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IL. . INTRODUCTION . .. , . ..
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e TR r x40
The propos% Carson Creek Spemﬁc Plan ("CCSP" or the "Prolect") would establish
e-guidance and regulations for development of 7105acres in western ElxDorado -

comprehensi
County. The

CCSP Land Use Plan provides for 2,434 housing units, with densities ranging

from 3 du/acre to 20 du/acre; 13.8 acres of commercial uses; 48.4 acres of research and
uses; up to two schools (elementary and possibly middle); 31.2 acres of parks;"
and 142.8 acres of open space. The proposed land uses are planned to complement each other:

development

and to create

a traditional small town type of development with housing, employment;. i+

commercial, business/light industrial, and. public uses. .In addition, the CCSP includes a *.
Circulation Plan, an Open Space Plan, a Grading Plan, an Infrastructure Plan, and plans for
Envnonmental Management and Public Facilities and Services., Deyelopment Standards in the
CCSp w1]l regulate signage-and permitted uses in the CCSP area. o

.

Pahsades Development Inc., submltted apphcatlons for the CCSP in July 1994 After

awaiting completion of the County s General Plan update process, which-ended.in January .-
1996 after six years of study and intense public debate, the County completed the preparatron
of’a draft enyironmental impact report ("Draft EIR") on the CCSP and issued it for- pubhc

review in Ma

unavordable env;ronmental impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, water-consumption,: and
consistency with General: Plan policies on water. supply;. -(See Draft EIR for-the Carson Creek

y 1996 . The Draft, EIR revealed that the CCSP would have significant and

e

Spemﬁ,c Plan ,vol.» L pp. 7_ -22 to 7-24.) The public comment period on the Draft EIR closed -
on July 5, 1996. In August 1996, the County issued the original Final EIR, which consisted "

of the Draft EIR, comments-on the Draft EIR, responses to comments, revisions to:the- Draft

EIR text, and a Mltlgatron Momtormg and Reporting Program

The County ‘ lanmng Commrssron recommended cert1ficat10n of the F1na1 EIR on September

12, 1996

¥ a:

e County Board of Superv1sors ("Board") considered the-CCSP on September

24, 1996 ce 1ﬁed the Final EIR and approved the Project. (See:Resolution No. 224-96, pp

1-3, attache
fmdmgs of f:

as Appendlx A to th1s ‘Addendum.) In doing:so,.the:Board also approved::
ct, a statement of overriding considerations, and a mitigation monitoring and

-

*

reporting program. (Id.) On the same date,-the Board also approved a tentative subdivision -

map for the northern Euer Ranch portion of the Project site. (Id.) The County Clerk issued a

Notice of Determination for the Project on September 26, 1996. (See Notice of
Determination, attached as Appendix B.)

On October 23, 1996, El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth (the "Taxpayers") and

the Enviro

ental Planning and Information Center of Western El Dorado County ("EPIC")
filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate in the El Dorado County Superior Court, requesting the

Court to order the County to void its certification of the EIR and its approval of the CCSP.

(See Petition|for Writ of Mandate, El Dorado County Superior Court No. PV 002200 (filed
Oct. 25, 1996), attached as Appendix C.) In this special proceeding, the Taxpayers and EPIC
alleged that the County failed to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act

("CEQA™) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 ef seq.) and the Planning and Zoning Law (Gov.

Code, § 650

0 et seq.) when it approved the CCSP. (See Id., pp. 6-7.)



An alternative writ of mandate was issued by the El 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. (See 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 findings, 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 wil! consist of the Draft EIR, the original Final EiR, and 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 final 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.

II. 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 County Water Agency ("Water Agency” or "CWA") and the El Dorado Irrigation
District ("EIID") relating to the "El Dorado Project," which would provide EID with the right
to divert 17,000 acre-feet of water from Folsom Reservoir for consumptive use. At the time
of the Board's original action in September 1996, the Taxpayers already had much of this
information, due to that organization's involvement in administrative and judicial proceedings
relating to the El Dorado Project. Some of the information in this Addendum has been
generated after the Board's action of September 24, 1996. In particular, on October 2, 1996,
the State Water Resources Control Board ("SWRCB") issued a decision approving the water
rights application filed by the Water Agency and EID. (See State Water Resources Control
Board, Decision 1635, attached as Appendix E.)

This document, while labeled an "Addendum," is not being prepared under circumstances
discussed in section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. Under that section, an addendum, as
well as the subsequent and supplemental EIRs referenced in sections 15162 and 15163 of the
CEQA Guidelines, are appropriate where an agency has certified an EIR but desires to provide
additional information or address additional issues before acting on a project. Here, in
contrast, the Board has rescinded the Project approvals and EIR certification in response to the
lawsuit discussed above. Because the County has not yet recertified the EIR for the CCSP,
this Addendum 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 a previously-issued proposed Final EIR prior to certification.

This document 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 information” is added to an EIR, recirculation of the EIR or the added material for
public review or comment is not required.’

Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that:

“[a] lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of
the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. "

"Significant Jew 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 significant information" is added to an EIR prior to certification, recirculation of the EIR for a period

of either 30 or 43 days typically is required for public review and comment.
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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 III 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.




. II1. ADD UM TO DISCUSSION OF WATER SERVICE IMPACTS IN THE
D EIR

A. Information On Potential Water Supplies For The CCSP

The Draft EIR for the CCSP was issued in May 1996. At that time, EID's entitlements to
water included 23,000 acre-feet annually ("afa") from the Sly Park Reservoir (Jenkinson
Lake), 15,080 afa from PG&E's El Dorado Forebay Reservoir, and 7,550 afa from Folsom
Reservoir. EID also has rights to divert 15 cubic feet per second ("cfs") of water from the
North Fork Cosumnes River into the Crawford Ditch between May 15 and October 15, and to
divert 15 cfs from Clear Creek into the Crawford Ditch year round. The Draft EIR estimated
this entitlement for Crawford Ditch to be approximately 5,562 afa. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.18-
1.) The system firm yield from these four integrated sources, taken together, was
approximately 37,150 afa in 1994. Total demand in EID's service area was estimated as
approximately 34,600 afa, or roughly 2,500 afa less than available firm yield supplies. (Id.)

For 1995 and 1996, EID estimated its system firm yield as 41,700 afa; 1995 estimated total
demand was 36,800 afa, or about 4,900 afa less than the system firm yield. (See El Dorado
Irrigation District, 1996 Update to the 1991 Water Supply and Demand Report (May 29,
1996), p. 18, |attached as Appendix F; El Dorado County Public Water Planning Ordinance
Approved 1995 Update -- Water Supply and Demand Report (June 4, 1996), p. 1, attached a
Appendix G. ’
Buildout of the CCSP would require about 3,396 equivalent dwelling units ("EDUs") of water,
or approximately 2038 afa. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-4.) > Because the additional demand for
water caused by 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 serve the CCSP area at buildout. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-3.)

The Draft EIR also explained that EID and the Water Agency had applied to SWRCB for
rights to make consumptive use of 17,000 afa from water stored in and released from Silver,
Caples, and Aloha Lakes, as well as natural flow in the South Fork American River, with
diversion to occur at Folsom Reservoir. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-1.) > This water is available as a

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

*/  As described in the environmental documents for the County Water Program and the El Dorado Project,
EID and the Water Agency originally proposed to divert the El Dorado Project of water from Folsom Reservoir and
three other pointy upstream within the South Fork American River basin. (See El Dorado County Water Agency
Water Program and El Dorado Project for the El Dorado Irrigation District Service Area Draft Environmental Impact
Report ("El Dorado Project Draft EIR"), pp. 3-9 to 3-17; El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El
Dorado Project for 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 EID subsequently revised their application so that diversion
. would be solely from Folsom Reservoir. (Draft Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and
El Dorado Project EIR ("El Dorado Project Draft Supplement"), pp. I-3 to I4, II-1 to II-6, & Appendix C; see
generally Final Stipplement 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 El 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 EID's and the CWA's application to divert 17,000
afa from Folsom Reservoir for consumptive use in the EID service area. (See 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. (Id., pp. 33-48.) The SWRCB considered the environmental
documents prepared for the County Water Program and the El 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 EID'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 EID'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 final
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 EID 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 El 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 Cosumnes River, portions of Camp Creek, and the lower
American River and the Delta. (El 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. (El Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. III. A-7
to III.A-8.)

Dorado Project Final Supplement™).) All environmental review documents for the County Water Program and El
Dorado Project are available for review at the El 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 17,000 afa from Folsom would reduce discharge of water into the lower American
River by 0.62 percent, into the Sacramento River by 0.10 percent, and into the Delta by 0.11
percent. (El Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. III.A-7, IV.C-5; see also El Dorado
Project Draft 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 Project Draft EIR, p. 6-29.) Moreover, existing minimum instream flow
requirements would be maintained to protect chinook salmon, steelhead trout, and American
shad. (Id. at IV.C-6.) Operations at Folsom Reservoir in response to diversion of 17,000 afa
have the potential to reduce spawning success and fish productivity within the reservoir. (Id.
atIv.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. (Id. at IV.C-5.) The
impact is less than significant. (Id.)

