service zones 9, 14,and 15) and lands being within Township

12 North and Ranges 9 and 10 East, as delineated on the maps

entitled "El Dorado County Water Agency and El Dorado

Irrigation District Place of Consumptive Use", and "Lands

within El Dorado Irrigation District" on file with the

Board.

4. No water shall be diverted under this approval until El

Dorado has installed devices, satisfactory to the Board,

which are capable of measuring instantaneous flow diverted

daily from Folsom Reservoir, to be reported annually in

operation reports to the Board. The report will include

daily and monthly quantities reported in acre-feet diverted

from Folsom Reservoir, and the quantity in acre-feet

released from and remaining in each of Caples Lake, Silver

Lake and Lake Aloha at the end of each month. The report

shall also, on a monthly basis, account for any water

diverted from Folsom Reservoir under any other rights,

including contracts with the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation or.

others. Streamflows above and below the El Dorado Canal

diversion at Kyburz and quantities diverted into the

El Dorado distribution headworks will also be included in

these annual reports. The following gages are approved to

be used for measuring water released from Caples lake,

134.
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• Si ver Lake, and Lake Aloha, and for computing water

aVcilable for direct diversion from Folsom Reservoir:

•

CAPLES LIKE

CAPLES LIKE
OUTLET NllAR

KIRKWOCD

SILVER LAkE

SIL'IER LAkE
OUTLET NIjAR

KIRKWOOD

LAKEALOI A

PYRAMI[
CREEK A

TWIN BRIDe ES

SOUTH FOI:IK
AMERICA~

RIVER NEl R
KYBURZ (RI' ER

ONLY)

SOUTH FO K
AMERICA

RIVER NEJ R
KYBURZ

(TOTAL FLC~

EL DORADP
IRRIGATIO~

DISTRICT
DELIVER~

FOLSOM LAKE

USGS 11436900
PG&EA5

USGS 11437000
PG&EA6

USGS 11435900
PG&EAS

USGS 11436000
PG&EA9

PG&EA1

USGS 11435100
PG&EA40

USGS 11439500
PG&EA12

USGS 11439501
PG&E A11

PG&E A18

EJD'S EL DORADO HILLS WATER
TREATMENT PLANT

RESERVOIR STAGE RECORDER ON
CAPLES LAKE

RATED STREAMFLOW RECORDER
BELOW CAPLES LAKE OUTLET

RESERVOIR STAGE RECORDER ON
SILVER LAKE

RATED STREAMFLOW RECORDER
BEl.OW SILVER LAKE OUTLET

RESERVOIR STAFF GAGE ON
ALOHA LAKE

RATED STREAMFLOW GAGE
RECORDER REPRESENTING

OUTFLOW FROM ALOHA LAKE

RATED STREAMFLOW GAGE"
BELOW EL DORADO DIVERSION

DAM

RATED STREAMFLOW GAGE IN EL
DORADO CANAL BELOW EL
DORADO DIVERSION DAM

RATED STREAM GAGE IN EID
CANAL MEASURING PG&E

DELIVERIES TO EID

PUMPED WATER CALCULATED
FROM FLOW METER

MEASUREMENT

S. No ~ater shall be used under this approval until all

nec~ssary federal, state, and local approvals have been

obtliined.

6. The total quantity of water to be diverted to storage at

Lak~ Aloha, Caples and Silver Lakes shall not exceed 32,93~

•
acr~-feet per annum . The Permittee is limited to a maximum
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rediversion of 17,000 acre-feet of water stored in the lakes

in anyone year. The maximum quantity of water represents

the total quantity of supplemental water from PG&E sources

which may be rediverted under this permit.

7. No water shall be diverted to storage for consumptive use

until El Dorado: (1) has an executed agreement with PG&E

which gives EI Dorado a measure of control over the

operation of Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes; (2) a

copy of such agreement has been provided to the Chief,

Division of Water Rights; and (3) the Chief, Division of

Water Rights has advised EI Dorado in writing that he finds

that the agreement provides EI Dorado with sufficient

control over water which would be diverted to storage to

accomplish an appropriation of water within the meaning of

the California Water Code.

•

8. The water appropriated by direct diversion shall be limited

to the quantity which can be beneficially used and shall not •

exceed 156 cubic feet per second to be diverted from Folsom

Reservoir in anyone year from November 1 through July 31.

9. The total quantity of water to be diverted by direct

diversion at Folsom Reservoir during anyone year shall not

exceed 15,000 acre-feet, and will be limited to water

originating in the South Fork American River upstream of the

EI Dorado Canal diversion near Kyburz.

10. The total quantity of water to be diverted in anyone year

by direct diversion and rediversion of stored water shall be

limited to 17,000 acre-feet.
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12.

13.

14.

T:e water appropriated at Lake Aloha shall be limited to the

q antity which can be beneficially used and shall not exceed

5,350 acre-feet per annum to be collected from November 1

tl"'rough July 31.

T e water appropriated at Caples Lake shall be limited to

t e quantity which can be beneficially used and shall not

el~eed 21,581 acre-feet per annum to be collected from

Nol.ember 1 through July 31.

T~e permittee shall maintain the release, bypass, and lake

capacity requirements imposed by FERC License 184,

Exribit S. Jurisdiction is reserved to adopt conditions to

pretect inlake and instream beneficial uses of water if

p~ermittee obtains ownership of PG&E's El Dorado

H roelectric Project and abandons the operation of the

licensed hydroelectric project. Permittee is required to

pult the Board on notice at such time as it commences any

prFceeding to abandon the project. Upon abandonment,

Permittee shal: continue to operate the components of the

hy"roelectric project as if the FERC license requirements

fo protecting inlake and instream beneficial uses were

in effect. Permitt.ee shall continue such operations

until such time as the Board exercises its reserVed

ju isdiction and adopts conditions to protect in lake and

instream beneficial uses of water. In exercising its

reserved jurisdiction, no condition will be adopted without

notice to El Dorado and other interested persons and the

ortunity for a hearing.

protect Caples Lake's summer recreational uses, El Dorado

11 not redivert water released from the lake for

co.sumptive use, excluding nondiscretionary releases

u~red by FERC License 184 or the State Division of Safety

of Da~s, unless end-of-month (EOM) lake levels are at or

137.
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above the levels in the following schedule, which reflects

historic average EOM lake levels attributed to PG&E's post- ~.
1985 operations under FERC License 184 during defined water-

year cypes:

Caples Lake

Minimum End of Month Lake Level 'Requirements

JUNE JULY AUGUST
LASOR DAY

WATER-YEAR EOM EOM EOM
(SEPTEMBER)

TYPE GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT EOM
GAGE HEIGHT

(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) (FEET)

CRITICAL 45.9 44.8 43.1 43.1

DRY 56.0 55.9 48.2 48.2

BELOW 62.0 61.6 54.8 54.8
NORMAL

ABOVE 62.0 62.0 52.6 47.0
NORMAL

WET 62.0 62.0 52.6 47.0

~
15. The water appropriated at Silver Lake shall be limited to

the quantity which can be beneficially used and shall not

exceed 6000 acre-feet per annum to be collected from

November 1 through July 31.

16. To protect Silver Lake's summer recreational uses, EI Dorado

shall not redivert water released from the lake for

consumptive use prior to Labor Day of each year, excluding

nondiscretionary releases required by FERC License 184 or

the State Division of Safety of Dams.

17. Cond~ci~~s 14 and 15 seek to assure that the use of water

f=om Caples and Silver Lakes for consumptive use purposes

will ~~c have the effect of increasing the releases from the

lakes p=ior to Labor Day of each year, consistent with the

138.
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within five years of the date

be prosecuted with reasonable

no discretionary obligat~ons ~mposed upon the operations of

thrse lakes by FERC L~cense ~84. Under Water COd.e section

13194, the Board reserves jurisdiction over this permit, for

a eriod of ten years after El Dorado obtains some measure

control over the water impounded in the lakes, to revise

se conditions or to promulgate other condit~ons which may

mo e effectively assure the maintenance of the levels of

th~se lakes as high as possible through Labor Day consistent

wibh historical lake operation. Either El Dorado or other

erested persons having an interest in how the lakes are

rated may petition the Board to revise the tables or

pose other conditions for the maintenance of lake levels;

ever, the proponent of such changes shall have the burden

producing evidence to support the requested changes. No

nges will be made to these conditions without notice to

Dorado and other interested persons and the opportunity

a hearing.

corstruction work shall begin

of this permit and thereafter

diligence.

crnstruction work shall be completed by December 31, 2006.

Co plete application of the water to the authorized use

11 be made by December 31, 201S.

Board shall have continuing authority to revoke all or

portion of the partial assignment of Application

S6fS(8), if El Dorado fails to diligently construct and

Plrce water to beneficial use in accordance with conditions

181' 19, and 20. Allor any portion of the revoked

asrignment shall return to the Board and be available for

th release or assignment to El Dorado or others consistent

wi h the require~ents of Water Code sections 10S00 et seq.

l8.

20.
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23.

Prior to the finalizatiorr of the route for the

pipeline/water deli'Tery system identified in the final SE!R,

EID shall conduct, in. consultation with the DFG and USFWS,

reconnaissance sUr'Teys for state and federally listed

species-of-special concern. The surveys shall, in part,

guide the determination of alternatives for the final routes

for the pipeline/water delivery system. The survey

protocols shall be reviewed and approved by DFG. The final

report shall be prepared from the results of the

plant/animal sUr'Teys. The final report shall identify

necessary mitigation and monitoring measures to conserve and

protect the species identified to occur within the final

routes of the pipeline/water delivery system. The final

report shall be submitted to the Board, DFG, and USFWS for

review. The final reports shall constitute the analysis and

mitigation/monitoring program for the subsequent

environmental assessments pursuant to the EI Dorado Project.

The Board adopts and incorporates by reference into any

permit issued to EID the mitigation and monitoring measures

adopted by EDCWA and EID pursuant to the final SEIR for the

EI Dorado Project and listed in Tables ES-l, revised (page

ES-5 through ES-27 and Table V-I, revised (page ES-31

through ES-43) specifically mitigation measures B-3, D-l

through D-19, F-9, F-10, F-16, and H-1 through H-12. (95

EDCWA/EID 96 -A. )

•

24. EI Dorado shall enter into a Warren Act Contract with the

Bureau for the use of Folsom Reser'Toir as proposed in ·its

El Dorado Project. No water shall be diverted under this

approval until the contract is executed and a copy delivered

to the Chief, Division of Water Rights.
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26.

III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III
III

jinety days after obtaining approval to acquire PG&E's

~
nt erest s in the EI Dorado Project from the California

ublic Utilities Commission and the Federal Energy

egulatory Commission, permittee shall submit a written

eport to the Board setting forth the legal basis under

hich 15,080 afa of water is diverted into the El Dorado

anal and supplied to EID for consumptive use from the South

ork American River, Lake Aloha, andlor Caples and Silver

akes. The report shall be accompanied by proofs necessary

:

0 support any and all claims of right including the nature

f each right, when each right was initiated and perfected

nd for what amounts and purposes, the chain of title for

ach right, and proof that the amount claimed under each

ight has been maintained by continuous diversion and use.

onditions in any permit issued pursuant to this order based

pon the information contained in the report.

juriSdiction is reserved for a period of ten years to

~ons i.de r ·....hether special conditions should be imposed upon

reiiv~rsion of water released from Lake Aloha to protect

benef~cial uses made of the water in the lake. Other

ersons having an interest in how the lake is operated may

etiticn the Board to adopt conditions to regulate the

ake's level; however, the proponent of such conditions

lhall have the burden of producing evidence to support the

141.



requested condition. No condition will be approved without
notice to EI Dorado and other interested persons and the
opportunity for a hearing.

-',

CERTIFICATION
The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does
hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct
copy of a decision duly and regularly adoPted~TaBEfting20~9the
State Water Resources Control Board held on U; l~ b

.---

....

ABSTAIN: None

AYE:

NO:

ABSENT:

John P. Caffrey
John W. Brown
Marc Del Piero
James M. Stubchaer
Mary Jane Forster

None

None
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WATER tUPPLY & DEMAND REPORT - UPDATE 1996

I

1.0 SU RY

Demand: To al actual water demand in 1995 decreased 3,908 acre feet from 1994. The 30,062 acre
feet total act al demand in 1995 represents use of72% ofthe District's firm yield supply.

District wat r demands in 1995, were met by the following sources, in acre feet:

Sly Park 19,602 Forebay 5,402 Folsom 4,357 Crawford 700

Metered con mption also decreased in 1995 to 25,373 acre feet, down from 26,307 acre feet used
in 1994. Th~ most notable change in 1995 water demand was the 15.6% of unaccounted-for water,
down 7% frqm 1994.

Supply: All ~our of the District's supply sources were relied upon in 1995. Because of several breaks
in the EI Dorado Canal, the Forebay supply was reduced to 5,402 acre feet. Sly Park and Folsom
Lake were operated to make up the difference, with 19,602 acre feet taken from Sly Park and 4,357
acre feet (ani all time high) diverted from Folsom.

1996 \VaterIAvailability: The system firm yield supply remains at 41,700 acre feet, unchanged fran;.
1995. Total potential demand is calculated to be 36,800 acre feet. This results in 4,900 acre feet or
unallocated ~upply. Using 0.6 acre feet per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) as the basis, this 4,900
acre feet of~nallocated supply equals S,166 EDUs.

2.0 BA~GROUND .

In Septembtr 1991 a four-member Water Advisory Group issued the initial Water Supply an~
Demand Re~ort which presented that group's study ofDistrict supply and demand from 1984 througn
199~. This 11996 Update, like the annual updates be~ore it, docum~nts District water demand for
preVIOUS years as well as reports proposed system firm yield supply adjustments, If any. The updated
reports are p'ased on actual prior year water use by District customers, established Board policy,
analyses by1District staff, and input from the community. The format of this update is generally
consistent Vtjith that of the initial report.

3.0 CO CLUSIONS

Following a e the conclusions which have been reached regarding the District's supply and demand
condition as fthe end of 1995. The bases for these conclusions are presented in Section 4.0 ofthis
report.

3.1 Con lusions Regarding Supply

•

(a)

(b)

(c)

The current system firm yield is 41,700 acre feet, an amount equal to that determined
in the 1995 Update Report.

The potential system firm yield also remains unchanged from the 44,100 acre feet set
in the prior year's report.

Sly Park Reservoir on December 31, 1995 held 27,878 acre feet of water which is
68% of capacity. The reservoir filled and began spilling on February 15, 1996.

-2-



The rate of unaccounted-for water was down to 15.6%, representing 4,689
acre feet in 1995 versus 7,663 acre feet the previous year.

Metered consumption also decreased, from 26,307 acre feet in 1994 to 25,373
acre feet in 1995.

The total potential demand is estimated at 36,800 acre feet, which is 400 acre feet less
than last year. Several modifications have been made in the way total potential
demand is determined. These changes are discussed in Section 4.2d of this report.

3.2

I

WATER ~UPPLY & DEMAND REPORT - UPDATE 1996

I

ConcLsions Regarding Demand

(a) II Total.9&11!ill. demand in 1995 was 30,062 acre feet, down 3,908 acre feet from the
prior year's total of33,970 acre feet.

I *

I ·
(b) I

I.

•

3.3 Conclus on Regarding SupplylDemand Linkage

By maint .. g 41,700 acre feet as the annual system firm yield, and setting the current total potential
demand at 36800 acre feet, this yields 4,900 acre feet of unallocated supply. Using 0.6 acre feet per
EDU, this 4, 00 acre feet of supply represents 8,166 EDUs.

•
4.0 BAS S FOR CONCLUSIONS

Listed beloware the key ele.ments and related criteria relied upon by District staffin developing the
conclusions presented in the preceding section.

4.1 Base~ For Conclusions Regarding System Firm Yield Supply

(a) The system firm yield as determined in this report is based on Policy Statement No.
41, Water Supply Reliability, which was revised by the Board ofDirectors in October
1991 and May 1992. Following is the Board-adopted definition of system firm yield:

"The annual quantity of water which the integrated water supply
system can theoretically make available 95% of the time. In the
remaining 5% of the time, shortages calculated not to exceed twenty
percent annually will be allowed. The integrated system firm yield
value is to be calculated based on the methodology established by the
Abraham model, with modifications based on actual operations
experience." .

•

(b) The current firm yield supply of41,700 acre feet is based on the adopted Policy No.
41. Adjustments to the database, which had been made in prior years, such as the
zero acre feet contribution of domestic Crawford supply (now 200 acre feet); the 5
percent reduction to the PG&E Forebay source (now using 15,080 acre feet); and the
4,000 acre feet minimum pool assumed for SlyPark (now assumed at 2,000 acre feet)
were readjusted by the District in 1995, continue unchanged. In addition, tI:e
hydrologic record now spans the water years 1908 through 1995. Included later 10
this report is an Engineering Department memorandum entitled System Firm Yield
Analysis (p.13) which documents the parameters utilized in calculating the current
firm yield value.

-3-



(c)

•

•

I

WATER SFPLY & DEMAND REPORT - UPDATE 1996

(c) II Other than the changes mentioned in (b) above, the system model constraints and
protective contingencies included in the Abraham .model have remained.unchanged.

I
These model constraints (e.g. 2,000 acre feet rrunimum at Sly Park, limiting user
deficiencies to 20% annually, etc.) enhance the system's reliability to present

I customers beyond the established 95% probability level.

(d) The Abraham model anticipates a Folsom Lake contribution of up to 5,660 acre feet
in any given year, although the District has contract rights to 7,550 acre feet annually.
(The Bureau ofReclamation had authorized the District to take up to 5,000 acre feet

I
ofwater from Folsom Lake in 1993 in part due to the Cleveland Fire's impact to the
District's Forebay supply).

4.2 Bases IFor Conclusions Regar~ingDemand

(a) I The data relied upon in developing the conclusions regarding demand are reported in
Tables 1 through 7, attached. Table 2B and Table 6B have been added to the 1996
Update. These tables separate active meters (i.e. meters which indicate water use
during the prior year), from all active accounts. See (d) below.

(b) Latent water demand increased to 2,563 acre feet which is 187 acre feet more than
the prior year.

Unaccounted-for water decreased to 15.6%, or 4,689 acre feet, in 1995. A discussion
regarding potential causes for this significant decrease is provided on page 15.

(d) The total potential demand calculation has been modified in the following respects.

•

*

*

*

Normalized consumption is now based on the average actual consumption
during the prior three-year period, rather than based on the 1984-1986 samole
average. (Note: because 1995 was an abnormal year in terms'Sf rainfall and
crop production, the normalized consumption for Agricultural Metered
Irrigation is calculated using the three-year period 1992 through 1994.)

During the three-year period used for determining average consumption,
approximately 7% of the District's active accounts did not use water. In
recognition of this fact, Table 2B and Table 6B have been added to show
these active meters and their resulting three-year average consumption. T~ble
2B pertains to averages for the contiguous district for all user categones.
Tab~e 6B pertains to averages for the single-family residential category by
service area.

The revised averages contained in Tables 2B and 6B have been used for the
potential demand calculations in Table 6A. As in previous updates, Table 2A
reports the number of all active accounts and their three-year avera~e

consumption. The annual metered consumption remains unchanged and 15

referenced on all three tables for clarification in determining the averages.

Unaccounted-for water is now also expressed as a three-year average, rather
than as the prior year's actual amount. This change results in an increase to
unaccounted-for water of 1,571 acre feet over the 1995 actual.
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GLOSSARY
WATER TERJ.\1 DEFINITIONS•

•

•

I
I

The followin~ are water term definitions tailored to reflect EID's needs. It should be noted that
normal wate, quantity measurements are gallons per day (gpd), cubic feet per month and acre feet
per year. I

ACTIVE WATER ACCOUNT:
Any account~stablished after September 1987 where the meter has been installed and the account
is charged a inimum monthly billing, regardless of recorded water use; or any account established
12ri2.c to Sep ember 1987 which has recorded water use or has changed ownership since 1987
(excluding th se accounts temporarily disconnected for non-payment of a bill or seasonal accounts).

ACTIVE WATER METER:
Any installedl water meter which has recorded water use during the prior year.

CURRENT 1CTUAL WATER DEMAND:
The quantitypfwater presently supplied by the District for all its uses, including all unaccounted-for
water. (Thisl excludes latent water demand.)

EQUIVALE~ DWELLING UNIT (EDU):
The average ater demand for a detached single family dwelling unit which is typically measured,in
gallons per d y or acre-feet per year but which does not include unaccounted-for water. (Should .oe
further defin d when used, as to whether demand applies to an average dwelling unit for the Distnct
or an averagr dwelling unit in a specific zone in the District).

INACTI\lE ~ATERACCOUNT:
Any accoun~ with a meter installed prior to September 1987 which has no recorded water use and
has not changed ownership since 1987; a meter that has been temporarily disconnected because of
non-payment of a bill; a meter idle due to a change in ownership; or seasonal accounts.

LATENT JATER DEMAl'ID:
The combin~d anticipated demand for water by all inactive accounts and uninstalled meters, if and
when placedl in service.

METERED IWATER CONSUMPTION:
The total amfunt of measured and billed water which is delivered to EID customers. This could be
measured an totaled daily, weekly, monthly or yearly; but is usually measured and billed once every
two months.

IMIN1Nf1:.J'Nf IPOOL:
The lowest ~elume ofwater required to be held in storage (at Sly Park) as determined by the District
Board of Directors.

NO&vfALT~ED CONSUMPTION:
A caIculatedTannual amount ofwater consumption which is based on normal, unrestricted water use.

PROJECTE$ WATER DEMAND:
Potential wa er demand plus the anticipated demand resulting from growth occurring through some
specified ti e in the future.

POTENTI~ SYSTEM FIRM YIELD:
The quantitiofwater the integrated water system can potentiallv provide with fully assured Folsom
(7,550 at) ard Crawford (4 cfs) supplies and associated infrastructure reinforcement.

I



..

•

•

I

POTENTIAL ~ATERDEMAND:
The total amou~t of normalized water consumption, plus latent water demand and unaccounted-for
water. I

SAFEYIEL~The maximum ual quantity ofwater that can continuously be made available without deficiency,
each and eve year, under hydrologic conditions similar to the most critical dry period of record.

SYSTEM YIELD:
In EID's Poli Statement No. 41, Water Supply Reliability, Firm Yield is defined as the annual
quantity ofwa r which a source or project can make available with no shortages in 95 years out of
100, based on istoric hydrological conditions and restrictions. In the remaining 5 years out of 100,
shortages ofu to twenty percent willbe accepted. Firm Yield ofa source is assumed to be measured
at the point 0 water release.

UNACCOtmbD-FOR WATER:
Water that is ~aken into the system from all ofEID's main sources (Sly Park, Forebay, Folsom and
Crawford) bUI which is not delivered to the consumers or otherwise accounted for.

UNlNSTALLr,D WATER METERS:
A meter whic has been purchased to serve a parcel of land, but has not been installed nor has an
account been et up for billing purposes.

WATER S~PLYMATRIXAND TEN1PORARY WATER SHORTAGE RESPONSE
MEASTJREs;,'
An adopted anagement program which establishes required water conservation measures to be
adhered to by istrict custon:ers when water stora~e levels are b~low seasonal norms. The measures
are grouped nto stages, WIth the stages becoming more burdensome as the water storage levels
decrease.

WATER YEh:
A continuous,~2-month period during which a complete cycle occurs, arbitrarily selected from the
presentation 0 data relative to hydrologic or meteorologic phenomena. The U. S. Geological Survey
uses the perio October 1 to September 30 in the publication of its records of stream flow.

I
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• .AULE 1
EIJ DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

TOTAL ANNUAL ACTUAL SYSTEM WATER
DEMANl) AND CONSUMl»TION

•
654

15.6% I 26,407 1.14 acre feet 0.961 acre feet

22.6% I 26,058 1.30 acre feet 1.010 acre feet

21.2% I 25,501 1.19 acre feet 0.937 acre feet

21.6% I 25,099 1.28 acre feet 1.007 acre feet

28.0% I 24,582 1.25 acre feet 0.897 acre feet

27.9% I 23,428 1.31 acre feet 0.947 acre feet

33.0% I 21,891 1.41 acre feet 0.947 acre feet

3

8,577

8,589

7

4,689

7,663

6,947

6,427

10,218

2

1995 30,062 25,373

1994 33,970 26,307

1993 30,324 23,897

1992 32,220 25,273

1991 30,642 22,053
I

I

\1990
......, 30,770 22,193I

1989 30,947 20,729

I1986 [38,004 I 16,912 I 21,092 I 55.5% I 17,653 I 2.15 acre feet I 0.958 acre feet I
SOURCE: Data for 1989 through 1995 taken from Annual Water Delivery and Consumption Reports.
SOURCE: Data for 1986 derived from 1986 ElD Report to State Water ResourcesCcntrol Itoard.

Column 1 - represents the total quantity of water used. which includes metered consumption and unaccounted for water,
Column 2 - represents the total amount of water measured and billed to Districtcustomers.
Column 3 - represents amount of water taken into system but not measured and billed to customers.
Column 5 - represents the total number of active accounts. including residential, commercial, industrial, agriculturaland municipal.

The City of Placerville has 9 municipal accounts serving more than 2,400 city accounts.
Excludes satellitewater systems and associated customer accounts (i.e. Swansboro. Strawberry and Outingdale).

• Note: These values represent trends inoverall waterusage andmustbe used witll caretoavoid misunderstanding andmisrepresentation.

Table_l.wk4:saf:22-Apr-96
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I TABLE 2A

EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
AVERA E ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION PER ACTIVE ACCOUNT

(Excluding Unaccounted for Water)

·'d:\n0t~~fa'i,~tSt0f:~tti':':;:;:·:··:·;:;:i..~:::;::/:.::'~ .'
:1',19&9: ";cI990 •'·::1991 ·.,1992",:'" 1991::,:', .·:::'1994··••:•• >0::1995

I
6,122.5 6,832.4 7,442.6 8,575.4 8.620.4 9,522.0 9,424.6

796.7 802.8
1

861.2 990.8 1,152.8 \,279,S 1,23&.7

3,233,0 3.353,0 3.354.9 4.132.4 3.818.2 4,316.4 4,304.6

5,523.1 5.859.6 5.676.3 6,340.2 5,347.5 5.798.4 3.&82.1.
_. - -- - - - 1.443.4

1228.4 1,389.7 \'500.8 1,636.7 1.780.2 2.028.9 1,527.7

455,1 286.3
I

263.5 267.4 119.1 144.7 252.1

1,128.1
I

1.146.& 1.102.2
I

1,324.7 1,336.8 1,430.8 1.440.0

2,075.5
I

2.291.5
I

\,767.1 I
1.908.8 \,654.5 1.702.2 1.751.9

I
i I I

I I
i

167.0 231.0
I

34.9 96.6 67.4 84.0 107.5 II

18

83

876

14

65 I 65

855

I 122 I 102

14

813

14

807

! 131 I 133

14

780

17

749

! 231

16

1\0 I 125 , 128Ditches (2)

CDmmerdal

M""icipal·Oty ofPIa""rviJle
(I' ojaCt:rJunuse..-tl )

Connrucsio» Meier.;

DDmatil: lmgation

Agricultwal MeJen:tllmgation

Recnational TurfSIlMUS (I)

lI,d_rial

Single.Family Ruidt!7llilll

Mulli.Family Ruidential
(II ofunit.ue..-tl )

23,897 126.307 125.37325,273120.729 122,193 I22.053I 25,099125.501 i 26.os& 1 26.407 I'-- ...J1121.891 123.428124.5&21 COl¥rIGUOUSTOTALS

0.43

2.54

I
I 1.51

25.31 (J)

\ -
2.10

11.22

161.83

14.31

I

2.57

1.55

1.74

17.57

17.39 1

17.18

14.01

160.00

1.57

2.6-1

0.4-1

2.37

10.33

24.57

13.95

1 15&.9&

1.42

2.42

2.19

22.35 I

12.44

I 0.41

I

2.03

14057

18.32

13.81

19.10 I 8.51
I

137.77 I 165.59 1 167,10

-. I

11.92 I

4.14

16.8-1

18.33

143.35

1.21

25.37

I 0.35

I

I
I 1.86

0.34

4.22

1.14

1.86

24.77

28.44

18.&7

141.01

! :':. :..-; .;:::= :-::_~verag~:::_qonsi.l1l1ptioll. :::PI:!~::~1r..·!ive. Accouns:
... ,....... (inacre feet) ...

. 1989 ! 1990 !'·1991 i 1992 f 1993 199-1 f 1995

Multi.Family Residential

Domestic Imgation

Agricultural Met.red Irrigation

CDmm.rdal

Industrial

Recreational TurfS.rvices (f)

Mw,icipaf.CityofPlacerville

DilcJrU (2)

I

r--------!11----+--+---+----+--+----+------1

~\:..:::!!. . ' '"
ee.FamilYResidential

CDlUtruetionMeters 1 2057 3055 1.J 1 1.49 1.04 I 1.29 11.65 I 1.33 j

SOURCE: AnDu:tlConsumPtion~cport by Zone and User Calegory.

(I) Th~ R7e:te:ltiolllll Turf Servic Clllegoryw:lS added in Mly 1995. As:1 consequence. 4 Sillgle·F:unily. 9 Domestic Irrigation, 9 Agricultural Metered
Img:tuon,:lDd 57 Commerci:l1:1CCOUDlSwe:rc: rc:=igned 10 this new c",tc:gory. In addlton, 4 new Re=tion:U Turf "'CCOUDlS were::UsO added ill 1995.

(2) The :1ctu:l1 numb....of ditch "'c~ounlS tlml were:active during the year is more:accurately identified st:uting in 1995. .
(3) The AgricullUr:llMetered Irrigflion Average Use is calculated based on use during the period 1991·1994 because 1995 w:l$ au abnormal y= in terms of millf",U and c;oP production.
(4) Average Use for e:leh""legalis c:l1cuJ:lled using the tob! metered consumption for the 3·y= period, divided by the t01:11 number of active accounts for the same pc:nod.

• The 1995 AgricullUr:llMeterc: Consumption excludes 473 acre feet of water used in 1995 by 9 recI=ified Recreational TurfServices 3ccounlS (see foomote 1 ",bove).

-8-·
T:1blc_2A.wk4:s:lf:17.~y.96 1

1



TABLE 2B
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

AVER~GE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION PER ACTIVE l\'IETER
(Excluding Unaccounted for Water)

., :.,..,.,:: , . Nr.unbef',.OjAclive·Met£rs., .
...:.;.:-"':/{"'\(AsotiJecembiii-J[si)' . '." ..

Surgl".Family Ruiden/ial

MuiJi.Family Ruidenlial
(IIofunits sel'Wd )

Domatic [mgalion

AgricuitW"llIMetered [mgeuion

ReClUtianal TwfSe",ices (1)

Cammen:ial

[ndustrial

Municipal-C1ty 01Placerville
(I' ofaccounlS sel'Wd )

Di,cnu (2)

CON/metion Meters

19.133

475
(4,449)

2.672

227

781

13

7
(2.435)

133

63

19.676

478
(4.437)

2,732

229

820

13

8
(2,467)

120

65

I

20.078

479
(4.458)

2.771

216

82

8Z8

11

8
(2,416)

100

65

".' I

...:::., .···<1:~~7lll;/~~,::,.:·g:RGfffrjI.:,:·:::.~:}':,.:·, •.
1993 ..... ,. :' 1994 ."".,':""',.' :.,.. ':,:,:...."":'1995··.::.·.,···

8.620.4 9.522.0 9,424.6

1.152.8 1.279.8 1,233.7

3.818.2 4,316.4 4,304.6 I
5,347.5 5,798.4 3,332.1 I..
- _.

1.443.4

1.780.2 2.028.9 1,527.7

1\9.1 144.7 252.1

1,336.8 1.430.8 1,440.0

1.654.5 1.702.2
I

1.75\.9 I
~ 84.0 107.5 I

CONTIGUOUS TOTALS 23.506 24.141 24.644 23.397 26,307 25,373

2.56

0.47

1.52

26.02 (3)

-
2.20

12.00

182.94

14.47

1.33

j:. . } ,A verage Use ( 4j , '.'"

j
· . ( }) 99J iJP941i 995 .:'.

····,,',:'j{/r''aCni'hett .,,::,:,.,: :""'<:\'.

IIr--------

j ... >

>;..:.;Aver~gt:!· Consumption '.Per.Active Meter II..
.. .. -: fill. acre.fdet)

;\.. 1993 I 1994 I 1995

0.45 I 0.48 I 0.41 II

I
I

I
2.43 2.68 i 2.59

I

1.43
I

1.58
I

1.55 I
I

I
23.56 25.32 17.97

... ._.
I

17.60

2.28 2.47 US

9.16 11.13 I
14.83

190.97 178.85 180.00

12.44 14.19 17.52
I

1.04 1.29 I 1.65

Multi.Famil.v Residemia!

Domesti«[mga/ion

Agricuaun:1 Me/end Irrigatio«

Commercial

Recreationa! TurfSenlices (1)

Industrial

Municipal·City 01Place",ille

Ditches (2)

CollSll'UCtion Melen

_gle.FamilY RI.".sidential

-9-

SOURCE: Annu:alCollSllmp/ionllfi'o" by Zone and User Category, REVISED for the 1996 Update 10 the Waler Supply& DeUW1d Report.

(I) The Rccn:ation,d Twf S......;cc= c:""gory was added in M:ly 1995. Au consequence, 4 Single·F:unily. 9 Domesticlrrig.tion, 9 Agriculnwl Melered
Irrigation. and 57 Commercial accounts were reassigned co this new C:llegory. In addhon, 4 DewRecre:uiol13.l Turf aeeounts were also added in 1995.

(2) The actu:'1 number of dilCha~(o,:,"cs lb.l were active during lbe yC'JI" is more accurately identified surting in 1995. .
(3) The Agnclllnwi Metered IrriSlion Average Use is calculated based on USe dwing the period 1992· I994 b=usc 1995 was an abnonnal y= in terms of r:linfall aad crop prod~cuon.
(4) A""""se Use for each c:llego is e::Ilcubl"d using the total metered consumption for the 3-yC'JI" period. divided by the lOWnwnbcr of active meters wilh usage (or the s:une pcnod.

• The 1995 AgricllllUr.Il Mel I Conswnprion excludes 473 acre feel ofwater used in 1995 by 9 reclassified R=tioD:lI TwfSen'ices aeeeunts (sec (ootnole 1 above).

I

I

I

I



• .ULE]
CITY OF PLACERVILLE WATER USE STATISTICS •

':'1 833

734

I
l-'
a

653I

626

~1~~ffifl£ql.·:.i~!~;j~YI:;!!!F\;·~f~j;~ti!itj.I

)i!!

915

898

809

833

2,154 432 322
(.43 af/accl) (1.34 af/accl)

--f----

2,153 528 ]14
(.42 af/accl) (1.68 af/accl)

2,124 421 311
(.38 al7acct) (1.35 af/acct)

2,104 387 312
(.40 af/aect) (1.24 allaect)

2,097 366 317
(.40 af/acct) (1.16 af/acet)

2,077 378 314
(.35 af/accl) (1.20 aC/aecl)

1,953 332 lIO
(.33 af/acct) (1.07 IIf/acct)

1,864 307 308
(.34 af/accl) (1.00 af/acct)

..···~1~;~;at!~······I;lZ~;I.,~f:fi).·...i:t~fa~f:I;,,~nd
.'.Per Accl "." 2IQcre{ee.OAc·coliniml

1,347
~.47'i 1_ 0''' 1_1,440

I 40.20 I 52.80 I 3.7% I 0.582

1,426 2,461 0.578 1,431 80.55 -75.55 -5.3% I 0.580
(7) (7)

1,230 2,435 0.505 1,337 74.64 32.36 2.4% 0.549

---- ---

1,220 2,416 0.505 1,325 74.64 30.36 2.3% 0.548

-.-0 --._-- --

1,199 I 2,414 0.491 1,102 75.14 See See See

(I) Nole Note Note

._--

1,112 I 2,391 0.'165 1,147 25.04 See See 0.480
Note Nute

985 I 2,263 0.435 1,128 I 17.40 I 108.20 9.6% I 0.499

-------

I I I I933 I 2,112 0.430 1,050 44.12 72.88 6.9% 0.483

(I) SOURCE: Letter to the District dated January 25, 1996 from Steve Calfee, interim Community Development Director, Cily of Placerville.
(2) SOURCE: El Dorado Irrigation District billing records for 9 City meters.
(3) TIle 10lal demand per account includes unaccounted for water.
(4) TIle 1991 lola I number of accounts represents a 23 EDU increase lakcn from the 1990 Crawfo...! Allocation of 105 nDUs.
(5) Estimated City Use includes water used by mnnicipal buildings and irrigation of Iaudscaping und City parks. This use is metered by the City, however,

inoperable meters and erroneous meter reads have contributed 10 the tluctunnons in usage between y~aIS. These numbers should bc used wilh caution.
(6) As of July 1991, the City reclaims filter backwash water at their main water treauneut plan I, which saves approximately 25 acre-feet of

unaccounted for water annnally. 11 is recognized, however, that the unaccounted for water suuistics may be suspect,
(7) The estimated Cily water use in 199-1 has been adjusted since the 1995 Update, The Cily determined Ihal erroneous meter reads contributed to the

overstated usage, however, the resulting unaccounted for water values arc slill questionable.