The El Dorado Project EIRs and Supplements also provide a detailed analysis of the impacts to
vegetation and wildlife from withdrawing 17,000 afa and distributing the water along a
conveyance route yet to be constructed. (El Dorado Project Draft Supplement, pp. III.D-8 to
II.D-20.) The diversion of 17,000 afa at Folsom Reservoir is not expected to have an impact
on the vegetation and habitat in the lower American River below the reservoir. (Id. at III.D-2
to III.D-3, II.D-8.) Various impacts to habitat and vegetation associated with the conveyance
system for distributing the water are described in the El Dorado Project Supplement at pages
II1.D-8 through II.D-20.

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

The El Dorado Project Draft Supplement also discusses the potential cumulative impacts from
the El Dorado Project in conjunction with other water supply and water quality management
projects. The other projects evaluated for cumulative impacts include: (1) development of the
"Fazio Water" pursuant to Public Law 101-514; (2) management programs pursuant to the
American River Watershed Investigation; (3) interim reoperation of Folsom Dam and
Reservoir; (4) other water supply projects being explored by EID and the Water Agency
(Texas Hill Project, Small Alder Project, and White Rock Project); and (5) mandatory
instream flow requirements for the lower American River pursuant to SWRCB Decision 893.
(El Dorado Broject Draft Supplement, pp. IV-2 to IV-5.) The El Dorado Project, in
conjunction with the foregoing other projects, would contribute to an overall decline in water
levels in Folsom Reservoir. The El Dorado Project would also contribute to a decline in water
quality and make it more difficult to meet instream flow and temperature requirements in the
lower American River. Overall, however, these impacts are considered less than significant.
(Id., pp. IV-5 to IV-7.) Cumulative impacts to vegetation and wildlife at Folsom Reservoir




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

Independent of its application to withdraw 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir, EID 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 El Dorado Canal. EID 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. (See El
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 El Dorado Irrigation District Supplemental Water Requirements from PG&E
Sources).) '

In considering the environmental impacts associated with EID 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 EID's new entitlement. The foregoing discussion of the El 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 EID'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 El 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 EID'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, EID will allocate its new water sources on
a first come, first served basis. The approval of the EID's application thus does not guarantee
that water will be available to serve the CCSP to buildout.

Because of EID'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

‘/  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. (¢).) 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 impact of increased water demand from the CCSP to remain significant, even with
the availability of 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir, in that it remains unclear whether an
adequate supply of water will be available to serve full buildout of the CCSP. Nevertheless,
this discussion identifies, to the extent possible given current information, the most likely, if
not certain, source of water supply for the Project and the environmental analysis performed
with respect to that source.

Even granting in theory, however, that EID's newly approved entitlement to divert 17,000 afa
from Folsom Lake may be reduced, withdrawn in its entirety or consumed by other projects,
such an event would not invalidate the County's approvals of the CCSP, if granted which
would be based on the best currently available information. Furthermore, because of the lack
of absolute certainty regarding water sources for future development, the County has enacted
policies in the General Plan, which are discussed below, to ensure that development within the

CCSP can o

B. Claril

3 (Fir
General Plan
In Section 4.

have certain !
additional w4

ly proceed as secure water supplies become available.

fication Of Water Service Impacts 4.18-1 (Water Consumption), 4.18-
reflow Demand), and 4.18-4 (General Plan Consistency)
_Consistency

18 of the Draft EIR, conclusions were reached that approval of the Project would
significant impacts related to water service. The Draft EIR concluded that until
ter supply sources are found that can adequately serve the Project, the impacts on

water consumption and fireflow demand would be considered significant. (Draft EIR, pp.

4.18-3 t0 4.1

8-5). In addition, under Impact 4.18-4, the Draft EIR concluded that the CCSP

was inconsistent with General Plan Policies 5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4. (Draft EIR, p.

4.18-5t0 4.1
were adopted

The Draft EI
concluded in
5.2.1.3, and
at Buildout."
technical wor
General Plan

8-6). This was also determined to constitute a significant impact. These findings
by the Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 224-96.

R was prepared by consultants who worked with County staff. The consultants
the Draft EIR that the CCSP was inconsistent with General Plan Policies 5.2.1.2,
5.2.1.4 because "insufficient water is currently available to supply the Project site
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.18-5 t0 4.18-6.) While the County stands by the consultant's
'k on the Draft EIR without hesitation, the consultant's assessment of the three
water policies and the manner in which they are intended to operate is, in County

Staff's opinion, regrettably incorrect. Staff believes this to have been the case at the time of
the prior certification of the Final EIR. It is even more true now in light of SWRCB's recent
approval of water rights for the El Dorado Project. While the above-referenced General Plan
policies, of course, must ultimately be interpreted by the Board, in Staff's view the

consultant's i
Plan policies
Public Water
the previous

General Plan

terpretation does not account for the legal context in which the three General
exist, which includes a General Plan policy on concurrency and the County
Planning Ordinance, No. 4325. The following discussion revises and supersedes
discussion of Impact 4.18-4 to accurately describe the purpose and intent of the

s policies on water supply, and explains that, in Staff's view, approval by the




Board of the CCSP and a tentative map for Euer Ranch would be consistent with these
policies.

Policy 5.2.1.2 states:

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

Policy 5.2.1.3 states:

" 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."

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."”

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"

(See 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 5.2.1.8 expressly states, approval of specific plans may occur without the
availability of water guarantees as long as water guarantees will be required under the specific

plan for fin
development
plan approv.

available pri
approval of s
or any other
occur in ce

subdivision maps and for building permits. The reference to "discretionary

in Policy 5.2.1.2 must be read consistently with the other policies to allow early
s to occur without a guaranteed water supply, as long as a supply becomes
r to the issuance of final subdivision maps or building permits. The Board's
ecific plans and similar discretionary development proposals serves to put EID
ected water provider on notice of the fact that development will eventually
in 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
"Concurrency Policy” contained in General Plan Policy 5.1.2.1, and is consistent with the
County Public Water Planning Ordinance No. 4325. The Concurrency Policy requires project
proponents to demonstrate that they have planned to meet future water demand prior to

" receiving disc

General Plan

attached here

proponent to
for other dev

Dorado Coun

consistent wi
Plan policies
water supply

This reading

cretionary development approvals. (Findings of Fact for the El Dorado County
("General Plan Findings"), p. 159, excerpts from the General Plan Findings are
to as Appendix H.) The County Water Planning Ordinance requires a project
purchase a water meter for all new final parcel maps or final subdivision maps or
elopment projects requiring public water service. (See Ordinance No. 4325, El
ty Public Water Planning Ordinance, attached hereto as Appendix I.) To be

th the Concurrency Policy and the County Water Planning Ordinance, General
5.2.1.2,5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4 must be read to require a permanent and reliable
only at the final subdivision map and building permit stages.

of 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 the adoption of the General Plan. Water purveyors may not have firmly identified
the ultimate sources of water for all development contemplated over the life of a general plan.

Over time,
other neces

ater purveyors identify and analyze potential sources, perform environmental and
review, and finalize plans for delivery of the water. Where possible sources of

water are known at the time of specific project approvals, that source may be discussed in the
context of the project approval, as was done in the Draft EIR and Final EIR for this Project,
and in this Addendum. But final responsibility for full analysis of the impacts of such water
use typically is the responsibility of the water purveyor proposing to make that particular water
source available. Furthermore, water purveyors generally will not make the capital
investments necessary to obtain water supplies for new development until the County's

planning pro

a paying cust

specific plan
purveyors to

ess has advanced to the point where the water purveyor realizes that it will have
omer in the not-too-distant future. Early in the planning process (i.e., at the
stage), landowners will commit to creating funding mechanisms to allow the
make the necessary investments, but such investments typically cannot be made in

advance of such preliminary planning approvals. Upon the granting of preliminary planning

approvals, ca|

pital is created for the purveyors to build the physical facilities needed to obtain

and deliver water. By the time that the County is ready to grant later approvals, such as final
subdivision maps or building permits, the water purveyors will have had sufficient time and
funding to build the infrastructure necessary to guarantee a supply through a water meter.
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(See Addendum Appendix H, pp. 159-160; see also El Dorado Irrigation District Policy ’
Statement 22 (attached as Appendix J) 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. (See 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. (See 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. EID'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 5.2.1.4 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 EID precludes the possibility that the CCSP will
build out with EID first having obtained an adequate water supply.

r i i Dem Im

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 Plan to mitigate water service impacts which would "reduce impacts associated
with an increased demand for public water services to a less-than-significant.) These changes
included the various policies adopted above.

Because of t ‘ ese policies and their effect, staff concludes that the original findings of
significant impacts on water consumption and fireflow demand (Impacts 4.18-1 and 4.18-3)
proposed in the Draft EIR and adopted in Resolution No. 224-96 were, and are, incorrect.
Therefore, if the Board of Supervisors certifies the revised Final EIR, including this
Addendum, and determines to approve the Project, staff recommends that the Board of
Supervisors find that through application of the General Plan Concurrency Policies, through
the imposition of mitigation measures discussed in the Draft EIR, and for the other reasons
discussed in this Addendum, the impacts on water consumption and fireflow demand have

to a level less-than-significant. This recommendation is made for the following
reasons, individually and collectively:

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

2. The Board of Supervisors found that incorporation of the
Concurrency Policies in the General Plan would reduce the impacts of adoption
of thT General Plan on water service to a level less-than-significant.