Note: Reconciliation oftile 1991 Cit), consumption report witll the District's 1991 billillgrecords uncovered a discrepancy whereby the Cit), consumed /IIore
waler 'han was actually measured and billed by E/D. luvesligatlon revel/led that 111'0 six-inch compound meters were operating improperly and measuril.g
less than aaual deliveries, which may have been a trend beginning' in J990. Repairs to these meters were iuitiuted immediately "pall discovery.

Tllble_3.wk4:sllf:22.Apr-96



• .LE4A •
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

AVERAGE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION PER SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ACCOUNT
BASED ON 5% ~~'lMPLE OF TOTAL ACCOUNTS

(In Acre Feet)

0.40
0.44
0.34
0.60
0.35
0.30

0.28
0.24

0.62
0.43
0.47

0.58
0.42
0.33

0.26
0.23

0.39
0.39
0.32
0.33
0.32
0.41

'(};4'i):}:'0'3f:

0.55
0.38
0.38

0.38
0.35
0.32
0.41
0.28
0.32

0.22
0.21

0.38
0.39
0.37
0.56
0.32
0.30

0.56
0.39
0.38

0.20
0.20

0.56
0.37
0.'10

0.39
0.37
0.32
0.36
0.26
0.37

0.24
0.25

0.38
0.30
0.27
0.31
0.25
0.29

0.54
0.38
0.35

0.21
0.19

. 0.27·'::: ···OJ34':·•••)·,":....::6J3S...?..II/"'·'(Ljj\f'.?II.···jj:36'i':::\/.·OAO'.·.;

.'., ·.():4§:" '(:O)js'?:r""h!4li'\'}

0.24
0.25

0.59
0.49
0.40
0.59
0.35
0.52

0.70
0.53
0.53

0.26
0.25

0.72
0.49
0.44
0.70
0.40
0.46

0.73
0.50
0.56

0.61
0.48
0.44
0.50
0.33
0.57

0.24
0.23

0.70
0.54
0.51

0.66
0.55
0.51

0.43
0.51
0.32
0.56
0.31
0.52

0.23
0.26

;eL2S' .dO:2:f<· :.". gj?<J I'.<Q:~4 .·•••·.······.11 '•.......•. ·0:19:<>6;i·S:',},·'.iO:i'<f}··;II.·.····'O.if;.··J LiQ1S')' ···(Eig<

/'0'.4'3::\' ·.·.0:46\.... ··0.4~f· .

··Ms'·9"·. '·0.60; ·•· •.·0.61 I i\o~66\,"

WESTERN SERVICE AREA
02 EI Dorado I-IiIls
04 Cameron Park
05 Shingle Springs

:fofAVV/ESTE"RNTsli'k.VIC"E':XREAY:......·.:. /f"

CENTRAL SERVICE AREA
06 ElDorndo
07 Diamond Springs

18.28 Placerville
03 Coloma/Lotus
10 Camino
II Pleasant Valley

TOTAIlCaNTRALSERvtce')XREA:/:'?:\L

EASTERN SERVICE AREA
12 Sly Park
13 Pollock Pines

fofAf.TEAsTERN·SER\lICft·AREAY·::·····, .• ':.c-

I.....
l-'
I

·Whtdfl.fE6<6i~fktc:JtX\r~~Xd·€$.&;'.·:•
. )('(baseclO\l tohihan~p_leY)··· .....

(I) Based on annual independent sample of 12-month active District accounts, based on 5% of 1990 total accounts (967 sample size for each year).

Note: Table excludes 1987 data due to deficiencies i/1 the sourcefor said data.
Shaded areas contain weightedaverages which reflect totalsamplesize (i.e. 1I0t arithmetic averages).

Table_4A.wk4:saf:22-Apr-96



• '.~E 48 .•
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

AVERAGE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION AND ACTUAL NUMBER OF ACTIVE ACCOUNTS
FOR ALL ACTIVE SINGLE FAMIL}' ACCOUNTS

(In Acre Feet)

~ffiia~ti!~i 'JI~1f~t~!l~f~:;?{fJl?!~Jlqli}9~~'1 Jt~~f~l ·~~:;~~1:~~m"!tf~~W~I!~li;1~li;[r~I~\l
WESTERN SERVICE AREA

02 El Dorado IIills

04 Cameron Park

05 Shingle Springs

0.70

0.53
0.53

0.44
0.35

0.39

0.47 0,46 0.54 0.52 0.58 0.56
0.37 0.37 0,42 0,43 0,45 0,43

0.41 0,4 I 0.48 0.47 0.51 0,48

0.56
0,44

0,49

3,387
3,767
1,044

3,876
4,040
1,140

4,363
4,333
1,168

4,591
4,390
1,205

4,791
4,435
1,225

4,983
4,609
1,232

5,058
4,800
1,228

'TdTAIEwESTERNAREXU:(II\ ({60: ):-II:Hj?r::6':4:i '/0,420.48 :······6.4_~!i.E __~Q.5b ::O.5o..:=:II:iiH!)'g:'::F9,o56}.',:'9;'li:64:rH)Js6' ••·fO;4n·"YO,:S24·: '.Y1';086/

290 347 355 354 357 359 358

2,512 2,788 2,867 2,924 2,868 2,873 2,842

1,643 1,736 1,759 1,781 1,741 1,756 1,775

402 455 472 482 482 501 488

1,115 1,202 1,231 1,281 1,265 1,275 1,262

511 537 558 575 569 585 589

6;473\7;06:5:0=:::7;24:2··:7;397·.·.· '7',28i::}:,(7,J49:}7131~~

1,164 1,227 1,272 1,287 1,305 1,312 I,] 19

1,948 1,996 2,045 2,067 2,033 2,045 2,046

··j2Di3"#ff:i3;3fi';: .03;354,) d,3:i8\· );isi':3(36S:

0.24

0.24

0.45
0.4]

0.40

0.46

0.36
0,41

0.20 0.22 0.24 0.27
0.20 0.22 ll.23 0.27

0041 0,43 0.46 0.46
0.42 0.42 0,45 0,42

0.38 OJ8 0.41 0.41

0.46 0.46 OA5 0.46

OJ 7 0,34 OJ6 OJ8
0.'10 1>.38 0,45 0.39

0,33 0.34

0.36 0.35

0,35 OJ7

0.38 0.39

0,32 0.13
0.3] . 0.36

0.17 0.2]

0.18 0.23

0.35

0.38

0.34

0.34

0.33
0.31

0.19

0.21

0.24

0.25

0.59

0.49

0040

0.59
0.35
0.52

CENTRAL SERVICE AREA

06 EI Dorado

07 Diamond Sprgs

18,28 Placerville

03 Coloma/l.otus

10 Camino

II Pleasant Valley

'T6TXL'CENTRAI~klH!~ 1:=·6.46,,;:11:'0'·:35:/::&35: 0.36 ··.··O.4() ..-:... 0040' OA1/'O.41 11.'0",
EASTERN SERVICE AREA

12 Sly Park (2)

13 Pollock Pines (2)

:JOTALEASTnRNARBA:',:

I......
N,

t6~f·hjU'dti~·:rii§fWict·.
I I .... • I ,H;1:8'~:i~[j~1!!:iii~~~1~:::~b,9~7i;t~l,91f:'~:~iti~jO.2f.+65,

SOURCE: Sample Averages from Table 4A. Actual Water Use and Actual Number of Active Accounts from Ihe Annual Consumption Report by Zone and User Category.

(I) These averages are.based on actual water use by ALL single family residential accounts, rather than a sample of accounts.
(2) Usage in these areas decreased in 1992 from 1991, due ill part 10Ihe additional conservation imposed by the Cleveland Fire Emergency during the last quarter of 1992.
(3) In 1993 the actual number ofaccounts decreased in some service areas because of changes in the definition for the Multi-Family category,
(4) Due to the detailed analysis of the Water Master Plan in 1995, service area boundaries have changed slightly depending upon their source ofwater supply.

Table_4B.wk4:saf:22-Apr-96



TABLE 5
EL DORADO IRRlGATION DISTRICT

ESTIMATED LATENT WATER DEMAND
as ofDecember 31, 1995

Single-Family InaCtiVetccottnts

Single-Family Uninsta led Meters

Total Single-Family R ideruial

1993-95 Average Unit Consumption
per Active Meter

Latent Demand in Acr Feet

74
1,418

1,492

0.56

836

145
69

214

0.44

94

68
14

82

0.25

21

Commercial Inactive ccounts

Commercial Uninstall d Meters

Meter/Public (1) I

Meter/Private (1)

Business Park (1)

Potable Landscap

Multi-F.'amilv Inactive Accounts
Multi-Famiiy Uninsta led Meters

Industrial Inactive Ac ounts

Industrial Uninstalle Meters

Irrigation Inactive Ac;ounts
Domestic Irrigati n

Agricultural Irrig tion

Ditches

Agricultural Irrigatio Uninstalled Meters

14

13
63

8
7

6
105

3
2

23
21
34

2

2.20 29

2.20 139

2.20 18

2.20 IS

EDU:; perEDU

25.5 0.28 7

517.75 0.28 145

12.00 36

12.00 24

1.52 35

26.02 (3) 546

14.47 492

26.02 (3) 52

Municipal

City cfPlacervill (1) 79 0.544 (2) 43

-13-

(l) Latent demand for ~ese categories is estimated by converting equivalent dwelling units into a corresponding number ofmeters.
(2) Refer to Table 3 fot City ofPlacervilIe consumption data.
(3) The Agricultural Irrigation, Average Unit Consumption, is calculated based on water use during the period 1992-1994

because 1995 was 1m abnormal year in terms ofrainfall and crop production.

I•Table_S.wk4:saf:22-May- 6



6,208
3,218

841

0.56
0.44
0.25

11,086
7,314
3,365

TABLE 6A
EL DORADO IRRIGAnON DISTRICT

NORMALIZED CONSUMFTION AND POTENTIAL DEMAND

I~!tllliitlili~.:'
Western Service Areh
Central Service AreJ

Eastern Service Aret

Multi-Family Units (412 connections) 4,469 0.28 1,251

Domestic Irrigation 1 2,786 1.52 4,235

Agricultural Metered rigation 221 26.02 (3) 5,750 (3)

Recreational Turfse~ices· 83 17.60 1,461

Commercial
I

876 2.20 1,927

Industrial

(9 conneC10ns! (1)

18 12.00 216

unicipal 2,476 0.544 1,347

Ditches 102 14.47 1,476

Construction Meters
I

65 1.33 86

. <SubtotalAll·Other:(:a/egdries>· 17i749 aX'·

I:\i:;Y;d;"'~1:.potEIYTL;"L··<D"lrJl;/:A\rn. .....;./.".;';,:.,." ,';.·.: •. ;,;.,3.:.·.·..·,•.••.6,..·,.·~.·..·.8,'.·,.·.·.,'.o..,',,',.,o,',·,.,·,•.•,..·...:.•.:.:.·..:.':':a.:..:..•.i.'.:.~.·.,·.:••,,:.•,•.:.•...'..;....,•.::.·•..••,....,:.'.'.:: •..,..::.:, .....}::';\f,' . ..l.t1 .: .t1.'·'L'.J.r~4'1f}.u." ..':":.i<,:i,)::::'•.::'~)

TOTAL NORMALIZ CONSUMPTION (single-family and all other categories)

UNACCOUNTED F~R WATER (1993/1994/1995 average) (2)

ESTL'vfATED L4TD+ DEMA1vJ) (from Tab!e 5)

TOTAL POTENTIAL IDEMAND (before rounding)

28,016

6,260

2,563

36,839

(1) Municipal per unit COEmption is not an average and is taken from Table 3, City ofPlacerville Water Use Statistics.
(2) A 3-ye:u- average has een calculated to normalize the unaccounted-for water number and provide stability against annual fluctuations.
(3) The Agricultural Met red Irrigation, Average Unit Consumption, is calculated based an water use during the period 1992-1994

• 1>="", 1995 wasan rbnO=! Y= in1=ofrainfall and crop production.

Table_6A.wk4:saf;22-Ma~-96 <, -14-

I
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TABLE 6B
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SINGLE- FAl.\1ll.,Y RESIDENTIAL SUMl\1ARY
AVERAGE CONSUl\1PTION BY SERVICE AREA

~ ( ..•.........

"'l2·;"::·!:#.~f~}-Y<..' '. ,. h········· ..••. ••.•••..•.•.. . ...

." ~7 .. ......<.

Western Servic e Area

Central Service Area

Eastern Service Area

DISTRICT TO'rrALS

4,987.0

2,895.5

737.7

8,620.2

5,598.5

3,135.8

787.6

9,521.9

5,503.5

3,021.5

899.6

9,424.6

16,089.0

9,052.8

2,424.9

27,566.7

<'<.,.. .,. ...""'.. :.... ":

Western Servic e Area

Central Servi,* Area

Eastern Servide Area

DISTRICT TO'rj:ALS

9,139 9,598 9,963 28,700

6,846 6,910 6,904 20,660

3,148 , 3,168 3,211 9,527

19,133 i 19,676
I

20,078 58,887I

I

32,361

21,945

10,060

64,366

3,365

11,086

7,314

21,765

7,349

3,357

21,530

7,282

3,338

21,071

.....> <,. .•.•..•..•..•...•. ,«(
"':::' ,..... .. ,. . ..

10,451

...... . ,:
......... '\\

Western Servi e Area

Central Servic e Area

Eastern Serviqe Area

DISTRJCT TolTALS

t··. .........:'.. : ..:-;

"··r.,~, ....:...... ...
...•. . ..: ....

:..:...:

."',

. ...:..

.i., -:

I/tt ,<; •• ,/

Western Service Area

Central Servic e Area

Eastern Servic e Area

DISTRICT AVERAGE

0.56

0.44

0.25

0.47

0.50

0.41

0.24

0.43

SOURCE: Annual Consumprion Report by Zone and User Category, Revised for the 1996 Update to the Water Supply & Demand Report.

(1) The 1993 - 95 averag9 un it consumption is calculated using the total metered consumption for the 3-year period, divided by the total
number ofactive metj with usage, or the total number ofactive accounts for the same period.

-15-•Table_6B.wk4:saf: 1-May-96



• .lLE 7
EL DORADO IRRIGATION nISTRICT

AVERAGE METERED CONSUl\fllTION BY CATEGORY
1986 - VS - 1995

•
;~g!Mjli~:il[;!W~~iilf~~~~~~:~Q,l; ii¥~~jltii~:ii

":}::.

Jnd'ease or
c .'

f~i;{~i~

I
I-'
0'1
I

All Domestic Meters
includes single-family, multi-family (1)
and domestic irrigation (2)

Commercial Meters (2)

Industrial Meters

Agricultural Irrigation Meters (2)

16,694

448

16

251

9,324.6

513.7

129.4

5,584.4

0.56

1.15

8.09

22.25

25,033

876

18

221

14,967.9

1,527.7

252.1

3,882.1

0.60

1.74

10.33

17.57

7.1%

51.3%

27.7%

-21.0%

SOURCE: Data for 1995 taken from the 1995 Consumption Report by Zone and User Category.
SOURCE: Data for 1986 derived from 1986 EID Report to State WaterResources Control Board.

(1) Refers to number of meters serving multi-familycomplexes (e.g. 482 in 1995), not the number of units.
(2) The Recreational Turf Services category was added in May 1995. The user categories of Commercial, Domestic Irrigation

and Agricultural Metered Irrigation are affected by the transfer of schools, golf courses and parks to this new category.

Note: This table excludes the Municipal andDitch categories because tltey (Ire notgermane to thecomparative analysis in this report.

TabIe_7.wk4:saf:22-Apr-96



MEJ.\10RANDUM

Ef Dorado Irrigation District

I

TO:

FROM:

VIA:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Rob Alcott

Sharon Fraser 11;1
David Powell JJ1
March 21, 1996

1996 System Firm Yield

EM0396-043

•

•

The analysis of the system firm yield for 1996 has been completed using the Abraham Model.
As the attach table indicates, the modeling parameters have not changed since last year with the
following ex tion. The hydrologic record has been updated through the 1995 water year, which
includes Oct ber 1994 through September 1995.

The results of the computer modeling confirm the system firm yield to be 41,700 acre feet, which
is unchanged om the 1995 update. As previously outlined in the 1995 Firm Yield memo dated
May 3, 1995, the following improvements would be necessary in order to meet the maximum day
demands for .s firm yield. The El Dorado Hills water treatment plant must be expanded. to 20
MGD; the R rvoir A water treatment plant must be upgraded and expanded; and the Oakridge
pump station must be expanded or some other source for pumping into Cameron Park will be
required.

If you have y questions or need additional information please contact me at extension 4112.

Sharon Frase

SF:alm

Attachment

.... •.• 4 •

-17-
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•
Memorandum No. E0396-043
March 21, 1996
Page 2 of2

•
tp M~~ $ IJyir

t~· IP!' N~;tiJ t

J (Y ~\ t/~\\\~'

•
(sVSfEM FIRM VIELO

I>:f:::.::)..f99·S·:':.·:.::·I:! ..·!:'[.:·)·f996··.·::.ii.·.·••·
-l-: INPUT PARAMETERS

E>91i./ . SCli' +1992:pli:> «1993,·:1 77Of,.<·,

c.:.;'

,;,;,:::.::.::::":,:,:.:,"Ib~s:CkI~tt6N:·:·;'i':':···:··

PG&E Forebay Reservoir

I
15,080 af 14,326 af 14,326 af 14,326 af 15,080 af 15,080 af

Folsom Reservoir 4,000 af 3,500 af 3,500 af 3,500 af 5,660 af 5 660 af

Crawford Ditch to Reservoir 7 4 cfs °cfs ocfs ocfs 200 af (1) 200 af (1)

I II Sly Park Minimum Storage Level 4,000 af 4,000 <If 4,000 af 4,000 af 2,000 af 2,000 af......
OJ
I

II Reservoir A Max. Deliv~{ate 80 cfs

I
77 cfs 1'7 cfs 77 cfs 77 cfs I 77 cfs

EDHWTP Max. Delivery Rate 10 cfs 8.8 cfs 8.8 cfs 8.8 cfs 18 cfs (2) I J8 cfs

Hydrologic Record (Water Years) I 1921 - 1990 I 1921 - 1990 I 1908 - 1992 I 1908 - 1993 I 1908 - 1994 I 1908 - 1995

(1) Model runs indicate 200 acre feel results in a now to Reservoir 7 of approximately 1 cfs average for April, May and June.
(2) The EI Dorado Hills Water Treatment Plant underwent an expansion from Its cfs to 18 cfs in 1994.



~1 Dorado Irrigation District

l\'lElVIORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
VIA:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Rob Alcott
Sharon FraserlDave Powell
Dale Bohnenberger
April 11, 1996
1995 Unaccounted-for Water Analysis

EM0496-062

BackgrQund I

The purpose otthis memorandum is to discuss the underlying causes contributing to the considerably

•

lower unacco nted-for water realized in 1995. As shown in the table below, the unaccounted-for
losses in 1995 were 15.6 percent, a decrease of7.0 percent from 1994.

,:,,:,:-.,-

Years of
.',':' .

.:,... -. ': '... '..,. ...... . ., . .........
. ::": Data Unaccounted-for Unaccounted-for .,. ··Oecrease!Increa.se·'··'

.Availarle
:

\-Vater Annually Water Percentage . from Previous Y~ar.....

199' 4,689 af 15.6 % -7.0 %

199~ I 7,663 af 22.6 % + 1.4 %

199 I 6,427 af I 21.2 % - 0.4 %

199~ 6,947 af I 21.6 % - 6.4 %

199 8,589 af I 28.0 % +0.1 %

199C 8,577 af 27.9 % - 5.1 %

198~ 10,218 af 33.0% - 22.5 %

198c 21,092 af 55.5 % ---

are the findings of our analysis, based upon information and data collected from
eter Services and Operations & Maintenance.

Detailed bela
Engineering,

I

Our investigat on revealed not only positive factors that contributed to the reduction of losses in
1995, but also navoidable circumstances that caused the 1994 number to be considerable higher than
"normal." Di trict staff has calculated the estimated savings or losses based on observations and
general assump ions. These numbers are presented to illustrate the magnitude of the savings or loss.
Caution shoul be exercised in using these values beyond the scope of this memorandum.

• ,..,19-
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289 MOSQUITO ROAD. PLACERVI LLE· CA 95667· PHONE (916) 622·4534· FAX (9l6) 622·8569



Memorandum No. E0496-062
April 11, 199
Page 2 of3

• Findings

The following factors contributed to an increase in unaccounted-for water in 1994; or a reduction
in unaccounte -for water in 1995.

1) In 1994, t e Main Ditch between Forebay and Reservoir 1 was in operation for 12 months. In
1995 this arne segment of ditch was in operation for only 7 months (water was pumped from
Reservoir to Reservoir 1 the remaining time). Using estimated loss rates from the Handbook
ofWater onveyance, losses in this section of ditch are calculated to be 1,143 acre feet in 1994,
and only 5 7 acre feet in 1995, a difference of546 acre feet. It is significant to note that over 380
acre feet fthe 1995 savings occurred during 2 summer months when losses are the greatest.

2) O&M esti ates that losses are approximately 50% for the remainder of this ditch system, which
includes t e Main Ditch below Reservoir 1, the Iowa Ditch and the Gold Hill Ditch. Using the
water trea ment plant daily log sheets, the ditch flows bypassed at Reservoir 1 were calculated
to be 3,4 8 acre feet in 1994 and 1,457 acre feet in 1995. Therefore, applying the 50% loss
factor, in 1994 the loss was 1,734 acre feet, and only 729 acre feet in 1995, a difference of 1,005
acre feet.

3) In 1994, a estimated 60 acre feet of loss occurred due to high start-up losses in the segment of
ditch betv een Forebay and Reservoir 1. This additional loss was a result of the ditch being so
dry from I ck of use during the PG&E canal outage and below normal rainfall. In 1995, there

• were mini al start-up losses because the ground was already saturated due to record rainfall.

4) In 1994, a proximately 152 acre feet ofwater was required to fill Blakeley Reservoir, which was
empty du to the PG&E canal outage. Blakeley Reservoir was already full at the beginning of
the 1995 itch irrigation season.

5) An aggre sive meter testing program by the Meter Services Division resulted in an estimated
savings of 1,204 acre feet in 1995. Source: Memorandum No. MS0396-2460, "Meter Testing
Programs (Large & Small) Status Report," dated March 27, 1996.

6) Due to ab ve normal precipitation in 1995, an estimated 562 acre feet of rainfall was added to
the piped system at uncovered reservoirs, including Bass Lake. Likewise, evaporation at
uncovered reservoirs was considerably reduced. The annual evapotransporation rate in 1995 was
almost 7 i ches less than in 1994, which equates to approximately 73 acre feet of additional
water.

7) The Rese oir A Water Treatment Plant began operating on automatic floats in 1995. This
reduced 0 erational spills at Reservoirs 2 and 2A to approximately 2 acre feet in 1995, a savings
of 135 ac e feet from 1994.

•
8) Capital i provement waterline replacements in 1995 saved an estimated 33 acre feet of water.

9) In 1995, t e District terminated the Sly Park Intertie flushing to Clear Creek from the Reservoir
1 Water T eatment Plant. In 1994, O&M released 482 acre feet, which was reduced to 390 acre
feet in 19 5, a savings of 92 acre feet.

-20-



•
Memorandum roo E0496-062
April 11, 1996
Page 3 of3

As illustrated ove, annual unaccounted-for water numbers can be affectedby many factors. Despite
diligent effort from District personnel, losses can fluctuate from year to year simply because of
changes in sy tern operations and abnormal weather conditions. In 1995 it appears that both
favorable ope ation and weather conditions combined to create the low unaccounted-for water.
However, thes circumstances will not necessarily occur in future years on a consistent basis.

Engineering st recommends that an operational contingency be observed from year to year. This
conservative approach would better insure that the District maintains enough water supply to cover
years of highe losses that are inherent to normal operations and drier weather patterns.

he prior year's unaccounted-for water number has been used to determine the
p tential demand. This option is consistent with previous report updates. The
u accounted-for water number has not been stabilized by 3-year or 5-year averaging.

ses a 5-year average to "normalize" the unaccounted-for water number. A 5-year
a erage would provide the greatest stability when annual fluctuations occur in
u accounted-for water due to operational changes, acts of nature or abnormal weather
c nditions.

Option 2

Three differen options are proposed for consideration in Table 6 of the Water Supply & Demand
Report. Attac ed are draft copies of Table 6 showing the resulting Total Potential Demand using
each option. order to maintain the operational contingency described above, staff recommends the
adoption of eit er Option 2 or Option 3.

Option 1

•
Option 3 ses a 3-year average to "normalize" the unaccounted-for water number. A 3-year

a erage would also provide stability, but reacts more quickly to ongoing decreases in
u accounted-for water attributed to factors other than operational changes and
a normal weather conditions.

Please advise i we can be of further assistance.

dlc4C~
Dave Powell

SFIDP:lmp

Attachments: Table 6 - Option 1; Table 6 - Option 2; Table 6 - Option 3

•
cc: Bruce A ams

Reggie eaulieu
Steve- H tchings
Ron Jon s

John Kingsbury
Ken Meyer
Gary Meyers

-21-
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TABLE 6 - OPTION 1
EL DORADO lRRIGAnON DISTRICT

1995 INORMALIZED CONSlJl\.IPTION AL"1) POTENTIAL DEi'vIAND

2,502

4,689

25,949

33,140

1,207

4,207

4,807 4,807

1,443 1,443

1,840 1,840

202 202

1,347 1,347

1,460 1,460

86 86

2.502

4,689

27,423

34,614

.:: ..-; .

l.33

14.31

';::::$ubtotal All Other Meters

83

2,786

4,469

221

11,086
7,314
3,365

Location:
Western ServiceArea
Central Service Area
Eastern Service Area

Multi-Family (482 conne lions)

Domestic Irrigation I

Agricultural Metered IrrijatiOn

Recreational TurfserviCj

Commercial I

ustrial

Municipal (9 cOll11e,':tiQI1i.iJ

Ditches

.~::f~::;:i:;::
TOTAL lill!!rr.4LIZED ONSUil;¢nON [single-family and all other categories)

.fJ~~I;~f~~~{:f~:~. ...i{~tt~/
1995 qlffJ..:(;r;Q.l/.NTED FOR:/:WATER (from consumption report)

ES17U/_~ (from Table 5)

TOTA.L POTENTIAL Dt\-L4ND (before rounding) ..,.,.,.,.,.,_._...,.,.......,.,....,...----,----,---~,.......__,_,..".,....--...,._4...,._....,.,.,._:::_",-.-~~~

(1) Municipal p.:r unit consu ption is not an average and is taken from Table 3, City ofPlacerville Water Use Statistics,
(2) The 1993-95 average is ed in both nortnalized consumption columns tor the All Other Categories section because 1934-86 data is unavailable.

• II

TABLE_5. OPTION_I.Wk4:rf:29-Mar-96

I

I

-22-



TABLE 6-0PTION2
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

1995 NORJ.\1ALIZED CONSU1'IIPTION AND POTENTIAL DEIHAJ.'ID

86

202

1.347

1,443

1,207

4,207

4,807

1,840

1,460

2,502

6,863

25,949

35,314

86

202

1,443

1,840

4,807

1,207

1,460

1.347

2,502

6,863

1.6,599af .:1,.\::: ',,)6,599:c!';

27.423

36,788

2.10

:'.' ','.

17.39

14.31

151":':

;.:":'.-..-."

..:.:::::".

-:/;::::
83

2,786

22]

4,469

11,086
7,314
3,365

... :.::./(.~_::-~._ ::': :.~ 02. '.

···~~I~J·S"b'"i"l;~~, OrMr M<rers ••.

:'.'." ',',"

'0:::::::-:;':,',:,:.:.2,",4,76
;::::{:;=.:\.".:'

Lacation:
WesternService Area
Central Service Area
Eastern ServiceArea

AgriculturalMetered Irr 'gation

Commercial

ndustrial

Multi.Fami{v (482 conntctions)

Domestic Irrigation

Recreational TurfServic s

ConstructionMeters

Municipal (9 connections)

Ditches

TOTALa\fAllZED ICONS70N (single-familyand al1other categories)

UNACCOtJNI,£.D FO WATER (1991-1995 average) (3)

:~~~fj~~;~~~i~~~I~t1~~~~;ii;~~~I~!Ji~I~t:::::~::~?:::::: ::~:~t~tt~i~Ii~j);::~·
ESTIJ'.;UT§/it!P1TAVJ':"§NlAND (from Table 5)

··::::::*~t~i~~~~~I~~rftll::::~:: -r

TOTAL POTENTIAL D "lAND (before rounding)

:=-ti"''''~4••
Sample Actual Sample Actual

l~;~r~f~ l~;~r~~~ l~;:r~f~;:A~~f:; l~;~r~~~
0.60 0.50 Al;~~.. 6,6~~:tv 5,543
046 0.41 ;~W,!?~.;:r;:J<~64 2,999. :.:.:.:.\. :':'~~:':""':':':::::::':'~'"

0.24 J}:2~r::;, }:~~M:808 808

?,:;:·H%d::::~;::::}ti@!'S4#?9ii#SNifti;!.zy:;:: :,;{::;~\t:t::MIW~?11:~!MU;::. ;:::.-':'i:S:}::::::::::'i{~§~:q.;:)%z:,:/

-23-

(1) Municipal per unit con iption is not an average and is caken fromTable 3, City ofPlacerville Water Use Statistics. .. •
(2) The 1993·95 average isFed in both normalized consumption columns for the All Other Categories section because 1?84.S.6 data is unavailable.
(3) A five year average bas reee calculated for this update due to the abnormally low 15.6% unaccounted for water experience to 1995.

• I

TABLE_6,OPTION_2.Wklsaf:29-Mar-96

I

I



TABLE 6 - OPTION 3
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

1995 NOR1\1ALIZED CONSlThIPTION M'D POTENTIAL DEMAND

11,086
7,314
3,365

Location:

Western Service Area
Central Service Area
Eastern Service Area

:l••:zBI.!I~~_IIS.t,
Sample Actual Sample Actual

1~;~r~f~ 1~;~~a~~ .:.1~;:~af~(~!;~¥} 1~~r~~~

~::~ ~~:~~. .::i:J~~it[~:I:l1~;~ii~W ~;:~
0.24 ..:JJ~7~.:.:·· ::::~::::, ~g~&

202

86

1,207

1,840

1,347

1,460

1,443

4,807

4,207

2,502

6,260

25,949

1,207

2,502

6,260

27,423

36,185 34,711

4,807

1,443

1,840

202

1,347

14.31 1,460

1.33 86

"Subtotal All Oc}cerMeters ,. ·<.:::.l6,599a.!·I.:::.·,j6,599 :ill

221

83

4,469

2,786

ustrial

Iunicipal (9 connectid' (1)

:~:~:::t/;\/i'i I!;;:::::.·

Commercial

Construction Meters

Ditches

Multi-Family (482conneftioltS)

Domestic Irrigation !
Agricultural Metered Irri ation

Recreational TurfServic

I

I

.1

TOTAL .t~~L4.LJZED ONSUA-fi/JJ.ON (single-family ami all other categories)

UNACIir~;__~~"3119'4119'5average) (3j

ESTLJUTPP/bfIENt/: .ElifAND (from Table 5)
"::-~:~~iffili~:~:f;fii@~;~~~::};:;';

TOTAL POTENTL4.L D .!.;fAND (before rounding)

(1) Municipal per unit consufPtion is not an average and is taken from Table 3, City cf'Placerville Water Use Statistics. ..
(2) The 1993-95 average is 1.lSed in both normalized consumptiou columos for the All Other Categories section because 1984-86 <Uralsun:lvllllilble.

• A""" year averagehas I"'" calculated for this update due to lb. abnormally [ow IS.•% unaccounted fer water experience in , ••5.

TA8LE_6. OPT[Ol'U.Wk4:~f:29-Mar.96 -24-
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E Dorado Irrigation District

rvIEMORANDUM

MS0396-2460TO:

FROM:

VIA:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

BACKGRO r

Rob Alcott

Regis Beaulieu

Bruce Adams (fr- »:
March 27, 1996

Meter Testing Programs (Large & Small) Status Report

From mid 199 , the Meter Services Division, ran a series of AWVVA accuracy tests of small meters
(3/4" and 1") t at have been measuring water consumption during the past fourteen to eighteen years
to determine 10 ses or unaccounted water. The staff also found twelve older and .larger meters (both
Rockwell and on-Rockwell) that were too large for the application required. Two examples found
- were a 4-inc Sparling which would only measure accurately with water flows of more than 60
GPM"and a 6- nch meter whose lower end accuracy was at 100 GPM. In 1995, these meters were
replaced or a aller bypass meter was installed to measure lower flows with greater accuracies.

• FINDINGS:

The smaller m tel'S ( 3/4 to 1 inch) were tested in accordance with AWWA criteria and resulted in
losses of 2% t 100%- for stuck meters. The highest average loss of 11.95% was found during the
low flow test. Low flow usages are the flows where the highest losses usually occur.

Large compo nd meters (two to 6-inch) testing commenced in February 1995 and fire hydrant
meters C3-inc ) followed in May 1995. It should be noted that neither of these large type meters
were ever teste for accuracy since being installed, some dating as far back as 1979. The District's
large meter m intenance program, prior to 1995, was to repair meters when they were found to be
stuck or repla ed when found to be outdated or lack spare parts for repairs.

Forty-eight lalge compound meters in the two to four inch range were tested resulting in measured
total average losses of 15.33%. Meters of two and three-inch proved the most inaccurate. Two
tested City co pound meters, of six inch capacity, are not included in the stated loss estimate - both
testing within WWA accuracies. The forty-eight compound meter test results are further detailed
in the attache memo MS0895-073 (Attachment A).

•
ACTIONTA N:

As a result of 11 the tests conducted in 1994 and 1995; Meter Services has continued to repair or
replace large a d small meters. Some two inch compound meters are being replaced with two inch
displacement piston) meters. Smaller bypass meters are being installed with larger meters, of the

-25-
2890 MOSQUITO ROAD • PLACERVILLE· CA 95667. PHONE (916) 622-4513



•

•

•

four and six-in h range, to more accurately measure low flow water usage. Two 12 inch meters
installed during e 1960's at Sierra Pacific Lumber were replaced and one two-inch "Turbo" meter
was installed at ly Park Headquarters facility to measure its usage as well as at the wash-rack and
campsites - co tributing to the decrease of unaccounted for water losses in 1995.

It is estimate that 1,204 acre feet (AF) of water is now accounted for from these meter
replacements d the recently installed bypasses required for the testing, repair and recalibration of
compound met rs and testing of the fire hydrant meters.

TOTAL ACRE FEET ACCOUNTED FOR

Meter
Sizes AF Estimates ReplacedMeters

Small 767 1,316(5/8 to 1 inch)

Large'" 437 25 (1 ~ to 14 inches)

TOTAL 1,204 1,341 meters

(* A four-inch pro llermeter used by the City of Placerville is not included in the these figures-while the meter
finally passed A \VAstandards; the erratic nature of its performance, during testing, makes loss estimates
inaccurate.)

Upon completi n of the remaining bypass installations of compound meters in April 1996, all
130 compound meters will be tested annually. Three hundred and thirty-five 'turbo' meters
(l Y2 to 6 inch ange) which cannot be tested in the field are under review. A 1997 ClP plan of
action to addre s these 'turbo' meters will include the building of a meter test site at Reservoir #3

. where an addit onall,225 AF to 1,500 AF of water could be accounted for. Completing the
compound met r testing program could further lower the unaccounted for water rate by an
additional 233 ere feet.

gp

cc:
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MS0895-073

Regis Beaulieu

August 22, 1995

Large Meter Testing Program(s) Status Report

I

£1 90radO Irrigation District

I Bruce adams MEMORA1'iOUM
TO:

FROM:

VIA:

DATE: I

SlJBJE9:

I

BACKGROU1\TJ)l

During the late f~ of 1994, staff with the help of O&M's welder, fabricated an up to date
resetable portable ~arge meter tester units and commenced to become proficient with the test units
testing compound Imeters.

On February 6, 19 5, staff worked on identifying existing compounds where required by - passes
were needed (co ounds are required to have by-passes in order to keep the customer(s) with
water during mete testing) and were able to install 16 by-passes.

Upon conclusion jof the these installations, staff started the District's new large meter test

•
rogram testing 4~ two inch, three inch and four inch meters. It is noted that these meters have
at been tested si1ce they were installed from 1979 through 1994.

FINDINGS: I

I

Staff found that o~ the 48 compound meters tested that 20 of the meters were under registering
on the low flows ~qualing 41.7% of the meters tested! .

The results 0; all rst, repairs and re-calibrations are attached (Attachment A).

Staff also found that there are currently 70 compound meters that are in need of by-pass
installations in o~~~r to test the remaining meters in the system at a cost (in house O&M crews)
of Sl05.000 materials and labor.

Because of the Jo]onged winter rains and shan time since repairs were ~de, there is
insufficient usage~ata on those meters tested/repaired/recalibrated to determine what the revenue
gain would be un1er normal condi~ons.

It also has been fo~nd that by checking newer installations -low to moderate usage, that the time
span ~'ears) for ~e compound meter to start to lose accuracy is not long - four to six years,
sometimes sooner.

1

• I
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August 22. 1995
Page 2 of 2

..WINA recommen ation is that it is considered advisable to provide for more frequent test of
Warge meters, on th logical premise that an error in their registration affects revenue to a much

greater extent. Fu her more, compound meters may under or over register to a much greater
degree than positiv . displacement meters.