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

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

IV. ADD UM TO RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON WATER SUPPLY
CONTAINED IN THE FINAL EIR

The Taxpayers provided the County with extensive comments on the Draft EIR for the CCSP,
including detailed comments and questions related to water supply. In the original Final EIR,
the County responded in writing to all significant environmental points raised in those
comments. In an effort to provide as much information as possible about water supply for the
CCSP, however, the County has included in this Addendum additional information from a
variety of sources to amplify its previous responses to the Taxpayers' comments on water
supply issues. The discussion does not trace the comments point-by-point, but rather provides
information addressing specific general topics, with some cross-references to the comments as
delineated in the Final EIR Responses to Comments Addendum. Where relevant, the
discussion incorporates supporting documentation by reference.

13



A. Water Required For Buildout Of The CCSP ‘

EID has estimated that the CCSP would require 3,396 EDUs at buildout based on proposed
land uses. (Draft EIR, 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 EIR,
EID'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 EIR, 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 El Dorado County Local Agency Formation Commission ("LAFCQ") of the annexation of
the Phase 2 area into EID, and the formation of a new assessment district for the Phase 2 area.
The financing 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. (See Comments 15-168 and 15-176 on the Draft EIR.)

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 EID'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 consumption 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 EID 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, EID 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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Appendix F,
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Comments 1
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if the meters

in system operations when it calculates "normal” usage. (See Addendum
p. 12, 14, 15.)

comment from the Taxpayers questioned whether there was a trend in the
younger families with children, and whether such a trend would affect the

old water usage. The County does not have information regarding the existence
d. To the extent that younger families represent additional persons per

e trend could potentially lead to a higher water use per household. (See

-164, 15-166, 15-167, 15-173 on the Draft EIR.)

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

is available, EID provides water service to new consumers on a first-come, first-
The owners of existing approved parcels that have obtained water meters, even
ave not yet become active, will not be detrimentally affected by EID providing

water service|to the CCSP. Their supply is already reserved. As explained above, the Project
proponent has paid annual assessments into EID's Assessment District No. 3 ("AD-3") and has

an allocation

remainder of
unreserved su
entitlement to

EID finances
and connectio
necessary for
the financing
No. 2 to the ]
No. 3 (Januar

of 300 EDUs from AD-3 for Phase 1. Remaining EDUs necessary for the

Phase 1 and all of Phase 2 of the CCSP will be available from additional

pplies or as EID develops new supplies, including the recently approved
withdraw 17,000 afa from Folsom Reservoir.

the infrastructure required to use new water sources through assessment districts
n fees, which are borne by new users. Costs associated vith improvements
existing customers are borne by the existing customers. A detailed description of
process for Assessment District No. 3 is contained in Chapter 6 of "Supplement
Preliminary Design Report for El Dorado Irrigation District Assessment District

y 1991), which is available for review at the El Dorado County Planning
Department, ]
Draft EIR.)

2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. (See Comments 15-170, 15-192 on

Information on EID's Existing Water Supply and Demand

In its 1996 U
the maximum annual quantity of water that can continuously be made available without

deficiency, ed
period of recc
annual quantil

years out of 1
years out of 1
existing water

for EID to tak

date to the 1991 Water Supply and Demand Report, EID defines "safe yield" as

ch and every year, under hydrologic conditions similar to the most critical dry

ord. (Addendum Appendix F, p. 6.) "System firm yield" is defined as the

ty of water that a source or project can make available with no shortages in 95

00, based on historic hydrological conditions and restrictions. In the remaining 5

00, shortages of up to twenty percent are accepted. (Id.) “"Entitlement" refers to
rights and contracts, and is defined as the maximum current legal opportunity

ce water supplies. '
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EID'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, EID 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.) EID

voluntarily allows a bypass of 2 cfs in the North Fork Cosumnes River to maintain fisheries.

According to EID'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.) EID 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 El Dorado
Forebay and Folsom Reservoir, the potential supply of treated water from the Crawford Ditch
through EID Reservoir 7, the minimum required pool in Sly Park Reservoir, and various
conservative assumptions. (Id., pp. 17-18; see 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].) *

Notably, the Abraham Model uses actual hydrological data from 1908 through the current year
to calculate the system firm 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, EID (Jan.
1997); see also Addendum Appendix F, pp. 17-18.)

1 rk Mini P

Sly Park Reservoir is owned by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation ("USBR") and operated by
EID for water supply and recreational purposes. EID operates the Reservoir in accordance
with USBR's requirements. By contract with USBR, EID is entitled to withdraw up to 23,000
afa. According to EID'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 EID Board
of Directors at 4,000 af. The 4,000 af minimum pool had been established for planning

5/ For example, in calculating the system firm yield, the EID Board of Directors determined that the estimate
of water available from Folsom Reservoir under EID'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 EID'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, X
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, El Dorado Irrigation District Board Meeting, p. 3 ;
{available for review at the El Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667].)
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EID Board lowered the required minimum pool for the Sly Park Reservoir to
e decision was based on the determination that a 2,000 af minimum pool

provided an adequate level of cushion in the volume of water in the reservoir. Halving the
minimum pool still protects local water users that cannot be served from other sources because
the productivity of the Sly Park Reservoir is not affected, even if the Reservoir level were to
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EID serves customers along the Ditch with untreated irrigation water. In

) has the potential to treat Crawford Ditch water at its Reservoir 7 Water
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er supply to Reservoir 7 by about 2,800 afa.

2 and 1994, EID assumed that no supply of water was available for domestic
n the Crawford Ditch, due to a challenge to EID's rights to this water before the
r these years, the Abraham Model used a parameter of 0 af available from the
ch in calculating the system firm yield. The SWRCB ultimately dismissed the
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t of water available from the Crawford Ditch to 200 af for purposes of calculating
m yield.

above, EID has the right to divert 15 cfs of the North Fork Cosumnes River

15 and October 15 into the Crawford Ditch. In addition, EID has the right to
of 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 EIR is available for review at the El Dorado County Planning Department, 2850
Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. (See Comments 5-171, 5-172, 5-173, and 15-184 on
the Draft EIR.)

El 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 EID'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 EID's rights to
the 15,080 afa from the El Dorado Forebay before the SWRCB or in Superior Court. (See
Comment 5-181 on the Draft EIR.)

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. (See 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.) EID does not assume that all parcels of 5 acres or
more are on well water. (See Comment 15-177 on the Draft EIR.)

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 EID approximately 5,680 afa of reclaimed water through the year 2015.
(See Appendix K, p. 2.) EID 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,
EID does not include reclaimed water in calculating the system firm yield via the Abraham

Maodel. .
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In 1994, EID approved a Water Reclamation Master Plan that identified and evaluated
potential water reclamation projects in EID's service area and developed a framework for
implementing such projects. Of the various water reuse alternatives evaluated in the Master
Plan, the Plan recommends a program that would reuse roughly 3,110 afa on a total of 33 sites
in the El Dorado Hills area. The program is described in more detail in section 6 of the

Master Plan.
review at the
95667. (See

Fazio Water

A copy of the Water Reclamation Master Plan (July 1994) is available for
El Dorado County Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA
Comment 15-174.)

The CWA, an behalf of EID 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 Water" contract is expected to provide EID with an entitlement to half the contract
amount, or about 7,500 afa.

When EID uses its share of the Fazio Water, EID will have the option of diverting the water
either at Folsom Reservoir or upstream along the South Fork of the American River. EID
does not currently contemplate an off-stream storage facility. EID's existing pumping
facilities have available capacity to convey at least some of the Fazio water from Folsom
Reservoir for use in EID's service area. New infrastructure for conveying the Fazio water

may also be
(See Comme;

developed through the new Assessment District 12, described more fully below.
nts 15-164 and 15-182 on the Draft EIR.)

El Dorado Project Water

As discussed

above, the SWRCB recently issued a decision granting EID's application to

divert 17,000 afa from Folsom Lake for consumptive uses. (See Conmment 15-183 on the

Draft EIR.)

W

The Central
contractors,
criteria. EID

EID's Water Conservation and Leak Detection Programs and Reductions in
Unaccounted-For Water

alley Project Improvement Act of 1992 required all U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Jncludmg EID, to prepare new water conservation plans that met established

submitted its plan in December 1993. The Bureau approved the plan in

November 1994 and has since selected EID's plan as a model for combination urban and
agricultural districts in the western United States. EID implements all of the Best Management
Practices ("BMPs") designated in the Memorandum of Understanding regarding Urban Water

Conservation
Management

in California. These BMPs are described in Section V of EID's Urban Water
Plan (Feb. 26, 1996).
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The history of EID's water conservation efforts over the last twenty years is described in the
Urban Water Management Plan at pages 3-7. EID'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. (See
Comment 15-180 on the Draft EIR.)

Leak Detection

EID 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 defined as water that is taken into the EID'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. EID 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. (See
Addendum Appendix K, p. 1.) Rather, the Water Supply and Demand Report depicts EID's
estimate of unaccounted for water for the foregoing year. EID 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 EID Main Ditch in 1995, above normal
precipitation in 1995 leading to reduced evaporation and losses from dry soils, and reduced
operational spills in 1995. (See Addendum Appendix F, pp. 18-21.)