The testing interv of continuing multi-testing programs have long been advocated by A'W'WA
and are required b the California Public Service Commission Regulations rule number 103 of
1967 for all sized meters. As the characteristics of water vary. it becomes obvious that an
arbitrary number years is not the criterion to use for determining the length of time between
test - the utility's wn test results should be used to determine the length of time its meter should
remain in service tween tests.

It is inexplicable hy meter maintenance is, in too many instances, considered of secondary
importance, as so ething that is done only when other work that cannot be readily deferred is
out of the way. 0 y when meters are formally recognized as the only means by which revenue
is equitably ob . ed to operate the system will the necessary time and study be given to the
question of how ften it is necessary to test meters for most efficient and economic results.

Staff initiated a fi hydrant meter testing. repair and re-calibration program this spring and found
that ever the newl purchased fire hydrant meters were inaccurate and re-calibrated these meters

cy standards by AVVWA.

• RECOMMEND

Staff recommend that more rime and resources be allocated to the large meter maintenance
program of rep . , test and re-calibrations utilizing two staff personnel f~r the District's 1,000
+/- meters. To llocate funds to install by-passes for 70 compound meters for maintenance
purposes (testing repairs and re-calibration) for calendar year 1996 either by O&M staff or
contract outsourc . O&M believes that work can be accomplished during the winter season.

,
"'J

Staif is hopeful at this report helps to explain and continue to justify the District's large meter
test, repair and re-calibration maintenance program(s) and their contribution to reducing the
District's unacc unted for water loss.

Staff also reque ts that the District position of Large Meter and Backflow Technician of
performing wate audits usage (85%) time and (15%) of time working with large meter and
backflow preve .on for total time (full time) be allocated to the large meters maintenance
program(s) and other position budgeted for strictly domestic water audits in 1996.

• br

-28-
- .. . - . .. ~ ....------....._-_ .. ---_ ... -



•ACHMENTA•r
'I:

I;
r
r

METER NUMBER NUMBER AVG,PERCENT AVG.PERCENT AVG.PERCENT OVERALL WEIGHTED
SIZE TESTED INACCURATE LOSSES LOSSES GAIN (HIGH FLOW) TO LOSSES

(LOW FLOW) (HIGH FLOW)

2" 36 11 .ti.ti 0':1 Nnw: '11 Q 111\ .1? t'10l-, .,

i 3" 10 0 22.51 6.63 (3) 1.20 (4) -27.06%,
;

4" 2 1 6.00 NONE NONE -6.00%
i

TOTAL AVERAGE LOSSES 15.33%

I
N
co
I
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...-- EL DORADO COUNTY PUBLIC WATER PLANNING ORDINANCE
APPROVED 199511PDATE -·WATER SUPPLY AN.o DEMAND REPORP

WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND SUMMARY
Page 1 or 2

I
Public Waler Servh;:e

I
---j

Calegolv Ell}':' GDPUD· C3rCS[)~' Totals

I. esistil)!l§VPV.!YL ~IlIan!W..a.la. acre·feevyoar

A. Enlillernenl± 49,130 NfA N/A 49,130

e. Supply Esli ale 44,100 11.200 127 55,4Z7

C. Demand Esli ate
• SingleF3Irily Residential 10,267 1.33G 142 11,745

• Mulli·F~m t Rl'!sidel1lial 1,251 - · 1,251

• Subagricu tilnIt 4,235 · · 4,235

• Agncull\lral 5,750 4,529 · 10,279

• Recreation n'TUlf Se.vices 1,461 - · 1,461

• Ccrnmerci I 1.927 237 · 2,164

• Industrial 216 · · 216

• City 1,347 · · 1,347

• Ditches 1,476 - · 1,476

• consnucuc n 86 · - 81)

• Unaccount d-for/Losses 6,260 2,421 · 8,681

• Lalent 2,563 5S0 · 3,423

TOTAL (Dem,ntI Estirnale]
-, 36,BOO 9,363 ~2 46,325

D. Supply OalaO\: 7,300 1.817 ·15 9,102

I
II. ~~rvp. V""-"nt P"rcel.. "ml Droil'!cls

A. Single ~amjly esidential
• Parents Less Than 5 Acres
• Parcels 5 A JeS or larger I

Sublotal (Slngl r-arnily Residenlial Parcelsj
B. Muill-Family R sirJenliaJ
C. Oornmercial
D. Industrial

TOTAL (Existin] Unserved Vaciln, Parcels and Projects)
Estimated POlenlial W<ller Need, acra-learyear

III. ~ser1 Aori~lIll ml nem,md 1hrougillhe Year 22,15, acre-feeVyear

4,346 716 771 5,833
1,995 891.\ 20 2.91:3

6,341 1,614 791 8.746

83 6 0 89
248 18 1 267
238 1 0 239

6,910 1.639 792 9,341

5,190 1.990 330 7.510

2,9:34 0 0 2,934

IV. fIlL~j!L&lflli1!'~~l~
A. Single Family R sidenlial

It Approved Pa eels VVilhin EDH Development Agreement

• Approved Pa eels Oulslde EOH Development Agreement
Sulllo!"1 (Single l-(\l11ily Residential Parcels)

B. MUlli-Family Rc idenllal
C. Commercial
0_ Industrial

TOTAL ("areals n Approved Tentalivl;! Maps)
EslimaledPolential Waler Need. acre-relet/year

1,419 NfA N/A
I

1,419

3,729 249 0 3,978
5,146 249 0 5.397

0 0 0 0
lB 6 0 24

168 0 0 168

5.334 255 0 5,589

3,220 300 0 3,520

Mop-led June4, 199G

Fad &1- I Z 2 1"'2-

Phone # 62, ;-.>:3 CJ"LPhone#

CoJD(lPI.I2-~ ....... y' Pol. t. -(,.

Post-it~ Fax Note 7671

'....h"! h"'iAtfF. .,,,it.Whn

Fax t 'rtf:], - J0/7

- 1 •

... 'l f8!T_~,_-----_.. - ...

'\•£1 DoradoCOtlnly PublicVater Planning Ordinance
1995 Updale - WoW Sup Iyand Demand Report



JI

/ El DORADO COUNTY PUBLIC WATER PLANNING ORDINANCE
APPROVED 1995 UPDATE -- WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND REPORP

WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND SUMMARY.- Page 20f2

1
I"ublicWater Service

Cal~rlOrv EI[)" GDPUrP' GFC3I)!' Totals.

1v. fla1Duce..9f.t:Q.l~ ntiIlI.SirJllie.£m1'Mw:eJL'l.Yilhjn fDH Devetonrnant 89m!, 4,415 N/A NtA 4,'\15
Estimated Pole 11011 Waler Need,acre-feeVyear 2,eGO 0 0 2,860

Numberof Par :el~ :mdProjects(CalegoriesII, III, IV, & V) 16.659 1,894 792 19,345
EstimaledPole llial WaterNeed,acre-teetryear (Categories II, III. IV, & If) 14,204 2,290 330 16,824

~

VI. Parcelsand Pr ,r..etsBeing Proces_~p_. proPT·T""',, ....,
A, SingleFamiy Residential 185 45 0 630
B. Mulli·Famil Residential 0 0 0 0

C. Commercia 14 0 0 14

D. Induslrlal B 0 0 8

TOTAL (P" rAI~ and Prnjp.cts D~ing Processed) 807 45 0 S!i:!

Estimated POIenlialW:ltar Need,3cre·feallyaar 500 190 0 690
".

VII.S~.. "I"n P olactsBelnqProcessed
A. Sin\lleFamIy Residenlial

• Specific ~hll1s WithinExisling WaterDistrict Boundaries

"v'"'r""
836 NIA N/A 836

2. Bass 6~e 114 N/A N/A 114

(}
• Specific lans Requiring Armexation

1. Basslake 1.345 NfA NlA 1.345

z, C"T C
" "

2.922 N/A: N/A 2,922
3. Prom Illory 1,395 N/A NlA 1.395• TOTAL(Sp .cine PlanProjects Being Procassad) 6,612 0 a 6,'31Z

Eslimated1"01 nlial WaterNeed, acre·feet/year 4,280 0 0 4,280

VlII. p""""",+, "".f";:~ . - 11 11A. Slor"'ge
B. Weils - - 40 40

C. EIDorado roject 11,000 · · 17,000
D. VSBR(CV e , P,L. 101·514 Water) 5,625 5,625 - 11,25U
E. 'Reductionj 1 Unaccounted-for Waler 1,200 · ·
F. Reclaimed VlIler 1I1Iougl1 theYear 2015 5,680 - · 5.G60
G, Crawford ( itch 1,500 · · 1.500

TOTAL (Po ential Supplies) 3\,005 5,625 51 36,681

--

Dala adopted y lhe ElDoradoCountyBoardof Supervfso~ on June 4.1996.

'JI Source: "199! Update 10the 199\ Water Supplyand DemandReport", approvlldby lhe EID Board May 29.1996. The waler demands
represenlnorr alired consumption, as shownin Table6A or Ihe report. EID defines'latent water demand" as tile combinedanticipated
demand for wier by all inaclive and uninslallelJ meters, ifand wh!!nplacedin service. The lolal eslimated existingwaler demandhas
been rounded.

o

;!I Source: GOP lD "1995 Year EndWaler Supplyand Demand Summary", April 2,1996. Thll demandshown undo.r l~e agriculluraluse
categoryr~l'r€ sents currentirrigalionwaler sates and includesagricullural ands\,bagricultural uses. GDPUD defines"latent Willer
demanO" asIt e combined anticipated demandfor waler by current inactive metersplus unmetered parcelswithin assessmentdisvicts,

.' SOUles: GFC 0 'Waler Supply And DemandI"lormation" presented in a letter fromSandi Bush to Mr. Conrad B. Monlgomery,dslad
March 12, 19Q6, Estimate<) po\ential water need does not include(he allllliional demllnd associated with existing parcelS sllifling frompart­

time to full-lim occupancy.

•
EI DoradoCountyr~bliC Water Planning Qrdinance
1995 Update - war Supply and Demand Report

I

- 2 - Adopled JUOJil ", 1996
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FINDINGS OF FACT

OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF EL DORADO COUNTY

for the

El Dorado County General Plan

January 23, 1996
(Revised January 26, 1996)
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(Draft , p. V.5-54.)

6. If groundwater quality impacts were created.

4. If increased population was permitted in areas subject to inundation from dam
failure;

IMPACTS: RESOURCES, QUALITY, AND HAZARDSWAE.

Based on the oregoing significance criteria, the Draft EIR identified the following significant
impacts to wa r resources, water quality, and water hazards.

Based on the CEQA Guidelines and commonly accepted professional practice, a significant
impact would occur if:

1. Additional growth would result in a reduction in service levels to existing users
(domestic and agricultural) if projected water supplies are not adequate to serve
additional development to the year 2015 or Buildout;

2. If increased development were allowed in mapped floodplains or floodways;

5. If impacts on surface water sources through construction activities and other soil
disturbances were increased; and

3. If increased flood risk occurred as a result of increased surface drainage from
new development;

Impact 5.2.1 Water ..Supplies May Not Meet the Demand Generated by Community
Regions and Other Land Uses, And Reduction In Existing Service Levels May
Occur (Final EIR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-189.)

1. IQriginal Project Description .

The 19P5 Final Water Supply andDemand Report (Appendix 2, and update of the Fourth
Revie~Draftprovided in the Draft EIR) accurately describes the existing water supply,
availab e vacant parcels, demands of pending and proposed projects, and projected water
availab ity for water purveyors in the County. Water supplies will exceed projected
deman s for the year 2015, assuming that all the potential identified water supply
proj

9
materialize. As explained below., if these projected supplies are not developed,

polici in the Original Project Description and in the County Public Water Planning
Ordin ce (County Ord. No. 4325) will limit growth.

In the hort term, water supplies must be developed in the not too distant future to meet
near rm demands. EID, for example, identifies sufficient water availability for

•
•••••
•
••
•
I.
I
I
I

••
I
I],.
I
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Wate supply availability is not a limiting constraint to growth in the portions of the
Coun within the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. The Regional
Water Quality Control Board staff advises (1995) that the current TRPA Regional Plan

In e long term, water supply development is also necessary to meet the projected
de and associated with increased residential, commercial, and other uses. In the event
that water supplies prove inadequate, additional growth could affect the ability of water
pu eyors to provide service. There could be several impacts should the growth
as iated with the Original Project Description occur without a concurrent increase in
the ter supply. If growth exceeds the available water for any of the water purveyors,
the ollowing impacts could occur:

i
I
I
J
I
I
I
I
I
I
J

I:
I
I

••
•
•

Existing customers (including agricultural accounts) may be requested or required
to further conserve during times of water shortage; and

Purveyors could stop accepting new customers with resulting impacts on property
owners and the local economy.

•

•

ximately 11,500 new dwelling units. The GDPUD has sufficient water for
ximately 3,050 additional dwelling units. Combined, these two supplies will

~pOlt an additional 35,000 to 38,000 population, which should be sufficient to meet
leered population to at least the year 2003 for ED and 2015 for the GDPUD. (Note:

So e infrastructure improvements are required to provide this level of service.) (Final
, voL n, Response to Comment WA-103.) The Original Project Description directs
public water be used within Community Regions, and the Capital Improvement

Pro emphasizes capacity improvements in Community Regions and Rural Centers,
and health and safety improvements in Rural Regions. This direction is given as a way
of ore efficiently providing service.

The raft and Final EIRs describe the long-term sources of additional water supply. The
Cou ty recognizes, however, that these supplies may not materialize for legal, economic,
or p ysical reasons. The Original Project Description therefore links growth to water
supp y. Policy 5.1.3.1 provides that growth and public facility expenditures be directed
to C mmunity Regions and Rural Centers. Public water is a requirement for all new
deve opment in Community Regions (policies 5.1.2.2 and 5.2.1.3). The Concurrency'
Polic in Policy 5.1.2.1 requires that an adequate water supply either be available or be
made available to serve the development. Policy 5.1.2.3 directs that projects not be
appr ved unless public services and infrastructure are available or can be made available
with development project. In addition, the County Public Water Planning Ordinance
requi es that purchase of a water meter is mandatory for approval of all new final parcel
or su division maps or development projects that require public water service. (County
Ord. No. 4325, § 1.) These policies and the County Ordinance ensure that the
devel pment of new supplies be assured prior to new growth creating additional water
dem d. (See Final ErR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-69.)

•

•

•
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could ow more development at Buildout than the scenario on which the recommended
"zonal ocation" was based. The Draft EIR prepared by the State Water Resources
Contro Board for proposed water policy revisions within the Tahoe Basin concluded that
additi conservation might be necessary to stay within the Compact limit ifoccupancy
in at the earlier projected level of development. Still greater levels of
con .on or further restrictions on development could be necessary under current
TRPA wth projections. (Final EIR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-13.)

If new Idevelopments in rural areas are approved based on wells that do not provide
anticipJ;'d yields on a long-term basis, there may be a need to supply those
develo ments with public water if alternative private water supplies are not available.
Public ater supplies otherwise intended for Community Regions may not be available
to mee market demand and land use needs that would contribute to achieving the
County s land use, economic, and social goals.

One t of the General Plan is the possibility that significantly more land could be
design for development than is likely to occur to the year 2015. This is premised
on the dea that market forces should not be unnecessarily constrained in directing the
locatio of growth. If public water supplies are not available to accommodate market
deman s, the concurrency/phasing (policies 5.1.2.1, 5.1.2.3, 5.2.1.2) provisions of the
Gene Plan would restrict the approval of discretionary projects until water supplies
were in reased. If public water supply becomes a constraint, a closer accounting of the
remaini g supply with the County General Plan and Capital Improvement Plan will
result. This accounting will need to occur so that the growth increment to be
accom odated will strategically implement the General Plan. (See Growth Management
Coun . to Governor Wilson, Strateglc Growth: Taking Charge of the Future (Jan. 1993),
p. 29.)

Buildo t is not considered in this EIR discussion of water. The ultimate availability of
water s pplies to serve Buildout population is unknown. As noted herein, there is no
guarant that any of the water entitlements identified will be acquired. It is believed,
howev ,that most, if not all, of those entitlements will eventually be acquired. Under
any alt rnative or scenario, water is a potential limiting factor to the growth projected
in the eneral Plan. Should the water supply tap be turned off or reduced at some point
in the ture, growth would stop. This shortage scenario may occur in five years, or
possibl fifty years or more. There is no way to make such a determination. Any
attempt to define and project such as occurrence would be highly speculative.
Regardless, it can be assumed with confidence that water will continue to bea scarce
resourcf' demanding and responsive to careful and attentive management. Careful
managEent is guaranteed by the annual review of water supply and demand as required
by the Dorado County Public Water Planning Ordinance No. 4325. This annual
report ill help to maintain public awareness of the supply and demand issue and will
set the ~tage for possible future amendments to the General Plan should the possibility
of futu~e supplies become bleak. As noted throughout the Draft EIR section on Water,
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Policies

5.1.2.1-5.1.2.4. 5.1.3.1, 5.1.3.2.,
5.2.1.1-5.2.1.3

Element

Public Services and Utilities

inal Project Description Mitigation Measures'

Po .cy 2.10.2.1 requires five-year reviews of the General Plan. During these reviews,
th County can reconsider the assumption that water will be available if conditions
.:rant. (Final EIR, vol. ny Response to Comment WA-191.)

3. Mitigation Measures

The following Original Project Description policies would partially mitigate the impacts
on ublic water supplies and infrastructure:

The ounty adopted the foregoing Original Project Description policies without change,
ex t for minor changes to Policy 5.1.2.1, which require the County to assess whether
the emand for a particular service or utility exceeds supply based on input from the
servi e or utility provider.

Overall, this impact is considered significant for the Original Project Description. (Draft
, pp. VA-56 to V.5-58.)

~ I Annotated ;Proiect D§!:l:jDli"n

m
Thresholds Analysis describes the changes to the land use map between the Original

iectDescription and the Annotated Project Description. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept.
18, 1995), § Il, pp. 1-4.) Table 1 provides a comparison of the Project Description and

;r,e Annotated Project Description by dwelling unit type and population. (Thresholds
ysis (Sept. 18, 1995), § II, Table I.) Generally, the Annotated Project Description

. result in reduced population and reduced dwelling units. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept.
18,11995), § II, p. 5; Plan Comparison (Jan. 9, 1996).) Population reductions for the

otated Project Description are greatest in Regional Analysis Area 1, which is served
. (plan Comparison (Jan. 9, 1996).) Despite these populations differences, the

increased demand for public water service under the Annotated Project Description will
still result in a significant impact. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept. 18, 1995), § II, p. 5.)

In ad ition to the policies in the Original Project Description cited above, the Draft EIR
iden fied the following policy modifications or additions that would mitigate the impacts
to a 1 s than significant level.

•

•

•



• 1. A d the following policies under Objective 5.2.1 of the Public Services and
U .ties Element:

I
I
I
I
I

I

I.
I
I

I
U

I
I
I
r.
r

A. Rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas
dependent on public water supply shall be subject to the certain
availability of a permanent and reliable water supply to meet the needs of
current customers, the reasonable needs for agricultural expansion, and the
needs of those already approved but as yet unserved parcels and projects
found by the Board of Supervisors to likely develop. Certain availability
means that all necessary environmental documentation and regulatory
approvals including water rights have been accomplished, financing has
been secured, and that there are no remaining impediments of any type to
the utilization of that water supply.

The Cou ty adopted this mitigation measure in part to read as follows:

R oning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas
d nding on public water supply shall be subject to the availability of a

rmanent and reliable source of water.

The Cou ty will include this measure as Policy 5.2.1.4 in the Annotated Project
Descripti n. The County has determined that this rewording of the mitigation measure
is consist nt with the "Concurrency Policy" (5.1.2.1) and the County Water Ordinance.
That Pol' y and Ordinance ensure that adequate public water supplies will be available
to serve ture development. Policy 5.1.2.1 requires project proponents to demonstrate
that they have planned to meet future water demand prior to receiving discretionary
develop ent approvals. The County Water Ordinance requires a project proponent to
obtain a ater .. meter for all new final parcel or subdivision maps or for development
projects uiring public water service. The County rejects as infeasible the language
from the roposed mitigation measure specifying the extent of water availability required
and the 1 guage on "certain availability." This language would largely duplicate the
kind of s owing required by Policy 5~L2-Aand the County Water Ordinance. To the
extent th t the proposed wording would create requirements more stringent than those in
the Can urrency Policy and Water Ordinance, the County rejects the language as
infeasibl. Of particular concern is language that might be construed to require the
Board of Supervisors to deny subdivision approvals simply because EID and other water
provider could not show that water was already available (i.e., physically ready to
deliver) or "projects found by the Board of Supervisors to be likely to develop. "

As a p ctical matter, water purveyors often will not make the capital investments
neces to physically obtain water supplies for new development until the planning
process or such development is far advanced. At early points in the planning process
(e.g., ap roval of specific plans), landowners will commit themselves to creating funding
mechani ms that will allow the purveyors to make the investments needed to eventually
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water for subsequentdevelopment; but such investments typically cannot be made
vance of such preliminary planning approvals. After these preliminary approvals

ted, capital is created for the purveyors to build physical facilities needed to
and deliver water. By the time later planning approvals (i.e., final subdivision

and building permits) are granted, the purveyors will typically have had time (if
supplies are available for delivery) to build the infrastructure necessary to deliver
to new homes and businesses. ~ Letterfrom Craig M. Sandberg, Law Offices
.g M. Sandberg, to Chairman oiEl Dorado County Board of Supervisors (Jan. 9,
(explaining process for financing public infrastructure projects); Letter from

J. McDougall, Palisades Properties, Inc., to Mark Nielsen, E Dorado County
of Supervisors (Jan. 3, 1996) (same); Letter from Norm Brown, N.C. Brown

Dev opment Inc., to Mark Nielsen (Jan. 10, 1996) (explaining time lag between
ten ive map approval and actual building of residential projects); Letter from Kyle
Smi ,Dorado Land & Development, to E Dorado County Board of Supervisors (Jan.
10, 996) (explaining difficulty in obtaining financing for project infrastructure until
enti~ements exist).) Policy 5.1.2~ 1 will allow this complex process to work in an
effi ent fashion. The rejected language from the proposed mitigation measure might not
have done so. That language is therefore infeasible as being inconsistent with Project
Obj rives 1, 4, and 5. By failing to recognize the realities of funding capital facilities
need to deliver water to new customers, the language would thwart the County's
effo to achieve economic growth through new businesses. The policy could also
thw efforts to facilitate the construction of affordable housing. (Annotated Project
D iption (Aug. Ii, 1995), p. 99; Thresholds Analysis (Sept. 18, 1995), p. 25; County
Wa Ordinance No. 4325, § 1; Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 118 (policy
5.2..4); Final General Plan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 94 (policy 5.2.1.4); Final EIR, vol. I,

LG-l1; Final ER, Vol. N, Responses to Comments WA-294. WA-310.)

B. .,Development within the three Planned Communities cannot proceed until
the Fazio water allocation (USBR-CVP) is authorized to the El Dorado
Irrigation District. Development in the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan area
may not occur until the El Dorado or Fazio water is available. All four
of these projects must meet the "certain availability" standard.

ounty rejected this mitigation measure as unnecessary. The County has determined
that e "Concurrency Policy" contained in Policy 5.1.2.1 and the County Water
Ordi ance both recognize the potential water supply/demand problem in the County and
con in adequate policies to ensure that supply meets demand. Further, the County has
dete ined that the "certain availability" requirement conflicts with Project Objectives
1, 4, and 5, as described under ..A" above. (Annotated Project Description (Aug. 17,
1995 , p. 99; Thresholds Analysis (Sept. 18, 1995), p. 25; County Water Ordinance No.
4325 § 1; Final EIR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-lOI; Final EIR, vol. IV,
R nses to Comments WA-294, WA-310, WA-315. See also Housing Articles and
Studi ; Letter from Michael McDougall, Palisades Properties, Inc., to Mark Nielsen,
ED rado County Board of Supervisors (Jan. 3, 1996); Letter from Craig M. Sandberg,
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ffices of Craig M. Sandberg, to Chairman of El Dorado County Board of
DerVi:'~rs (Jan. 9, 1996) (explaining process for financing public infrastructure .

proj j.) Nevertheless, the County adopted the following language, as a new Policy
5.2.1. ,in order to further mitigate Impact 5.2.1:

"The preparation and approval of specific plans may occur without the availability
of water guarantees. The timing of water guarantees shall be established within
the policies of each specific plan consistent with Policy 5.2.1.4."

The C unty notes that comments on the Final EIR, as well as oral and written testimony
. to the Board of Supervisors in January 1996 questioned the conclusion in the

Draft and Final EIR that additional water supplies may be available in the future
throug the EI Dorado Project proposed by the County Water Agency. As explained in
the F' EIR, the El Dorado Project has the potential to provide a safe yield of 17,000
acre fi tannually. (Final EIR, vol. IV, Response to Comment WA-300; See 1995Final
Water Supply and Demand Summary, Final EIR, vol. V, App. 2.) The El Dorado
Proj has been the subject of its own environmental review process, with the County
Water Agency acting as the Lead Agency. The County Water Agency concluded the
enviro mental review process in October of 1995 and approved its project. The project
is also SUbject to review and approval by the State Water Resources Control Board, an
agenc with substantial technical expertise and responsibility for weighing public trust
consid rations.

The fi llowing documents fully describe the County Water Agency's plans for the El
Dorad Project, the potential water supply it may provide, its environmental impacts, and
the A ency's mitigation measures for those impacts:

• EI Dorado County Water, Agency Water Program and El Dorado Project for the
El Dorado Irrigation District Service Area, Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Sept. 30, 1992)

• E1 Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El Dorado Project for the
E1 Dorado Irrigation District Service Area, Final Environmental Impact Report
(March 1993)

• Draft Supplement to E1 Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and E1
Dorado Project EIR (July 1995)

• Final Supplement to E1 Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and E1
Dorado Project EIR (Oct. 1995)

• E1 Dorado County Water Agency, Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the E1 Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El
Dorado Project (April 1993)
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The Cou ty adopted this policy (now 5.2.1.5) with the following language changes:

D. Priority shall be given to discretionary developments that are infill or
where there is an efficient expansion of the water supply delivery system.

162

In times of declared water shortages, the Board of Supervisors shall give
priority to approving affordable housing and non-residential development
projects. .

Dorado County Water Agency, Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding
siderations, Adoption of Mitigation Monitoring Program, and Approval of
erred Alternative Relating to Supplement to El Dorado County Wau=r Agency

ater Program and E1 Dorado Project EIR (Oct. 23, 1995).

E.

•

A roval of development projects requiring annexations to water
di tricts in Rural Regions may only occur if groundwater sources

not available to serve, or are unable to continue serving the
de elopment, or if existing infrastructure abuts the property, and
su ficient water is available to serve the annexed area.

C All annexations to a water district must be found to be consistent with the
General Plan and satisfy LAFCO guidelines and policies regarding
General Plan consistency. Annexations in Rural Regions may only occur
if groundwater services are not available to serve, or are unable to
continue serving the development, or infrastructure already abuts the
property, and sufficient water is available to serve the annexed area.

These ents are available for public review with the County Water Agency. The
County phasizes that the analysis in the Draft and Final Ems regarding the E1 Dorado
Project' not contingent on the Project being built. Rather, the Draft and Fmal Ems
note that the E1 Dorado Project may provide additional water supply in the future to
allow for additional growth, but that if this project proves infeasible, growth will be
limited. ~ Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 115, Policy 5.1.2.1; Final
General lan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 91, Policy 5.1.2.1; County Public Water Planning
Ordinan No. 4325.)

The Coun determined that the first sentence of the proposed measure was unnecessary
because i was a statement of existing law. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept. 18, 1995), p.
25; Anno ted General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 118 (policy 5.2.1.5); Final General Plan
(Jan. 23, 1996), p. 94 (policy 5.2.1.5).)

The Cou ty has adopted this mitigation measure as new Policy 5.2.1.6. (Thresholds
Analysis Sept. 18, 1995), p. 26; Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 118
(policy 5..1.6); Final General Plan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 94 (policy 5.2.1.6).)

•

•

•
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The Co ty has adopted this mitigation measure as Policy 5.2.1.7. (Thresholds Analysis
(Sept. 8, 1995), p. 26; Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 118 (policy
5.2.1. ; Fmal General Plan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 94 (policy 5.2.1.7).)

4.

The C unty has determined that with the foregoing adopted mitigation measures,
adeq changes have been incorporated into the project to reduce impacts associated
with an increased demand for public. water services to a less-than-significant level.

dditional Growth Will Occur In Areas Which Are Dependent On Private
ells For Water, Potentially Affecting The Quality and Quantity Of
roundwater

1.

The D EIR explained that, given the geological nature of the County, where water
is typi y found in rock fractures, water table levels and groundwater supplies simply
are not identifiable or quantifiable. El Dorado County does not have the typical water .
tables ound in the Sacramento Valley environment, making it extremely difficult to
monito trends and determine the quantity of groundwater available for future
develo ment.

Theref re, existing data on groundwater supply and quality is lacking. At best, based
on En' nmental Management Department staff experience, it can be concluded that
areas 0 sparse water supply do exist in some areas of the County and that some areas
have e perienced dry wells, or the need for deeper wells. especially in recent dry years.
Even ough new dry wells are occasionally experienced, however, it is rare that a
propos rural residential project has not been able to develop a well with acceptable
water roduction.

The 0 iginal Project Description, with a potential increase of 172 percent over the
existin 1990 rural population, appears to have the potential for creating a heavy demand
on gro ndwater for domestic use. Based on the Original Project Description, the Draft
EIR yzed projections for rural development within each Regional Analysis Area.

The D EIR analyzed the potential for impacts in each of the Regional Analysis Areas
as fall ws:

• Regional Analvsis Area 1 fEZ Dorado Hills. Cameron Park/Shinfile Sprinfs.
Diamond SQrings/El Dorado, and Pfacerv;[[e Market Areas),' As noted in the
Draft EIR and Tables V-5-14 and V-5-l5, the increase in wells in this area would
range from 70 percent in the Alternative to 191 percent in the No Project
Alternative, with the Project Description increase being 109 percent. Since over
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• ORDINANCE No. 4325

TH BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
EL ORADO DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

(UNCODIFIED)

EL DORADO COUNTY PUBLIC WATER PLANNING
ORDINANCE

Net", Parcels.

Upon passage of ~~is ordinance, the County shall make purchase
of a wate meter mandatorl for acoroval of all new final oarcel or
suhdivisi n maps or development projects which require pubiic water
service.

Water Plan.

old public hearings prior to acceptance of the water

rovide for public review of the water data;

I

sec~ton 2. Obtain Water Data.

'Nith~n 180 days after the passage of this ordinance, and
annually ~~eraafter the County shall do ~~e following:

I

1. obtain water supply and demand data from the public water
agencies a d districts within the County as set forth in California
Governmen Code Sec. 65352.5;

2.

3.
data.

~2 months after passage of this measure, the County
shall, aft r holding public hearing(s), prepare a long term public
water plan to be updated annually thereafter, that includes the
following:

•

•

1. n inventory of the projects and parcels being processed
by the Coun y, within each public water district, and estimates of
~~eir pate tial pUblic water needs;

inventory of all existing unserved parcels and
hin each pUblic water district and estimates of their
blie water needs;

I

3. a water availability assessment for each pUblic water

EXHI81T __F ..
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Page 2

.a.1I~.

•
dist=ict that dete~ines t.."le adequacy of existing and planned
future p blic water supplies to meet existing and planned future
demand on these water supplies, projected over the next ~.enty (20)
years, fraIl types of growb and development - residential,
c:ommerci I and agricultural.

Sec: PUblic Notice.

•

•

The ounty shall annually mail a summary of the annual public:
water av ilability assessment to all County property owners as
shown on e current property tax assessment roll.

5. Severability.

If a y section, SUbsection, sentence, clause, phrase, part or
portion 0 this ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or
unconstit tiona1 by a final jUdgment of any court of competent
jurisdict·on, such decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions of t.."lis ordinance. It is hereby declared that
t."lis mea ure, and each sec-=ion, sUbsection, sentence, clause,
phrase, p rt or oortion thereof would have been adooted or passed
irrespective of- the fac~ that anyone or more sections,
subsectio s, sentences, clauses, phrases, par~s' or portions be
declared °nvalid or uncons-=itutional.

Amendment or ~e~ea:.

This ordinance may be amended or repealed only by a unanimous
vote of t .. e total aut.."lorized membership of the Soard of sucervisors
or by a m jority of t..~e voters vo~ing-in an election thereon.

Sect on 7. Tahoe Reaional Plannina ~aencr Exclusion.

This ordinance shall not apply to any projects or parcels
within th jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

Sect on a. Pursuant to Elections Code section 4050, this
ordinance shall take effect and shall become effective immediately
upon the doption hereof.

Sect on 9. By adoption hereby the Board of Supervisors has
authorize the filing of a Notice of Exemption for purposes of the
Californi Environmental Quality Act .
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NO. 12

ADoPTeD November 10, 1981

• POLICY STATEMENT

SUBJECT:

SERVI "'E PROCUREMENT

ReVISED

December 9, 1981

September 12, 1984

Oc:tober 21, 1991

April 1,7, 1992

•

•

C P AND PURPOSE

This P liey Statement establishes the procedure by which an applicant, who is requesting an

extensi n ar new water and/or sewer services, can obtain service from the District. The

purpos of this prccedure is to establish a means by which potential District customers are

advise of conditions precedent to receiving water and sewer service.

Locall w requires that an applicant submit evidence of water and sewer service prior to

Final. ap approval and atso make approval of a Final Map contingent upon the applicant

enteri g jnto a contract with the District for extension or necessary raciUUes. The District,

pursu t to Policy No. 41, will not commit to serve properties when such service would

reduce the water supply reliability below the established firm yield. In order to comply

with I cal development laws and to ensure consistency with District water supply policy, the

O1stri' will issue Facility Improvement, Meter Award and Department of Real Estate

Letter as specified below.

APPL CABILITY

This oliey applies to subdivisions, commercial, industria! developments, and parcel splits.

In the case where a parcel split requires a major extension or facilities, the requirements for

a sub lvision may apply.

As th Yrelate to conditions or and fees ror mension of service, District Regulations and

Poiici s will apply as of the date of the fully ~ecuted Extension of Facilities Agreement. As

they late to conditions of and charges tor initiation or service and the on-going water and

sewer service provided to the customer, District Regulations and Policies will apply as

adopt d and amended from time to time by the District's Board of Directors•

EXHIBIT:~~



NO. 22

ADOPTED November 10, 1981

• SUBJECT:

PO LICY STATEMENT

IMPROVEMENT LETTER

REVISED
December 9, 1981

September U, 1984

October 21, 1991

April ],,7, 1992

•

•AD·l

The Di trict will issue Facility Improvement Letters (See Sample, Exhibit A) tor wster

and/or wer service to applicants requesting ser'Vice to existing paraJs, lands being

subdivi ed or split, and lands being rezoned or involving petition for amendment to the

Count or City General Plan. The applicant's request must be in writing, and must contain

the As ssor's parcel numberts), current zoning, proposed zoning, General Plan land use

classiti . don (existing and/or proposed), and other information regarding water and/or

sewer ervices as appllcable. The applicant must contact the local Fire Department to

inquir about tire flow requirements, If nr~ protection is required, the applicant's request

for a dUty Improvement Letter must be accompanied by a Jetter from the Fire

Depart ent specifying fire flow requirements•

In add tion to the above requirements, Commercial and Industrial developments requesting

a Facil ty Improvement Letter must submit specific water or sewer requirements. The

Distncf will determine whether the applicant must prepare a Project Facility Plan Rep~rt

as spe1ified below.

The F' tility Improvement Letter will be valid for 2 years from the date of issuance. If the

proje has not received Tentative Map approval within 2 years from the date of the letter,

a revi ed Facility Improvement Letter may be required.

For' bdivisions, commercial or industrial developments, the Facility Improvement Letter

will c ntain the size, approximate location and remaining capacity of water and/or sewer

pipeli es that will sene the projett. This infonnatlon will be sumcie~t for the preparation

of a F dUty Plan Report (FPR). The FPR shall be prepared by a Registered Engineer

emplo ed by the applicant•

-2-



NO. 22

ADOPTED November 10, 1981

• SUBJECT:

POLICY STATEMENT
REVISED

December 9, 1981

September U, 1984

Odober 21, 1"1

April ,27, 1992

The FP shall indicate the radlities that are necessary for service and shall comply with

District standards and requirements (See Sample, E:dJibit B). The engineering report is to

be app eel by the District Engineering Director or a registered engineer in the

Depart ent designated by the EngineeringDirector.

1Splits, the Facility Improvement Letter specifies the size, approximate location,

and ex ent of the water mdlor sewer facility improvements required to serve a proposed

parcel nt. However, if the proposed parcel split requires a major extension of water

and/or ewer facilities, the applicant may be required to prepare an FPR.

MET AWARD LETTERIe 'ct will issue a Meter Award Letter (See Sample, Exhibit C) to eligible applicants.

To rec 've an award letter, the following conditions must be satisfied:

submission of a Facility Improvement Letter and an approved Facility Plan
Report, if required

submission of Extension of Facilities Application and Fee, if required

submission of Engin~ed Improvement Plans and associated fees

submission of all required environmental documents

all applicable water, sewer and other connection fees paid.