EID 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. (See Addendum Appendix F, pp. 21, 24; Addendum Appendix K, p.
L)

As more water is taken into EID'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. EID's goal is to maintain unaccounted-for water at approximately 15 percent of water
in the system. (See Comment 15-178 on the Draft EIR.)
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G.

History of Al

Information On AD-3 And Formation Of The New AD-12

D-3

In 1982, CH2M Hill prepared a Preliminary Design Report for EID's Assessment District 3,

which serves
assessment di
service to an ;
recommended
improvements
supplemental

After complet
could be arrai
bonds in Dec

Between 198
of AD-3 over
Park obtained
that it has sun
number of pr¢
the time AD-
acres, an addj
9,225 EDUs

11,400 acres,|
additional 11,
committed wz
committed fo
include a total
service.

EID prepared
water and sew
connections fé
charges for pr
assessed, and
service. In 1
boundaries frt

portions of the El Dorado Hills area. The Report recommended formation of an
strict encompassing 4,400 acres wherein EID would commit to provide water
additional 7,200 EDUs beyond the current service. Moreover, the Report

| that all lands within the boundaries of AD-3 be assessed for initial

5, and that funds for construction of future facilities be raised through
connections fees.

tion of the Preliminary Design Report, the project was delayed until financing
nged for the design engineering. Financing became available in the form of
ember 1993. ‘

) and December 1983, several events resulted in the expansion of the boundaries
those proposed in the Preliminary Design Report. The El Dorado Hills Business
1,000 afa from Folsom Lake. EID also reviewed its water use and concluded
plus gravity water that could be delivered to the El Dorado Hills area. Finally, a
pperties had petitioned to be included within the proposed assessment district. By
3 was formed in 1984, the first phase of AD-3 had grown to encompass 5,474
itional 9,234 EDUs of water service beyond existing levels, and an additional

in sewer service beyond existing levels. Phase 2 of AD-3 expanded it a total of
an additional 10,701 EDUs in water service beyond existing levels, and an

063 EDUs in sewer service beyond existing levels. In combination with 2,563
iter EDUs, 1,359 EDUs connected to the treatment plant, and 1,643 EDUs

r sewer service in 1982, AD-3 Phase 2 had expanded the assessment district to

| commitment of 13,264 EDUs in water service and 14,065 EDUs in sewer

Supplement No. 1 to the Preliminary Design Report in 1984 to evaluate the

ver facilities required to serve the expanded area of AD-3. EID also established
ces based on the facilities proposed in Supplement No. 1, as well as "buy-in"
roperties wishing to increase their density over that for which they had been

for properties that had not participated in the assessment district but that wanted
D89, EID imposed a prohibition to prevent properties outside of AD-3's

pm obtaining water service, or properties within AD-3 from increasing density,

until additional sources became available.

EID prepared
information o

boundary, EI]

area for Supplement No. 2 are included as Figure 1-1 of that document. Supplement No. 2

Supplement No. 2 to the Preliminary Design Report in 1991 to update
n future water and service needs in the El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls Area Plan
D Service Zone 2, and the AD-3 Phase 2 boundary. The boundaries of the study
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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 El 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 El 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. (See 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 El Dorado Hills Business Park obtaining,
through a contract between EID and USBR, 1,000 afa from Folsom Lake. (See Supplement
No. 2 to the Preliminary Design Report for El Dorado Irrigation District Assessment District
No. 3 (January 1991), p. 3-1.)

rmati -12

The southern portion of the CCSP is outside of EID's existing service area. An application is
now pending before the El 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 El 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 El 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 final map approval to provide ongoing funding for future phases of .
facility development. (Sege Comments 15-165 and 15-169 to the Draft EIR.)
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The El Dora¢

do Hills Master Facilities Plan is available for review at the El Dorado County

Planning Department, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667.

V. CON

GENI
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address the ¢
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of the site in

provided that

EIR, pp. 4.2

provided a te
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west was not

prior EIR wa

The agricultu
a buffer betw

SISTENCY OF CCSP DEVELOPMENT WITH SACRAMENTO COUNTY
ERAL PLAN

ion for Writ of Mandate, Taxpayers and EPIC claimed that the EIR failed to
onflict between uses contemplated by the CCSP and adjacent grazing uses in
County. In the Land Use section, the Draft EIR acknowledges that property west
Sacramento County is designated as Agricultural 80-acre minimum. A map is
pictures the agricultural area abutting the western edge of the CCSP. (Draft

-3 to 4.2-4; sec also Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-11 to 4.2-12.) While the Draft EIR

xtual discussion of land use compatibility for the CCSP's northern, eastern, and
ndaries, a specific discussion of compatibility with the agricultural area to the
provided. The following discussion is intended to render moot any claim that the
s deficient in its discussion of these issues.

Iral area to the west of the CCSP is used primarily for cattle grazing. To provide
reen uses in the CCSP and the grazing activities, the CCSP includes a 30-foot

wide, landscaped easement in the residential rear yards along the western perimeter of the

Project site.
screen fence
grazing are
that does not
buffer will

Where open space abuts Sacramento County grazing lands, a four foot high, open
will be constructed to control the movement of cattle, and conflicts with cattle

ot expected in that grazing is a passive and generally quiet agricultural activity
involve aerial application of pesticides or fertilizer. The 30-foot landscaped
eviate odor and/or visual impacts on residents within the CCSP. The buffer and

protective fence will also eliminate impacts on cattle grazing operations from residential and
other uses within the CCSP. (Pers. Comm., William Snodgrass, January 21, 1997). Impacts
along the CCSP's western border with Sacramento County are therefore less than significant.
No mitigation is required. Furthermore, in light of the considerations discussed above,
approval of the CCSP would not conflict with the policies of the Sacramento County General

Plan, which,

in any event, could not direct El Dorado County to permit or not permit any
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

Appendix F

Appendix G

Appendix H

Appendix I

Appendix J

Appendix K

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

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

E T 1 n fE
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);

El Dorado County Water Agency, El Dorado County Public Water
Plaaning 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;

El Dorado Irrigation District, Policy Statement No. 41.
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In addition, this Addendum includes citations to, or directly or indirectly relies on, the
following documents, which will be part of the record of proceedings for any action taken by
the Board with respect to the CCSP:

. Draft Environmental Impact Report, El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program
and El Dorado Project for the El Dorado Irrigation District Service Area (September
30, 1992) (State Clearinghouse # 72012008);

vironmental Impact Report, El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program
and E] Dorado Project for the El Dorado Service Area (March 1993) (State
Clearinghouse # 72012008);

. Draft Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and El Dorado
Project EIR (July 1995) (State Clearinghouse # 72012008);

] Final Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and El Dorado
Project EIR (October 1995) (State Clearinghouse # 72012008);

° El Dorado County General Plan, Vol. I, Goals, Objectives, and Policies (adopted
January 23, 1996);

° El Dorado County General Plan, Vol. IT, Background Information (adopted January
23, 1996);

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

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

° Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the El Dorado County.
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. Final Environmental Impact Report for the Crawford Ditch Improvement Project (State ‘
Clearinghouse # 89022010, February, 1990);

. Water Reclamation Master Plan, El Dorado Irrigation District (July 1994);
° El 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.
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RESOLUTION No._z-*

F THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

The Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado resolves as follows:
RECITALS

1. The Carson Creek Specific Plan area is located south of Highway 50 and generally
east of the El Dorado Hills Business Park in the El Dorado Hills area of El Dorado County.

2. The application for the Carson Creek Specific Plan (hereinafter, “Specific Plan™)
was submitted in July 1994.

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

ublic review. er County Planning Department review, staff concluded that, because the

ecific Plan had the potential to adversely affect the environment, an Environmental Impact

eport (“EIR”) would be required pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA™). :

4. A Notice of Preparation of the EIR was mailed to all responsible and affected
agencies on June 30, 1994, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.4.

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

6.  The County distributed copies of the draft EIR to the public agencies whic.h have
jurisdiction by law with respect to the project and to other interested persons and agencies and
sought the comments of such persons and agencies.

7.  Notice inviting comments on the draft EIR was given in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15085.

8. On June 27, 1996, a public hearing on the draft EIR was held by the County
Planning Commission.

9. Written and oral comments to the draft EIR have been rz2ceived and responses to
‘e comments have been prepared.

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

EXHIBT A




Resolution No. 224-36

Page 2

11.  On_9/{2 1996, the El 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 Plan includes the following:

a. The Carson Creek Specific Plan application package;
b. The draft and final EIR;

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 and/or 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 EIR,
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 El Dorado County General Plan;
ii. The El Dorado County Zoning Code;
ii. 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 th.e ﬁna.l 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 f;asible
mitigation measures or feasible project alternatives that can substantially lessen or avoid any

significant environmental effects.




Resolution No. | 224-96

e Board of Supervisors desires, in accordance with CEQA, to declare that,
nce of significant environmental effects that cannot be substantiaily lessened

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

3. The Board finds that many of the impacts identified in the initial study for the
pecific Plan involve matters which were studied in the final environmental impact report
repared for the County General Plan adopted in February 1996. In accordance with Public

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

4. The 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 their assigns or successors in interest when the Board approves the Specific Plan
and that other proposed mitigation measures are infeasible.