., approval of Annexation; if required

aU agreements approved by Em Board or Directors and signed

all land rights being conveyed or guaranteed to be conveyed to the District

all Engineered Improvement Plans approved by the District Engineer

• .3-



• PO lICY STATEMENT

SUBJECT:

SERVI E PROCUREMENT

12

ADOPTeD November 10, 1.981

REVilED

December 9, 1!81

September 12, 1984

October 21, 1991

April 21, 1992

•

compliance with all construction and maintenance bonding requirements

all other District requirements being met

DE AR MENT F REAL ESTATE LETTER ISSUED

Upon uest, the District will issue a letter to the Department of Real Estate (Exhibit D) to

eligible pplicants meeting the following conditions:

Water and/or sewer improvements have been completed and accepted by the
District (Notice of Completion issuance)

Applicant has supplied the District with parcel numbers, lot numbers and
addresses for each parcel•

ARD TO PREVENT OVER-COMMITMENT OF SUPPLY

The Di itt will NOT continue to issue Meter Award Letters if available supplies (pursuan~

to Pollc No. 41) are seriously threatened. This provision is intended to prevent an over­

allocati n of water by terminating issuance of Meter Award Letters until an additional

water i pplyJs deemed to be available•

•AO·l JK:ld: :1:92 .4-



EXHIBIT A

•
SAMPLE

•

In tqlly mel. to: EOOOO-OOO

___......,~1992

I,

John Doe t
0000 Dartm uth Place
Somewhere n, CA 95630

Subject: FalilitY Improvement Letter
~sseSSor'3 Parcel No. 000-000-00

Dear Mr. Dt.:
This letter i written in response to your request dated. and is pursuant to
District Poll y StatementNo. 22 which states the procedure agreed upon between the District
and the Co tY to indicate water and sewer improvement requirements necessary to support
your propos d subdivision.

Please be vised that the District manages its water supply under Policy Statement No. 4l.
In the event the District's water supply is depleted, water meters will not be sold. This letter
is not a commitment to serve. but does address the location and approximate capacity of
existing fac'ities available to serve your project. In terms ?f supply, as of . COate)
there were J. EDU's available. Your project, as proposed on this date,
would reqmr an estimated EDU's,

This letter i~ valid for a period of two years. If your project has not received Tentative Map
approval wirin two years of the date of this letter, a revised Facility Improvement letter may
be required.

The bala:t. of this letter will be dedicated to Engineering information specific to the
,ubject 11 (I.

II you have any questions, please contact Kyle Ericson at 622-4534.
.,

RCE 00000
By I

EID En~-;-in-e-er--"""""=-==:""",,=,,,:==---

I

I

I

• Improve-.SUb



1)
2)
3)

4)
5)
6)• 7)
8)
9)

10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)

•

•

SAMPLE

ENGlNEERJNG FACILITY PLAN REPORT

PURPOSE:

The District requires an approved Project Facility Plan Report (FPR) for subdivisions, and
commcrcial/i dustrial developments prior to issuing a Meter Award Letter. The purpose of the
report is to velop an understanding between the developer and the District on what system
improvemen the developer must construct prior to receiving service. This will help the
developer to determine the costs that will be incurred for water and wastewater service. It will
also help ent misunderstandings and costly revisions from occurring when construction
drawings are prepared.

The comple .ty of the report will depend on the size and number of phases in the project and
the extent 0 improvements that are required. The report shall at a minimum include the
following:

A vicinity Map.
Name, address and telephone number of Engineer and owner/developer.
A letter from the Fire Department stating their required fire flow
and duration.
A map showing the overall development boundary and major subdivision thereof.
Topographic map with contour intervals of 20 feet or less.
Water demands and wastewater projections based an the equivalent dwelling unit
(EDU) concept and maximum flow demand criteria provided in the District
Standards.
Existing or proposed sources of water.
Existing or proposed locations for sewage disposal.
Adjacent proposed developments on me or being proposed with the County, and
number of EDU's for both water and wastewater.
Existing and proposed pressure zone boundaries if applicable.
The location, capacity and high water elevation of any storage facility.
The location and size of any required pressure reducing station.
Location and size of all water mains.
Location, size and approximate slope of all sewers.
The location, capacity and head for any pumping or lift stations.
A statement of whether the J'I'operty is within the District.
Existing County zoning designation/s),

In conjunc'on with the submittal to the County of a Tentative Subdivision Map, the
developer/e gineer shall submit a Draft FPR to the District. An inidal screening for
completene s of the FPR will be performed by the Engineering Department If the report is not
complete, i shall be returned with comments for re-submittal

Upon appr val of a County Tentative Map, the developer/engineer shall obtain approval of the
Draft FPR om the District, and then can begin the process of preparing improvement plans.



• ENGINErERlNIG FACILITY PLANREPORT PAGE 2

•

•

The first su .tta1 of improvement plans for District review must be accompanied by an
approved 0 FP1t If, through the review process, changes are required to the impl'c:Jvement
plans which t the Approved Draft FPR, such changes must be reflected in the FPR. Tn
conjunction .th theapproval of the final improvementplans. thedeveloper/engineer shall submit
a final FPR ~ approval. Draft and final FPRs shall be transmitted by the attached fonn.

Award Letter will not be issued absent an approved Final FPR.

-

"'l I

FPR:jre:4:2 :92



• FACll..ITY PLAN REPORT TRANSMITI'AL
(Name of Development)

Contact Pel'S n _

Address,_-I- _

Telephone # ( ), _

APN(s),_-I- _

Date __-+- _

Location (z ne) _

•
l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

This development will be constructed in phases.
The ropeny requires Annexation to EID. __ Yes _ No.
The etal acreage of the development is acres.
The umber of parcels proposed is _
The number of EDUs requested is --:-_---:0-:--_
The lestimated maximum day water demand is gpm.
The lfire flow requirement is gpm for hours duration.
Pres~ure reducing stations are required. _ Yes No.
The lestimated average dry weather sewer flow is gpm.
The estimated peak wet weather sewer flow is gpm.
Eng neer's cost estimates sheet for all facilities to be built. _

By tDevelope's Engineer

RCE I

.,

Draft FPR Approved by

EID Engineer, RCE #__

Final FPR Approved by

BID Engineer, RCE #__

•
NOTE: If project is to be constructed in phases, indicate number of parcels, number of mus.
etc. for es h phase.

jre:S:5:92: r



EXHIBIT C

SAMPLE•

•

•

E'k R9,"V"R9 :I.i 'v... ± ~"""'T ± ON H ± 5' e f' * )P 0

~ Indrl.te 1t••1IeT rI@dJ.r:at:erl CO sac;Uty111W ~uatOlll8r needs !gr "'Crtr/.-.r amt
recre.t1oll 1D .n e!f1cjenc .ad r..pon.1ble ~n.r,

Tbi s.rv~. as an award forr
c:::::: SUBDIVISION C PARCIL S1LlT

Pro "let. \lork Order Ho. 'rentniv, Pucel Hap No. _

AnJ<ICltlfT/I l'fAMI: AND ADDJUtSI SnVICZ LOCAnON

Th s METEa AWARD LETTtK 1s issued ~o the - owwza I AGENT (eirela one)

AI n~ aqthorl:.~ion attached. it applicable (Initial)

Ja .r If the agent La makinl the application. a duly notal'l~.d a~thori%ation
mu t be .t~ach.4.

c:= FOR SUBD!VI~IO"S - Appljcanc has mtt the following requirementsr

1. Dl,trlct has approv.d the final racility Plan ~eport.

2. Applican~ submi~ verification of a valid 1entativ~ Parcel Hap from the
County/City. ,

3. hpplieant has ~atisfi.d all Ivplicabla an,ine.rin~1 environmental. riS"t­
of-way••nd bond1n; r.qui:em~n~s as specified in District Polley No. 2Z.

4. Applicant has paid all a~plica~le va~er ~nd Gev~r fees, conn«ction
ebaraes. Ind a~nd Sesre,ation T~es if applIcable .

5 Applicant ha: 9a~1s£iad all otber District requi:emen~; pur~ant to Policy
Sta~am@nt No. %2.

t=: FeR PARCEt SPLITS - Ap~J!clnt ha~ me~ the (oJlo~1nr r.qu1~em@nt~ for &
I'srcel Spl1. t 1

1 Applicant submits tAcility Impr~@m8nt Letter.

2 Applicant completes Vater Service ~ppllcat1on form.

3 Applicant submit: verification of a valid 1antative Parcel Map 'rom the
Count,.fCity.

• Applicable waterlS9V9r connection f.~s paid.

S. Applicant pays Bond Segrelatlon Fees: if a,plrcAbl,,~

6, Bond Requirements (e.,. P.rfcrmanc.fGua~antee) have bean met it
.ppUr:abh.

~~e Dis~:ic~ be=eby grants this evard fo:;

1 AtEi\: ED\]' II (Eq1l1vdent. D-4ellinl Un! t.).

nWG.1 liDU' s (Equivalent DwelHn& Unit).

lIDddes Ita =
_nu: _

It.er! are subj~~t to installation upon iss~ance of I rinat Hap, and if
pplleabla. upon system improv6ment compleelon and a~~epe3nC! oy the District.

IDIDDliDIJDnmnDDlllDD1lunmnDIJIDlllmllBDmmmmnnnnnnmmlDJllDlmmumlBDDHDIIlmllDllIllBD1lDlllDIU

Da~.: -_-_- _

tlelde.'''' • C"".'Y/~H,.1UlrV''''.••
.......-

""he e.",.,. • Pnj,,",c 7Ue
nt~"'l\1l•• ,,'n
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EXHIBIT D

SAMPLE

In reply refex1 to:
I

r-
State of eautorma
Department qfReal Estate
2201 Broadway
Sacramento, FA 95814

Subject:

oject Work Order No.: _

Gentlemen: I

The water Id sewer systems have been designed to meet the requirements for domestic use.
. All water s~ed to this subdivision will be potable.

Meters have l?een purchased fOI all parcels, System improvements have been constructed and
accepted by rne District in accordance with the Regulations and Policies in effect and
approved by I the Board of Directors of the 51 Dorado Inigation District.

The water~ extension serving this subdivision has been sized to meet the flre flow
requirement~ of the Fire Department (the agency responsible for
fire protecti 10 in the subject area).

Sincerely,

John Kings y
Customer S rvices Supervisor

D.U (7101193)
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POLICY STATEMENT

WAT R SUPPLY RELIABfi.lTY
I

•

The p oseof this Policy Statement is to establish standardsand proceduresby which
the a squacy of water supplies and the risks of water shortages may be determined.
This wUl provide a basis for subsequent and ongoing· efforts to maintain an
appr priate relationship between supply and demand.

•
This olicy is directed primarily toward management of water supply reliability as
appli d to the primary and contiguous water distribution system of the Distt:ict.
Appl cation to satellite systems or to ditch systems should not be assumed, and shall
be d ne with care and Judgement.

I

BAC;~GROUND
I

The bistrict recognizes that the uncertainties associated with weather patterns result
in oo~siderable variation tram year to year in the quantity of water yielded by any I

wat shed causing various degrees of shortage. Hardships caused in terms of the
degr e and frequency of water shortages should be balanced against the bardships
a580 °ated with the eosts required to minimize such shortages. To provide suffiCient
wate shortage to eliminate shortages under all circumstances 'Would Involve
inv tments in rarely used capacity. Stated differently, providing a totally risk-free
serv'ce is in general not realistic.

The istrict has accepted considerable uncertainty ofsupplyunder the assumption that
agri ulture, the predominantuser, could better absorb occasional shortages than costs
asso lated with m~or additional facilities. However, the changing character and
exp tations of water users now makes refinement of supply risks a management
prio ity.

I

•
~XH1BiT .s.,



ADOPT!D July 24, 1989

RevlSID October 21, 1991
May 11,1m• PO LICY STATEMENT

SUBJECT:

WAT SUPPLY RELIABlLITY

NO.
41

•

• AC·l

Firm Yield: Tbe annual quantity of water which the integrated water supply
syste can theoretically make available 95% otthe time. In tl1e remaining5% of the
time, shortages calculated not to exceed twenty percent annually will be allowed. The
integ ted system firm yield value is to be calculated based on the methodology
sstab isbed by the Abraham model, witb modifications based on actual operations
e."tpe renee,

Pote tial Water Demand: The total amount of normalized water consumption, 'pius
laten~ water demand and unaccounted-for water.

I

Nor~alized Consumption: A.calculated annual amount of water consumption which
Is ba$ed on normal, unrestricted water use.

I

Late~t Water Demand: The combined anticipated demand for water by all inactive
and ~ninstailed meters, if and wnen placed in seniee.·· I

I

Una counted-for Water: Water that is taken into the system from all EID1s main
sour es (Sly Park, Forebay, Folsom, Crawford) but whicb is not deUvered to the
cons ers or otberwise accounted for.

WA ER RELIABD..IT POLICY

It is the Policy of the El Dorado Irrigation District to endeavor to provide water
sup lieshaving a System Firm Yield greater than or equal to the normal, unrestricted,
wat r demands of the District's system. Recognizing tbat System Firm Yield as
defi ed above may result in shortages in approximately 5% of the time, it is the Policy
of t e District to accept such shortages in the system when available supplies are
Insu dent to supply the unrestricted normal demands of the system, and to impose

·2·
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POLICY STATEMENT

NO•

ADOPTEo1u1y 24, 1989

ReviseD October 21, 1991
May 11, 199Z

SlJPPLY RELIABlLlTY

•

I

such v~luntary or mandatory conservation measures as it deems appropriate in the
drcu~tances. To mitieate tbese measures where possible, it is the Policy of the
Distri4 to give priority to and leek means for the provision of supplies over
curtail ent of demands, in the implementation of this poliCYJ in order that the needs
of the ystem may be best served.

WAT R SUPPLY MANAGEMENT

The istrict will maintain adequate water supply and demand records to 'enSure
accur~te monitoring and reporting. The District Manager wUl prepare an Annual
Upda~dWater Supply and Demand Report wbich ~i11 be subntitted by April of each
year to the Board of Directors. This report will present an analysis of demand and
suppl based on occurrences during the preceding year, and will specifically includ~

upda d information on normalized consumption, latent water demand, unaccounted­
for w ter, potential water demand, and significant changes in water supply, if any.

M NTATION
I •

The~istrict will endeavor to plan for, identify and implement supply enhancements
as re uired to maintain System Firm Yield in an amount greater than the normal
unr trlctsd demands of the system. The District may, if judged necessary impose
temp rary restrictions on new connections in order to prevent or Umit any firm yield
defic encies. Any such restrictions will be established pursuant to Water Code Sec. 350
et. se . of the California Water Code. Therefore, to effectively manage the District's
wa supply and to ensure compliance witb applicablelaw, the District Manager shall
imp' ment the following actions:

·3·
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ADOPTeDJuly 24, 1989

REVIseD October 21, 1991
May U, 1992

...

PO LlCY STATEMENT

WAT R SUPPLY RELIABILITY

NO• 41

•

(1) flmonitor ona daily basis the amount of remaining firmsupplythat can be made
availa Ie to Dew customers through either issuance of meter award letters per Pollcy
No. Z or meter sales per Policy No. 14

(,2) ~ at any time the remaining tlrm supply is at or below 1,000 equivalent dwelling
units i.e. 600 acre feet), a pubUc hearing win be scheduled as soon as possible after
the 1 day notice requirement in (3) below is met.

I ' ,

(3) I the public bearing called for in (2) above will be noticed as soon as possible,per
the n tiee requirements of Water Code Section 352.

(4) information and supporting data which describe the District's supply and
dema d condition at that point in time will be assembled and distributed prior to the
pubU hearing.

(5) theDistrictBoardof Directors will convene ttlenoticed PublicHearing,consider
the s ppJy and demand data, take public comment and determine whether a Water .
Sho ge Emergency should be declared pursuant to Water Code Section 350 eta seq.

•
•

·4·



2850 Fairlane Co rt
Placerville, CA 95 67

EL DORADO COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Phone: (916) 621-5355
Fax: (916) 642-0508

NOTICE OF ADDENDUM
T THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FOR THE CARSON CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN

Agency: County of EI Dorado
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Contact: Roger Trout, Senior Planner
Planning Department

•
Project N e:

Applicant

Carson Creek

Palisades Development, Inc .

•

The County of El Dorado is the land use authority charged with the preparation and review of an
Addendum 0 the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

A copy of e Addendum (without Appendices) is provided with this notice. The Addendum,
Appendices, and referenced documents are available for review or purchase from the Planning
Department at the above address.

The Addend m is subject to public review and comment. A public hearing on the Addendum is
scheduled b fore the Board of Supervisors on February 25, 1997, at 2:00 p.m. Any person or
organizatio that desires to submit written comments that will be presented to the Board of
Supervisor must submit said comments to the Planning Department no later than 5:00 p.m.,
February 1 , 1997.

o COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
. MONTGOMERY, Planning Director

31, 1997



2850 Fairlane Co rt
Placerville, CA 95 67

EL DORADO COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Phone: (916) 621-5355
Fax: (916) 642-0508

•

•

n r f will hold a public hearing in the Board Chambers,
ne, Placerville, CA 95667 on February 25, 1997, at 2:00 p,m" to consider the

• DID n I 1m R in PI 4- 2 in T n i i . i n
1 17 n r ' request submitted by PAliSADES DEVELOPMENT, INC.

(Agent: C oper, Thome and Associates) for the following: Certification of the Carson Creek
SpecificP EnvironmentalImpact Report, with addendum; approval of the Specific Plan (SP94­
02) for the arson Creek project which establishes zoning as shown below; rezoning of properties
in the prop sed Carson Creek Specific Plan to allow up to 2,434 dwelling units in 20 separate
villages on 470 acres (with reserved sites for elementary and middle schools replacing two
villages), 3 acres of parks, 14 acres of commercial, 48 acres of research and development, 3
acres reserv for mass transit, and 142 acres of open space; and vesting tentative subdivision map
with phasin plan for 477 lots in Phase I (Euer Ranch). Properties will be rezoned from Exclusive
Agricultural (AE) and Research and Development (R&D) to the following zoning districts which
are consiste t with the land use designations in the General Plan for the Carson Creek Specific
Plan Area: ingle Family (7,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF7000]; Single Family (6,000
square fo minimum) [CCSP/SF6000]; Single Family (5,000 square foot minimum)
[CCSP/SF5000]; Single Family (3,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF3000]; Multifamily
Residential CCSP/MF]; Local Convenience Commercial [CCSP/LC]; Research and Development
[CCSP/R& ]; Open Space [CCSP/OS]; and Parks [CCSP/P] (see map below). The properties,
identifiedb Assessor's Parcel Nos. 108-040-04, -05, -06, -07, -12, and 108-050-02, consist of
710 acres, located on the south side of White Rock Road, approximately 1/2 mile west of the
intersection with Latrobe Road, in the EI Dorado Hills area, The property is bounded on the
west by the Dorado County/Sacramento County line. Immediately to the east is the El Dorado
Hills Busin ss Park. Adjacent to the south is the Southern Pacific Rail Road right-of-way.