5. To |the extent that these findings conclude that various proposed mitigation
measures outlined in the EIR are feasible and have not been modified, superseded, or
withdrawn, the Board hereby binds itself, all landowners within the Carson Creek Specific Plan
area, and their assigns and successors in interest to implement those measures. These findings
are not merely informational but constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into effect
when the County adopts 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




Resolution No. 224-96
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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 EIR.
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 EIRs 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 hureby 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.




Resolution No. 224-36

¢ ..

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado at 3 regular meeling

of s3id Board, heid on the 24TH ___ day of SEPTEMBER .19_96
the following vote of said Board: SUPERVISORS: RAYMOND J. NUTTING. J. MARK NIELSE
o , d »e ° Ayes: WALTER L. SHULTZ, JOHN E. UPTON
ATTEST " )
_ Noes: SUPE

4

DIXIE L. FOOTE

irman, Bcard ol Supcmsou

é INSTRUMENT IS A COARECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE.

THE FOREGQI

DATE ) ‘
ATTEST: DIXIE L FOOTE, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado, State of Cakfornia.




EXHIBIT 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 foilowed by the mitigation measure(s)
identified in the draft and final environmental impact report.

L LAND TSE

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, 2.14.3,
2.1.4.4, 2.1.45, 2.1.4.6, 2.1.49, 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 Fire District. It is outside, and discontiguous to, the El Dorado
Hills CSD. 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.

II. TRAFFIC

A. Significant Impact. aily Traffic Vol Road een
Highway 50 and White Rock Road). Buildout of the pmposed 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 ramps. 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.




~off-ramp and w

Exhibit A |
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B. Aignifimntlmpaa: Peak- r Traffic Vo S way Int ange

Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would increase peak hour traffic volumes along
U.S. Highway 50 at the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-5: The project developer shall be responsible for contributing
their *fair- " of the cost to reconstruct the El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road
interchange and widen U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes. Reconstruction of the interchange is
included in the RIF; 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 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

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

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

Reconstruction 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
D or better during both peak hours.

C. Significant Impact: Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes (Latrobe Road Int i
Build out of the proposed Specific Plan would increase a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic volumes
along Latrobe Road resulting in levels of service that exceed the County LOS E standard at four
intersections. |

Mitigation | 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 service 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 turn lane improvements at the White
Rock Road/Latrobe 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 Road/Latrobe 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 turn 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 turn lane improvements at the Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway South
intersection. 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 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 Road/Investment Boulevard
- intersection;

2. Signalizing the Latrobe Road/Investment Boulevard intersection.

These improvement projects will be included in the El Dorado Hills RIF” at the 1993
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/Investment 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-turn lane on the eastbound approach. The left-turn volume is 600
vehicles per hour during the p.m. peak hour. Occasional queuing of vehicles on the left-turn
lane could occur on the eastbound approach. The County should monitor the queues and design
the left-turn pocket for this movement to accommodate the volumes. If the County decides to
provide dual left-turn Ianes for this left-turn movement, an additional northbound lane would be
required on Latrobe Road between Investment Boulevard and Golden Foothill Parkway South.
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D. Significant Impact: eak-Hour Traffic Volu ite ck a
Intersections). Buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would increase traffic volumes along
‘White Rock Road, resulting in peak-hour levels of service that exceed the County LOS E
standard at two additional intersections.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-7: The following measures address the two intersections along
White Rock Road (west of Latrobe Road) that are projected to operate at LOS F with buildout
of the Specific Plan. '

a. The project developer shall construct turn lane improvements at the White Rock

e would improve the White Rock Road/Project Access Road intersection LOS
from D to B during the a.m. peak hour and from F to C during the p.m. peak hour.

E. Significant Impact: Peak-Hou raffic Vol ite
Intersection). Buildout of the purposed Specific Plan would increase demand for public transit
service and facilities in western El Dorado County, including fixed route service, commuter
service, dial-a-ride service, and park-and-ride Iot spaces. To accommodate these trips, Policy

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

appropriate.

Mitigation| Measures 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 when fixed route transit service or commuter service is extended to serve the project. The
project developer shall also reserve the land area for the proposed mass transit station and
parking area as identified in the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

F. Significant Impact: Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities. Buildout of the Specific Plan
would generate walking and bicycling trips within the project site and vicinity. Although the
proposed Specific Plan identifies on-site bicycle and pedestrian facilities, it does not include bike
lanes along the project frontage on White Rock Road as proposed in the El Dorado County
Bikeway Master Plan and required by El Dorado County General Plan Policy 3.11.1.1.

Mitigation | Measure 4.5-9: The project developer shall be responsible for the
construction of Class II bike lanes along the project site frontage on White Rock Road prior to
the issuance of bujlding permits. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 includes the

construction of Class II bike lanes.

G. Significant Impacts: Consistency With Relevant General Plan Provisio
Specific Plan would be required to comply with relevant El Dorado County General Plan
jectives and policies 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 manmer at this time or in the near future 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 has 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.

oI. 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: Increased Traffic Noise: Traffic noise impacts at existing
noise-sensitive receptor locations are anticipated. The increased traffic noise levels could result

in exceedances {nf the 60dBA CNEL residential standard at existing off-site and proposed on-site

wn

residential uses

exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to existing or projected future traffic noise levels in excess
of the applicable County noise standards, the County shall require an acoustical analysis to be
performed pri04 to the approval of such projects.

Nﬁtigatj{n Measure 4.7-2: Where the development of a project could result in the

Where al:oustical analysis determines that the project would contribute to traffic noise
levels in excess bf 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.

C. Significant Impact: Railroad Noise. Impiementation of the proposed Specific
Plan could allow 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 nﬁise exposure at proposed residential units R(10) which would be adjacent to the
SPRR tracks.

Mitigation Measure 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 #o 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 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.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A. Significant Impact: Loss of Wetlands. On Carson Creek Ranch, 9.14 acres of
the existing 27.43 acres of wetlands would be lost if the proposed project is implemented. The
Specific Plan includes a Wetland Preservation and Compensation Plan that includes measures
that would reduce impacts on wetlands to a less-than-significant level. On Euer Ranch,
unverified 1.08 aﬁres of wetland could be lost although these wetlands appear to fall within areas
of the project site proposed for preservation. Wetlands on Euer Ranch are not included under
the Wetland Preservation and Compensation Plan.
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Mitigation Measure 4.8-2:

a. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the wetland delineation completed
for the Euer Ranch shall be verified by U.S. Army 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 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.

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 runoff controls 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: Special-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 the project 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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Mitigation Measure 4.9-1:

a The El Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT) shall consuit
with the El Dorado County Planning Department during the grading permit approval process to
ensure that w@ resources impacts related to development in the Carson Creek Specific Plan
area are suffici%ntly addressed.

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 ‘Transponation (DOT) a soils and geologic hazards report meetings the
requirements for such reports provided in the El Dorado County Grading Ordinance. If
proposed improyements to the Carson Creek drainage would be located in areas identified as
susceptible to soils or geologic hazards, proposed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage
shall be design%k to prevent failure or damage due to such hazards.

soil mantle developed on bedrock of relatively strong slightly weathered material over much of
the site would not be prone to differential compaction or seismic settlement. Differential
compaction and seismic settlement is possible, however, within the on-site drainage areas which
would be designated as open space. This impact would be considered significant to proposed
improvements (i.e., flood control and recreational) in these areas.

B. Slgniﬁcant Impact. Differential Compaction/Seismic Settlemnent.  The thin

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.9-1, and no additional measures

C. Si%niﬁdant Impact: Ground Rupture. Due to the project site’s proximity to
the West Branch of the 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.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-4: 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 unincorporated areas are exempt under
the California quake 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 detail?d geologic and geotechnical analyses for proposed building sites.

Prior to tth approval of subdivision tract maps in the vicinity of the Mormon Island P:ault
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.
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D. Significant Impact: Ground Shaking. 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
Isiand Fault Zone and the on-site ground accelerations anticipated from the Bear Mountain Fault
Zone.

E. Significant Impacts: Topographic Alteration (Ground Stability and Eresion

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. Aay cut or fill
slopes and their appurtenant drainage facilities shall be designed in accordance with the El
Corado County Gradiag 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 designed to receive the runoff, minimize erosion, and convey the runoff off site.
Conduits inteanjed 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.

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 away from these structures,
to collect water concentrated by these surfaces, and to convey water away from the site in
accordance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, Storm Drain Standards,
and El Dorado County Standards. ’

VI. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

A. Significant Impact: Increased Surface Runoff. Project development would
increase runoff quantity and peak discharge from the project site resulting in potential increased
water levels in Carson Creek. Although the Specific Plan proposes improvements designed to
ensure than downstream flows are not substantially increased over existing levels, an increase
in downstream peak flows could occur during 100-year storm events.

|

e

Miitigati#n Measure: 4.10-1:

a. Prior to the issuance of a grading plan, the project applicant shall submit
and obtain approval of final drainage plans by the El Dorado County Department of
Transportation. | These final drainage plans shall demonstrate that future post-development
stormwater disch.rge levels derived by the project will remain at existing stormwater discharge
levels and that detention basins will be permaneatly 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 age zone of benefit (ZOB) or other appropriate entirety to ensure that all
stormwater 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 increase in downstream flows, proposed on-site improvements, and
drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site and implementation and
maintenance responsibilities. The plan shall address storm drainage during construction and
proposed Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to reduce erosion and water quality degradation.
All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to El Dorado County Department of
Transportation satisfaction. BMP’s shall be implemented throughout the construction process.

b. Maintenance of the detention basin and drainage facilities shall include
periodic inspections (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 100-year flood protection by raising proposed development areas above the 100-year
flood plain. However, at present, insufficient drainage plan specificity is available to determine
whether proposed residential, commercial, and other uses would be afforded 100-year flood
protection.

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2: Prior to the approval of a grading permit, the applicant
shall submit a final drainage plan that clearly identifies the 100-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 100-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 100-year flood zones associated with the project and proposed
flood control measures such as detention basins. Alternatively, 100-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: - Flooding Associated with the Failure of Dams and

Le_g_ 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.

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

D. Significant Impact: Short-term Construction-Related Water Quality 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 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.
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be degraded foll
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site landscaping

potential use of

Mitigati

a

ignificant Impact: Long-Term Water Quality Impacts. Water quality would

owing site development by the introduction of urban pollutants including vehicle
heavy metals on parking lots and driveways, fertilizers and pesticides used on
, toxic compounds released from commercial and industrial areas, and the
reclaimed water on the project site.

on Measure 4.10-6:

On-site detention basins shall be constructed and maintained through the

construction period to receive stormwater runoff from graded areas to allow capture and settling
of sediment prior to discharge to receiving waters. Periodic maintenance of detention basins,
such as debris removal, shall occur as needed to ensure continued effectiveness.

b

a surface water
drain cleaning)
the installation

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall develop
pollution control plan (i.e., parking lot sweeping program and periodic storm
o reduce long-term surface water quality impacts. The plan shall also include
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
the long-term i

S

approved by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation, that ensures
plementation of the program.

ignificant Impact: Consistency with Relevant General Pla

F.
. Specific Plan wpuld be required to comply with relevant El Dorado County General Plan
objectives and policies related to hydrology and water quality. Although the Specific Plan
proposes to maintain the natural drainageways, incorporate detention basins, and provide 100-

year flood prot
provisions are s
to hydrology an
Mitigati
4.10-6, and no

located within

tion, mitigation measures are required to ensure that proposed Specific Plan
ccessful. The Plan would not be consistent with General Plan policies related
water quality.

n Measure 4.10-7: Apply Mitigation Measures 4.8-2, 4.10-1, 4.10-2, 4.10-5,
rther mitigation is required.

RESOURCES

ificant Impact: Archaeological Sites CC-2, CC-3, CC-4, CC-5, CC-6, and

inear Featu CC-LF-1, CC-LF-2. and CC-LF-3. All of these site§ are
planned for construction disturbance, infrastructure or recreational

improvements, or urban land use development. Implementation of project features could re:mlt
directly or indirectly to the disturbance or destruction of one or more of these archaeological
resources. These impacts are considered to be potentially significant.
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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 Information 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 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.

B. Significant Impact: Qther Heritage 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. v

C. Significant Impact: Traditional Cultural Properties. Although no IjTa.tive
American cultural 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.

VII. SCHOOLS
A. Significant Impact: Latrobe School 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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b. The applicant shall also ensure that proposed school facilities are in place
prior to issuance of occupancy permits. Assurances can be made in various ways such as the
following: :
1. Creation of Mello-Roos district or other financing
entity/arrangement to finance construction of the elementary school prior to final map approval.
2. Provisions for temporary school facilities to accommodate additional
students, proviﬁed necessary core facilities are in place consistent with the applicable school
district or state policies. Temporary facilities may include, but are not limited to, portable
classrooms, lease of commercial space in the El Dorado Hills Business Park, and other
temporary facilities if such facilities comply with State construction standards for school
buildings;

3. Any combination of the aforementioned, or other arrangement,
financial agreement, and/or inter-district agreement between the applicant and relevant school
district(s), and with evidence of appropriate approvals filed with the El Dorado County Planning

Department.

ignificant Impact: Latrobe School District Middle School. It is uncertain
whether or not|the Carson Creek elementary/middle school would be available in time to

accommodate project-generated students due to time requirements for processing, approving, and
constructing a new school.

B. S

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1, and no further

mitigation is required.

C. S#gniﬁcant Impact: ElDorado 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 s%rv'e project-generated students. ~

Mitigati.#n Measure 4.12-4: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1(a), and no further

the school distri
acquisition and ¢

Mitigatio
measure:

accordance with

Prior
mechanism for s

ificant Impact: General Plan Consistency. School facilities are proposed
Plan to accommodate students generated by the project at buildout. However,
ific Plan does not provide for a written agreement between the applicant and
t as required by Policy 5.8.1.1 or contain a funding mechanism for site
nstruction of on-site school facilities as required by Policy 5.3.2.4.

n Measure 4.12-5: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 and the follow%ng
to the approval of Specific Plan, the applicant shall provide a funding
ite acquisition and construction for incorporation into the Specific Plan in
General Plan Policy 5.8.2.4.
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IX. LAW ENFORCEMENT
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 future.

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 Sheriff’s 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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X. F’ARKS, RECREATION, AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

A. %igniﬁcant Impact: Active Parks and Recreational Facilities. Development
of the proposed Specific Plan would result in the demand for 38 acres of active parkiand based

on the El Dorado 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 Plan designates 31.2 acres for active parkland which would result in
up to seven fewer acres of active parkland than required by the EDHCSD depending on the
densities propoFed in each phase of development.

Mitigation Measure 4.16-1: The project applicant shall pay in-lieu fees for the purchase
and development of approximately seven 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.

XI. RISK ‘
A. ignificant Impact: Work Shed and Barn Areas. A potential exists .for
individuals to be exposed to contaminated soils in the vicinity of the work shed and barn during

construction of the project and on-going landscaping activities.
\
Mitigation Measure 4.22-1: 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
accordance with

any unauthorized release of hazardous substances shall be undena.keq in
all existing local, State, and Federal regulations/requirements and guidelines

established for the treatment of hazardous materials.

B. S
activities, there
deposited within

ificant Impact: Historical Mining. Due to previous on-site mining
is a potential for mining-related chemicals such as mercury to have been
on-site drainage (i.e., Carson Creek and unnamed tributaries) and/or shallow

groundwater. Implementation of the proposed project may result in the potential for individuals

to be exposed to“

these chemicals during development of the site.

Mitigati(in Measure 4.22-4: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, shallow
groundwater ani 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
‘agency shall be contacted.

If deemed necessary by the appropriate regulatory agency, remediation shall be

undertaken in acc
guidelines establi

ordance with all existing local, State, and Federal regulations/requirements and
shed for the treatment of hazardous substances.
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C.  Significant Impact: Underground Storage Tanks (UST). Although the UST’s

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.

Mitigation Measure 4.22-6: Prior to the issuance of a 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. If contamination 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.

XI1V. 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 logy and Water ity Impacts

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.
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Mitigation Measure 7-9: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.11-1, and no further mitigation
is required. ‘
G. Signi
Impacts.

Mitigation Measure 7-10: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.11-1, and no further mitigation

H. Significant Impact: i ontributio ulativ d i
Impacts

Mitigatirn Measure 7-11: Apply Mitigation Measure 4.16-1, and no further mitigation




EXHIBIT B

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 of CEQA Guidelines.
The mitigation measures identified for each impact are found to lessen the impact but not to a
level of less than significant.

L 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. Views of undeveloped land would be substantially
altered by proposed development. A 30-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 materials in pm]ect development to
maximize consistency with the surrounding natural environment to minimize stark visual
contrasts.

c. Use natural components in fencing materials (e.g., wood, stone, bricl.c) tha.t
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 30-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 El 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
30-foot wide heavily landscaped greenbelt would reduce the visual effects of urban 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 fi , Carson Creek, would remain unaltered with the proposed project.

Development surrounding land would be a substantial and adverse change in existing
conditions.

l\fIitigatiLm Measure 4.3-5:

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 ve, ion.

bl Require use of natural colored roof materials in project developmenfs 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 trial features (e.g., fences, trail
materials) to eana.nce visual compatibility with the natural surroundings of the site.

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

o AR eQ:;le‘l‘Y
a. Significant impact: e I din e) Co ! issions. Grading

activities associated with the construction of Specific Plan land uses would generate individual,
site-specific, short-term ROG, NO, and PM,, emissions that would exceed applicable El Dorado
County Air Pollution Control District thresholds. This would be considered a significant and
unavoidable shoﬂf—term impact.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1:

a) The project 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 be 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:
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A 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);

i 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 airborme;

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

o 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: I (Faciliti o ion
Coustruction actvities associaied with the construction of Specific Fian infrastructure and iand

uses would generate short-term ROG and NO emissions that would exceed applicable El 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. Construction 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.