The Board of Supervisors may consider other zoning found to be consistent with the County
General PIa

All persons terested are invited to attend and be heard or to write their comments to the Board
of Supervi rs. Any person or organization that desires to submit written comments that will be
presented to the Board must submit said comments to the Planning Department no later than 5:00
p.m., Febru 18, 1997. If you challengethe application in court, you may be limited to raising
only those i ems you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written co espondence delivered to the Board at, or prior to, the public hearing. Any written
correspond nee should be directed to Roger Trout, Senior Planner, 2850 Fairlane Court,
Placerville, CA 95667.

o COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
. MONTGOMERY, Director of Planning

Date: Janu ry 31, 1997
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

d B r f will hold a public hearing in the Board Chambers,
ne, Placerville, CA 95667 on February 25, 1997, at 2;00 p.m., to consider the
n n I ifi PI 4- in Tn' . i n

17 n r k' request submitted by PAliSADES DEVELOPMENT, INC.
(Agent: C oper, Thome and Associates) for the following: Certification of the Carson Creek
Specific P Environmental Impact Report, with addendum; approval of the Specific Plan (SP94­
02) for the arson Creek project which establishes zoning as shown below; rezoning of properties
in the prop sed Carson Creek Specific Plan to allow up to 2,434 dwelling units in 20 separate
villages on 470 acres (with reserved sites for elementary and middle schools replacing two
villages), 3 acres of parks, 14 acres of commercial, 48 acres of research and development, 3
acres reserv for mass transit, and 142 acres of open space; and vesting tentative subdivision map
with phasin plan for 477 lots in Phase I (Euer Ranch). Properties will be rezoned from Exclusive
Agricultural (AE) and Research and Development (R&D) to the following zoning districts which
are consiste t with the land use designations in the General Plan for the Carson Creek Specific
Plan Area: ingle Family (7,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF7000]; Single Family (6,000
square foo minimum) [CCSP/SF6000]; Single Family (5,000 square foot minimum)
[CCSP/SF5 00]; Single Family (3,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF3000]; Multifamily
Residential CSPIMF]; Local Convenience Commercial [CCSP/LC]; Research and Development
[CCSP/R& ]; Open Space [CCSP/OS]; and Parks [CCSP/P] (see map below). The properties,
identified b Assessor's Parcel Nos. 108-040-04, -05, -06, -07, -12, and 108-050-02, consist of
710 acres, located on the south side of White Rock Road, approximately 1/2 mile west of the
intersection with Latrobe Road, in the EI Dorado Hills area. The property is bounded on the
west by the Dorado County/Sacramento County line. Immediately to the east is the El Dorado
Hills Busin ss Park. Adjacent to the south is the Southern Pacific Rail Road right-of-way.•

•

The Board of Supervisors may consider other zoning found to be consistent with the County
General PIa

All persons terested are invited to attend and be heard or to write their comments to the Board
of Supervis s. Any person or organization that desires to submit written comments that will be
presented to the Board must submit said comments to the Planning Department no later than 5:00
p.m., Feb 18, 1997. If you challenge the application in court, you may be limited to raising
only those i ems you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written co espondence delivered to the Board at, or prior to, the public hearing. Any written
correspond ce should be directed to Roger Trout, Senior Planner, 2850 Fairlane Court,
Placerville, CA 95667.

•

o COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
. MONTGOMERY, Director of Planning

MOUNTAI DEMOCRAT
1 time
Date: Feb ary 3, 1997
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..
Steven Proe
Utility Enterprises, Inc.
P.O. Box 94_WOod, CA 95635

John Hidahl
clo EDH APAC
El Dorado Hills CSD
1021 Harvard Way
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

Jeffrey Pulverman, Chief
Office of Transpo/Metro PI g
Dept. of Transportation, Di trict 3
P.O. Box 942874 - MS 41
Sacramento, CA 94274-000

Ralph Friend, Superintend
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Dennis Carroll, Chair
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
S~e Springs, CA 95682

Jlrel J. McDougall
Palisades Properties, Inc.
147 Iron Point Road, Suite
Folsom, CA 95630

eerence M. Rooney, President
CableLease, Inc.
2969 Prospect Park Drive
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6006

Velma Gambles, Director
Special Projects
El Dorado Hills CSD
1021 Harvard Way
EI Dorado Hills, CA 95762-4353

Lewis W. Archuletta, Supervisor
Environmental Resources
EI Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville, CA 95667

William M. Wright
Attorney at Law
2828 Easy Street
Placerville, CA 95667

James Bales, Member
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Alice Q. Howard
El Dorado County Taxpayers
for Quality Growth

P.O. Box 141
Rescue, CA 95672

•Harriett B. Segel
2067 Wood Mar Drive
EI Dorado Hills, CA 95762

Natalie Porter, Sr. Civil Engineer
EDC Department of Transportation
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Tracey L. Eden, P.E.
Associate Engineer-Planning
El Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville, CA 95667

Lorraine Larsen-Hallock, Clerk
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Michael o. Donnelly, REHS
Air Pollution Control District
EDC Environmental Management
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

David Storer, Planning Director
City of Folsom
Planning Department
50 Natoma Street
Folsom, CA 95630

Brian K. Veerkamp, Assis
EI Dorado Hills Fire De
990 Lassen Lane
EI Dorado Hills, CA 95762

•

t Chief
ent

W.K. Smith, Fire Prevention
California Department of Forestry
2840 Mt. Danaher Road
Camino, CA 95709
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310
310 HW

ZIP:95630

BK PG:072007

ROGER G.F. FaNG, ASSESSOR

ZONING:AG20
NEIGHBOR:

========== CODE
00

I
106345
1063 L5 IMPR%

STR#:
~ VALUES

LAND:
IMPR:

FIX;
PP:

BUS:
GROSS:

NET:

1:==========1== OWNER MAILING ADDRESS
OWNER:KNAUER RUSSELL G/MARJORIE C

STREET:P 0 BX 1068 CARE OF:C S NICOLES/CO
CITY: PLACERVILLE STATE:CA ZIP:95667

SITUS ADDRESS ===========-=======~I
StiRi' : STREET: WHITE ROCK RD CITY:

~ EXEMPTIONS OTHER =-=""",===""",====~o====--===jl
106345 TYPE: DEED TYPE:HWJTREC DT:781006REC#

HO: REC DT:781006REC#PAGE
VET:

OTHR:
TOT:

~SACRAMENTO COUNTY SECURED ROLL

APN:072-0070-001-0000 USE:HNASAB TRA:52030

LAST 3 SALES ==========--=========:
DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT

DD Type

REC DT PAGE

Deed Dt

DTT AMT

Grantee

ADDITIONAL SALES ======-==============11
EC DT PAGE

1:
2:
3 :

Grantor
1 :
2 :
3 :

DTT AMT

DTT AMT

1ST.FLOOR SQFT:
2ND FLOOR SQFT:

CONV GAR SQFT:
TOT ADDNL SQFT:

TOT RES SQFT:
BASEMENT SQFT:

GARAGE SQFT:
PATIO:

FIREPL:
MISC. :

POOL:
POOL YR BLT:

NUISANCE:
SOLAR W/H:

SOLAR HT:
ROOF TYPE;

9 :
10:
11:
12:
13:

CHARACTERISTICS ===========-======~
HALL: TOT ROOMS:

DINING: BATHS:
FAMILY: CONn;

BEDS: BLT INS:
UTILITY; GAR SPACES:
SUPP RM: TRAFFIC;

5:
6 :
7 :
8 ;

C~SS:

MODEL:
STORIES:
FLOOR T:
CEN H/AC
CON. YR:

EFF.DT:
LOT SF:

ACRES;
ZONING:

SPA/TUB:
USE TYPE

l'===========!======= END OF RECORD ====",,==============..=J

•
£13 39\1d ~NI 9NILlnSNO~ dOGd\1 8£9flZL9916 flO:LO 9661/60/8Q



• •
ROGER G.F. FaNG, ASSESSOR.: SACRAMENTO C )\JNTY SECURED ROLL

APN:072-0070-0 2-0000 USE:HNAKMB TRA:52043 ZONING:AG80
NEIGHBOR:

BK PG:072007

1:=""""'======1=== OWNER MAILING ADDRESS CODE
OWNER:TSAKOPOJLOS ANGELO KjETAL 00

STREET:7700 COtLEGE TOWN DR 10lCARE OF:
CITY:SACRAME~TO STATE:CA ZIP:95826

SITUS ADDRESS ======-........===~==="""""'==;;II!!!!:===l1
STR#:15125 SJB#: STREET:WHITE ROCK RD CITY: ZIP:95630
~ VALUES = E:XEMPTIONS OTHER

LAND: 3029255 TYPE: DEED TYPE:GD REC DT:950227REC# 1501
IMPR: 40~4 HO: REC DT:950227REC#PAGE l501 GD
FIX: VET:

PP: OTHR:
BUS: TOT:

GROSS: 3033299
NET: 3033299 IMPR%

DTT AMT
I~=======F""""""===== LAST 3 SALES

DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT
1:
2 :
3 :

Grantor
1;
2:
3 :

Grantee Deed Dt DD Type

REC DT PAGE

1ST.FLOOR SQFT:
2ND FLOOR SQFT:

CONV GAR SQFT:
TOT ADDNL SQFT:

TOT RES SQFT:
BASEMENT SQFT:

GARAGE SQFT:
PATIO:

FIREPL:
MISC. :

POOL:
POOL YR BLT:

DTT AMT

NUISANCE:
SOLAR W/H:

SOLAR HT:
ROOF TYPE:

OTT AMT
4 :
5 :
6 :
7:
8 :

CLASS:
MODEL:

STORIES:
FLOOR T:
CEN H/AC
CON. YR:

EFF.DT:
LOT SF:

ACRES:
ZONING:

SPA/TUB:
USE TYPE

r=======1===== ADDITIONAL SALES ===========--="'=======;1
REC DT PAGE
890911 1677 9:

10;
11:
12:
13:

I:======:::::::f:==== CHARACTERISTICS
HALL : TOT ROOMS:

DINING: BATHS:
FAMILY: COND:

BEDS: BLT INS:
UTILITY; GAR SPACES:
SUPP RM: TRAFFIC:

l"=======F===== END OF RECORD

•
N3 39t'd JNI 9NI~lnSNOJ doad~ 99:L9 9661/69/89



• •

ZIP:95630

BK PG:072007

CODE ====91
00

ROGER G.F. FONG, ASSESSOR

ZONING:AG80
NEIGHBOR:

439
439 IMPR%

OWNER MAILING ADDRESS
OWNER:RUSSELL [)ANIEL H

STREET:P 0 BX l~O

CITY: SACRAMEN f'O

STR#:
r== VALUES

LAND:
IMPR:
FIX:

PP:
BUS:

GROSS:
NET:

CARE OF:
STATE:CA ZIP:95812

11=========1===== SITUS ADDRESS ===========-==========11
SUB# : STREET: CITY:

==--: EKEMPTIONS ======= OTHER ===....:==-==========\1
439 TYPE: DEED TYPE:GD REC DT:791121REC# 1331

HO: REC DT:791121REC#PAGE 1331 GD
VET:

OTHR:
TOT:

_SACRAMENTO COtrnTY SECURED ROLL

APN:072-0070-02 -0000 USE:HNAMAB TRA:52030

DTT AMT
LAST 3 SALES ===================91

DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT
1 :
2:
3 :

Grantor
1 :
2 :
3 :

Grantee Deed Dt DD Type

REC DT PAGE

1ST.FLOOR SQFT:
2ND FLOOR SQFT:

CONV GAR SQFT:
TOT ADDNL SQFT:

TOT RES SQFT:
BASEMENT SQFT:

GARAGE SQFT:
PATIO:

FIREPL:
MISC. :
POOL~

POOL YR 13LT:

DTT AMT

NUISANCE:
SOLAR W/H:

SOLAR HT:
ROOF TYPE:

=======*==== ADDITIONAL SALES ==========-===========11
DTT AMT Ii EC DT PAGE

4 :
5 :
6 :
7:
8 :

CLASS:
MODEL:

STORIES:
FLOOR T:
CEN H/AC
CON. YR:

EFF.DT:
LOT SF:

ACRES:
ZONING:

SPA/TUB:
USE TYPE

9:
10:
11:
12:
13:

I~======*====CHARACTERISTICS ==================',1
HALL: TOT ROOMS:

DINING: BATHS:
FAMILY: cOND:

BEDS: BLT INS:
UTILITY: GAR SPACES:
SUpp RM: TRAFFIC:

END OF RECORD ===================::::::::::!J

•
S13 39t'd 8NI 9NIllnSN08 dOGdt' 8£913U9916 013:L13 9661/613/89



• •

384
384 GD

ZIP:95630

ASSESSOR

BK PG:072007 1

I

ROGER G.F. FONG,

ZONING:AG80
NEIGHBOR:

185~6

185~6 IMPR%

STR#:
i= VALUES

LAND:
IMPR:
FIX:

PP:
BUS:

GROSS:
NET:

I?======-I== OWNER MAILING ADDRESS ============
OWNER: MOSHER ~ ELBA OUIDA

STREET: 10161. GItANTLINE RD CARE OF:
CITY:ELK GRryE STATE:CA ZIP:95624

SITUS ADDRESS ========;==0============,,1
Sllra# : STREET: OLD Pt,CRVLLE RD CITY:

-- XEMPTIONS - OTHER =="""""====.....-=====.-::===~I
185 6 TYPE: DEED TYPE:GD REC DT:690825REC#

HO: REC DT:690825REC#PAGE
VET:

OTHR:
TOT:

~SACRAMENTO CCUNTY SECURED ROLL

APN:072-0070-0J5-0000 USE:HNAMAG TRA:52045

DTT AMT
LAST 3 SALES ====-==============H

DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT

DD Type

REC DT PAGE

Deed Dt

DTT AMT

Grantee

ADDITIONAL SALES =================~I
REC DT PAGEDTT AMT

1 :
2 :
3 :

Grantor
1:
2 :
3 :

1ST.FLOOR SQFT:
2ND FLOOR SOFT:

CONV GAR SQFT:
TOT ADDNL SQFT:

TOT RES SQFT:
BASEMENT SOFT:

GARAGE SOFT:
PATIO:

FIREPL:
MISC. :

POOL:
POOL YR BLT:

NUISANCE:
SOLAR W/H:

SOLAR HT:
ROOF TYPE:

9 :
10:
11:
12:
13:

CHARACTERISTICS ===================11
HALL : TOT ROOMS:

DINING: BATHS:
FAMILY: COND:

BEDS: BLT INS:
UTILITY: G~ SPACES:
SUpp RM: TRAFFIC:

4 :
5 :
6 :
7:
8 :

CLASS:
MODEL:

STORIES:
FLOOR T:
CEN H/AC
CON. YR:

EFF.DT:
LOT SF:

ACRES:
ZONING:

SPA/TUB:
USE TYPE

l'::::=======l==:===== END OF RECORD ==========================:!.l

•
90 39t'd JNI 9NIllnSNOJ dOGdt' 8£90ZL99t6
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El Dorado County
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Sam Bradle

ElDorado County
Envirorunental Manage ent
Air Pollution Division
.ti0Il~D~nnis Otani I

I

ElDorado County I

LAFCO J
Attn: Roseanne Cham1erlain

I

EI Dorado County
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Walt Shultz

EI Dorado County Libr
Oak Ridge High Schoo Branch

•EI Dorado County Libr
South Lake Tahoe Bra ch

E.P.I.C.
PO Box 231
Rescue CA95672

Steven Proe
PO Box 94
Greenwood CA 95635

John Hidahl
c/o EDH APAC - EIDo ado Hills CSO
1021 Harvard Way
El Dorado Hills CA95 62

e ey Pulverman, Chief
ce of Transpo/Metro Planning

Dept of Transportation Dist 3
POBox942874 - MS 41
Sacramento CA94274- 001

EI Dorado County
CAO
Attention: Mike Hanford

El Dorado County
Environmental Management
Solid Waste/Haz Mat
Attention: Jon Morgan

El Dorado County
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Ray Nutting

El Dorado County
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Mark Nielsen

EI Dorado County Library
Pollock Pines Branch

EI Dorado County Library
Georgetown Branch

California Water Quality
Control Board - Central Valley

3443 Routier Road
Sacramento CA 95827-3098

Terence Rooney, President
CableLease, Inc.
2969 Prospect Park Drive
Rancho Cordova CA95670-6006

Velma Gambles, Director
Special Projects - EDH CSD
1021 Harvard Way
El Dorado Hills CA 95762

Lewis Archuletta, Supervisor
El Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA 95667

El Dorado County
County Counsel
Attention: Lou Green

El Dorado County
Water Agency
Attention: Merv DeHaas

El Dorado County
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor John Upton

El Dorado County Library
Main Branch

El Dorado County Library
Cameron Park Branch

.,..
+- El Dorado County Taxpayers

..,.. for Quality Growth
PO Box 1011
Georgetown CA95634

State of California
Office of Planning & Research
1400 lOth Street
Sacramento CA95814

Harriett Segel
2067 Wood Mar Drive
El Dorado Hills CA 95762

El Dorado County
Department of Transportation
Attention: Natalie Porter

Tracey Eden, P.E.
EI Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA 95667



Ralph Friend, suJtendent
Latrobe School Distri t
7900 South Shingle ad
rle Springs CA 9 682

Dennis Carroll, Chair
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900South Shingle Road I

Shingle Springs CA 95682

Michael McDougall
Palisades Properties, Inc.
147 Iron Point Road, uite A
Folsom CA95630

Brian Veerkamp, Ass stant Chief
El Dorado Hills Fire epartment
990 Lassen Lane
El Dorado Hills CA9 762

DavidWitter
El Dorado Irrigation
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA95667

.erine C. McEfee
EIP Associates
1200Second Street, uite 200
Sacramento CA 958 4

WIlliam Wright
Attorney at Law
2828 Easy Street
Placerville CA95667

James Bales, Member
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs CA95682

-\'"-+ Alice Howard
+ EIDorado County Taxpayers

for Quality Growth
PO Box 141
Rescue CA 95672

W.K. Smith, Fire Prevention
CA Department of Forestry
2840 Mt Danaher Road
Camino CA95709

Sharon Fraser
EI Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA95667

Lorraine Larsen-Hallock, Clerk
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs ~_~~682

El Dorado County
Environmental Management
Air Pollution Division
Attention: Michael Donnelly

David Storer, Planning Director
City of Folsom Planning
50 Natoma Street
Folsom Ca 95630

Jim Moose
Remy, Thomas & Moose
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 210
Sacramento CA 95814

: 'l,Patrick Angell
- ESA

1930 9th Street, Suite 220
Sacramento CA 95814-7044

•