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

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

Rule 224,
The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD
Rule 215.
C. Significant Impact: ti ource Emissions. Buildout of the Specific Plan

would result in an increase in long-term regional energy consumption. Projected emissions
related to natural gas and residential fireplace emissions would result in exceedances of the El
Dorado County APCD thresholds for ROG and NO.

l\rﬁtigatior Measure 4.6-3:
a The applicant shall incorporate 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:

o Solar or low-emission water heaters;

o Central water heating systems;

. Shade trees;

. Energy-efficient and automated air conditioners;

. Double-pane glass in all windows;

o Energy-efficient low-sodium parking lot lights;

o Adequate ventilation systems for enclosed parking facilities;
* Energy-efficient lighting and lighting controls.

b The applicant, future successors in interest, or future homebuilders shall

.xstall only EPA-certified woodstoves and fireplaces.
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D.  Significant Impact: Regjonal Mobile Source Emissions. 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 ROG, CO and NO significance thresholds.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-4: 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 Folsom/El Dorado/Cordova Transportation
Management Association to consider including the project site within the TMA’s jurisdiction.

II. WATER SERVICE
A. Sigunificant 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.

Mitigation Measure 4.18-1: 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 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 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.

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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Mitigation Measure 4.18-3: Apply mitigation measure 4.18-1, and no further mitigation
is available.

C.  Significant Impact: General Plan Consistency. The proposed Specific Plan
would be required to comply with relevant General Plan goals, objectives, and policies. Because

insufficient water is currently available to supply the project site at buildout, the Specific Plan
would be inconsistent with Policies 5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3, and 5.2.1.4.

Mitigation Measure 4.18-4: Apply mitigation measure 4.18-1, and no further mitigation
is available,

TIVE
ificant Impact: Project Contribution to Qumulgtiég Aesthetic Tmmpacts

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

.B. Significant Impact: Cumulative Roadwa em 2
Mitigation Measure 7-2:

a) Widening Latrobe Road from two to four lanes between Golden Foothill Parkway
South and Investment Boulevard would improve the daily roadway segment LOS to B or better.
El Dorado County considers that additional widening may not be feasible due to cost and right-
of-way constraints. Due to the uncertainty regarding feasibility, this cumulative impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

b) Widening White Rock Road from four to six lanes between Latrobe Road and the
project access would improve the daily roadway segment LOS to B or better. El Dorado Copnty
i itional widening may not be feasible due to cost and right-of-way constraints.
ty regarding feasibility, this cumulative impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

c) Mitigation Measure 4.5-5 requires the project developer to contribute their “fair-
share” cost of widening U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes through the western portion of El Dorado
County. Althoughi|this would not improve the LOS to E or better, El Dorado County considers
that additional widening may not be feasible due to cost and right-of-way constraints. However,
widening certain s

impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

ions to more than six lanes may be possible. Therefore this cumulatxve |

v b
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C. Significant Impact: Proj

=M

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

D. Significant Impact: Cumulative Water Service Fmpacts.

Mitigation Measure 7-12: Apply Mitigation measure 4.18-1, and no further mitigation
are available.
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FINDINGS REGARDING PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The Board of Supervisor’s findings relating to the alternatives described in the EIR are set forth
in this section below.

As set forth elsewhere in this Resolution, the adoption of the Project as proposed will
cause significant ddverse environmental effects which cannot be substantially lessened or avoided
with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures (See Exhibit “B”). Because mitigation
measures have failed to at least substantially lessen these effects, the Board of Supervisors. has
considered whether any of the project alternatives outlined in the EIR could feasibly substantially
lessen or avoid those effects while satisfying the objectives of the Specific Plan. (See Citizens

L i (1988) 198 Cal. App. 3d 433, 443-445 [243 Cal.
Rptr. 727]; see also Public Resources Code, Section 21002.) As will be explained below, the
Board of Supervisors concludes that none of the proposed alternatives could feasibly meet the
Project’s objectives and thus has decided to approve the Project as proposed with all feasible
mitigation measures outlined above.

This Board of Supervisors makes the following findings regarding the alternatives to the
Specific Plan discussed in the EIR.

.o Project Alternative

Findings. | This alternative does not promote the objectives of the project or of the
County General Plan 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 opportunities in order to broaden the County’s economic base. The Specific Plan
area is identified in the General Plan as a location for the provision of urban densities to
complement the existing El Dorado Hills Business Park by providing housing for future
employees with the growth of the area. The No Project Alternative is therefore fundamentally
inconsistent with the General Plan and does not satisfy the objectives of the Specific Plan and
on that basis is deemed to be infeasible.

Less Intensive Alternative

Findings: is alternative does not reduce any significant impacts of the proposed
project to a level of insignificance and does not promote the objectives of the Spec:ﬁc Plan and
County’s General %hn policy of providing a diversity of housing opportunities in the County }
and on that basis is! rejected.
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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

Findings. The Board finds that the Alterative 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 elimmating the ability to provide affordable housing within the Specific Plan.

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
possible exception of the level of service at some imtersections. However, (uis aliernaiive
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 iml?acts
associated with the Alternative Site would, according to the EIR, be greater than those associated
with the project description.
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Discussion. As set forth in the EIR, although the Alternative Site analyzed would have
the effect of red cmg certain mgmﬁmnt impacts associated with traffic and noise, it would have
g greater impacts in other areas such as land use compatibility, lack of rail
ics, and wildlife. Therefore, this alternative is not considered envn'onmentally
superior to the project description.




EXHIBIT D

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 Jobs/Housing Balance. The Specific Plan is consistent with the
goais 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 EIR 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 El Dorado County, January 23, 1996, revised January 26,
1996).
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Findings - As adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

1.

The Carson Creek Specific Plan contains the required elements of Government Code |
65451:

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

B. Section 3 of the Specific Plan contains text and diagrams specifying the proposed
d??ribuﬁon and location of transportation, sewage, water, and drainage facilities
p

posed within the Specific Plan.

C. Section 4 of the Specific Plan contains development standards for the future
development of the Specific Plan area.

D. Sections 5 and 6 of the Specific Plan contain implementation measures and
funding mechanisms to carry out Sections 3 and 4 of the Specific Plan.

E. Section 2 of the Specific Plan contains a discussion of the relationship of the
Specific Plan to the General Plan.

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

An Envir
and has
the staff

The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with the 1996 El Dorado County General

Plan land

The Carsa

use map designation of Planned Community.

n Creek Specific Plan is consistent with the 1996 El Dorado County General

Plan Policies as compiled and stated below.

Policy 2.1.4.2

Planned Communities should be designed with an emphasis on alternative modes of
transportation to minimize the use of personal motorized vehicles to the maximum extent
possible. [Pedestrian/bicycle pathways shall be encouraged. These pathways should be
separated from roadways whenever possible to allow for greater safety for the pedestrian
and bicyclist and to allow vehicular traffic to move more freely.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.2 because it
has been designed to encourage pedestrian and bicycle traffic within the site while
accommodating 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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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 welil
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 of allowed 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:

Al 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;

FRemmMY oW

o Rn
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of Specific Plan
L. eighborhood Service Centers;
M. utdoor art, statues, etc.;
N. wn/community centers d1$tmgmshed with major public buildings, pa.rks/plazas
or other focal points;
O. financial element that includes payment of all capital costs for infrastructure
d ongoing operations and maintenance;
P. A distribution of housing units to meet the needs of all income levels as specified
Policy 4.1.1.1 of the Housing Element;
Q. ovide for Neighborhood Service opportunities with residential land uses in
accordance with Policy 2.2.3.9 (page 29);
R. Maintain significant historic sites, steep slope areas, and stream corridors in
tinuous and permanently dedicated open space;
S. vide on-site employee services such as restaurants, banks, etc.;
T. A | common continuous landscape program that includes planting and design

guidelines consistent with the setting, including street landscaping that creates
arate walkways and bicycle routes, where appropriate; and
u. Shielded, low intensity and efficient lighting.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.1.4.4 because it
includes provisions for or opportunities to establish the design features listed in Policy
2.1.4.4.

Policy 2.1.4.5

To achieve a desired mix of uses within a planned community and emphasize the goal
of improving the County’s employment base, the following target acreage percentages
shall be incorporated into the specific plan: .

Residential .. ... ....... ... .. 40-50%
Commercial/Office . ... ... ... .. ... ..., 1-15%
Research & Development/Industrial . . .. .............. 0-15%
Public Facilities/Parks/Open Space ... ............... 20+ %

The actual

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

residential category).

W e b e B e K b
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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 2 General Plan 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 Creck 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 district....

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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of Specific Plan
E. leJace the primary emphasis on clustering intensive land uses to minimize impact
on various natural and man-made resources, minimize public health concerns,
minimize aesthetic concerns, and provide for the creation of open space lands and
other community land uses.
F. Pr1ovide for public benefit.
Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.2.2.6 in that the

plan proposes a mix of land uses which complement and support each other. The

location and intensity of land uses recognize and respect the natural features of the site
by clustering 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 allows for the creation of open space areas and other uses which provide public
benefit for the Carson Creek community.

Policy 2.2.5.8

The Neighborhood Service zoning district shall be permitted in all residential designations
within Community Regions, Rural Centers, Medium Density and High Density Platted
Lands. Uses within the Neighborhood Service Zone District should provide a direct
service to the family and/or community, and may include educational facilities, day care
services, places of worship, lodges, community or group meeting centers, fire stations,
libraries, other public facilities, recreational facilities, and commercial uses.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.2.5.8 in that the
plan will allow 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 County recognizes the need to allow for certain types of extended family support

services ar
General P
services to
allowing fc
residential
special use

d institutional uses in areas in which residential uses are allowed on the
Land Use Map. This policy recognizes the need to provide for support
both the urban and rural residential areas throughout the County. While

or the establishment of such support services, this policy will protect the

areas by only allowing the establishment of such support services with a
permit. This will require a finding that the establishment of the uses will

have no significant adverse effect on surrounding property or the permitted uses thereof.
"he Carson Creek Specific Plan allows by special use permit those uses which
are recognized to provide a direct service to the family and/or community including
educational | institutions, day care services, places of worship, cemeteries, community and
group meeting centers, fire stations, libraries, public utility facilities, other public
facilities, and recreational facilities.

Finding:
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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 any one 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, agricultural
districts, wildlife habitat, rare plant preserves, riparian corridors and designated Natural
Resource areas.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 2.5.1.1and 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 E! 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 needs 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:

Maximum first floor building size should be sized to be suitable for the site;
Residential use on second story;

No outdoor sales or automotive repair facilities;

Reduced setback with landscaping and walkways;

Interior parking, or the use of parking structure;

Bicycle access with safe and convenient bicycle storage area;

On-street parking to reduce the amount of on-site parking;

Community bulletin boards/computer kiosks;

Outdoor artwork, statues, etc. in prominent places; and

Pedestrian circulation to adjacent commercial centers.

Frmammoawy

Finding: 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 2.5.2.3
New community shopping centers should also contain the applicable design features of

Policy 2.5.2.1.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 2.5.2.3 since the
design features for commercial lands in the Carson Creek Specific Plan include the

applicable

Policy 3.2

design features.

1.1

Development 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
combination of both, to accommodate increases in traffic caused by the proposed project.

Policy 3.2.1.2

Development review shall consider the adequacy of public and private roads. for
emergency vehicle access and for off-site traffic impacts. Inadequate roads shall be
improved through such measures as “area of benefit” districts, fees, project approval
conditions, assessment districts or other means.

Policy 3.2‘}1.3

All developments may be required to either improve street frontage, dedicate land for
road right-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.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.2,
and 3.2.1.3 since the Specific Plan Circulation Plan sets forth the location and design of
the internal roadway system, streets and roads will be constructed concurrently with the
development of the Plan area, and further review of traffic impacts will result as part of

each tentative map review.

Policy 3.5.1.6

The County 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 peak pericd of
traffic. The County recognizes that in developing its circulation system it has to consider
such factors as topographical constraints, right-of-way considerations, and otht?r
Jjurisdictions’ 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, bl.lt
are not limited to, circumstances where the need to promote overall economic
development or the need to protect the County’s rural atmosphere, which is enhanced by
two-lane roads, may outweigh the need to provide a circulation system based upon a p%k
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 peak periods 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 3.5.1.1.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 3.5.1.6and 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
has 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 3.9.1.5
Project review shall take into account all forms of transportation and circulation systems,

includini’rail, bicycle trails, pedestrian paths, equestrian easements, off-site and on-site
parking where appropriate.

Findingf 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
transportation modes. The opportunity for a mass transit station and park and ride lot
is provided adjacent to Payen Road and the potential light rail alignment along the
existing Southern Pacific Right-of-Way. In addition, the extensive internal trail system
will physically 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 3.9.1.7

New communities shall be designed to incorporate all of the measures under Goals 9 and
10 and provide for a greater mixture of land uses in closer proximity to better
accommadate for alternative transportation modes.

Finding:| The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 3.9.1.7 because the
plan incorporates all of the measures under Goals 9 and 10 by providing a mix of land
uses in close proximity and linking them by means of an internal trail system,
encouraging pedestrian and bicycle transit. The local convenience commercial areas have
been located to allow pedestrian access from the adjacent residential areas along White
Rock Road and the business park along the eastern perimeter of the site. Higher density
residential uses have been located with convenient access to the potential mass transit
station.

Policy 4.1.1.3
Specific plans need to address and provide for affordable housing.

Finding: h‘he Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 4.1.1.3 by providing

a range of densities and a variety of types of housmg promoting the development of
housing affordable to households of differing types, sizes, and income levels.

Policy 4.2.4.1

Boundaries delineating the location of Planned Development areas (PD), for new
Communities, shall be shown on the General Plan Land Use Map. It is intended that
these PD areas will contain a variety of high-intensity residential uses and housing types.
Planned Developments shail be planned and developed through the specific plan process
to ensure % variety of housing types and mixed uses.

Finding: The Carson creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 4.2.4.1 in that the
plan provides for a wide range of housing types at various densities to meet the housing
needs of dlrerse household types. The plan can accommodate up to 2,701 housing units,
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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 now 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
ILaw. 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.

Finding: 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 Creck Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.4.1.1 because the
project site will accommodate storm drainage, stormwater runoff, and natural flooding
using storm drainage lines, natural channels, detention ponds, culverts, and bridges.
Detention 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

Concurrent with the approval of new development, evidence will be required that
capacity |exists within the solid waste system for the processing, recycling,
transformation, and disposal of solid waste.

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

Policy 5.7.1.1
Prior to approval of new development, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that
adequate emergency water supply, storage, and conveyance facilities for fire protection
either are or 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 provided for the area.

Policy 5.7.4.1

Prior to approval of new development, the applicant shall be required to demonstrate that
adequate medical emergency services are available and that adequate emergency vehicle
access will be provided concurrent with development.

e Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 5.7.4.1 because

street design will conform to County standards for emergency vehicle access.
Policy 5.8.1.1
School districts affected by proposed development shall be relied on to evaluate the

development’s adverse impacts on school facilities or the demand therefor, mo
development that will result in such impacts shall be approved unless:
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1. The applicant and the appropriate school district(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 shall 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 deay 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 Plan is consistent with Policies 5.8.1.1and 5.8.2.4
because the Specific Plan provides a 10-acre elementary school site and a 20-acre middle
school site to serve new residents and surrounding communities, and aithough a written
agreement has not yet been entered into, the Specific Plan 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 faci]iﬁes., 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.

Policy §.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.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policies 5.8.2.1 and 5.8.2.4
because the Specific Plan 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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2.3.1

As a requirement for approving new development, the applicant must demonstrate that,

concurre
fighting
and local

Finding
water p

nt with development, adequate emergency water flow, fire access and fire
personnel and equipment will be provided in accordance with applicable State

fire district standards.

The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 6.2.3.1 because a
has been prepared as part of this Specific Plan, showing how water service

will be provided for the area. A planned fire station in the El Dorado Hills Business
Park would serve the Carson Creek community.

Policy 6.2.3.2

As a req
access ex
and priva

Policy 6.
Reduce :

services §

close pro

Policy 6.
Promote
the Coun

uirement of new development, the applicant must demonstrate that adequate
cists, or can be provided to ensure that emergency vehicles can access the site
ite vehicles can evacuate the area.

7.4.1

qutomobile dependency by permitting mixed land use patterns which locate
such as banks, child care facilities, schools, shopping centers and restaurants in
ximity to employment centers and residential neighborhoods.

7.4.2
the development of new residential uses within walking or bicycling distance to

ly’s larger employment centers.

Policy 6.
New dev
extent p

Policy 6.

All discre

7.4.3
lopment on large tracts of undeveloped land near the rail corridor shall, to the
ctical, be transit supportive with high density or intensity of use.

7.4.4
tionary development applications shall be reviewed to determine the need for

pedestrian/bike paths connecting to adjacent development and to common service

facilities

Policy 6.

(e.g., clustered mail boxes, bus stops, etc.).

7.4.5

Specific plans submitted for the development of lands designated Planned Communities

(-PC) on

policies cg

Finding:

6.7.4.5 be
residential

The plan

business p
parks and

the General Plan Land Use Map shall provide for the implementation of all
»ntained under Objective 6.7.4 herein.

The Carson Creek Speciﬁc Plan is consistent with Policies 6.7.4.1 through
cause the plan locates services including schools and shopping in proximity to
and employment areas to allow the use of alternative transportation modes.

s designed to serve the residential and service needs of the employees of the
ark. The plan provides pedestrian and bicycle access between the business
the service providing areas of the site. Higher density residential and higher

i
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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 Corps of Engineers Wetland
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
babitat 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
wetland study 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 7.3.3.1and 7.3.3.2
because a wetlands delineation has been prepared for the Carson Creek Specific Plan.
Wetlands will be preserved, restored, and enhanced as patural 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 additional 3.5
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.

Finding: 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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established to connect drainageways and open space areas with parks and provide habitat
for a brpad range of plants and animals.

-Policy 7.5.1.3

Cultural resource studies shall be conducted prior to approval of discretionary projects.
Studies h:ay include, but are not limited to, record searches through the North Central
Information Center at California State University, Sacramento, field surveys, subsurface
testing and/or salvage excavations. The avoidance and protection of sites shall be

a records search performed by the Archaeological Information Center at CSUS,
resource survey was conducted on the site as referenced in the project EIR. -

son Act Contract land, or lands adjacent to such lands, and shall make
ndations to the reviewing authority. Before granting approval, a determination
shall be made by the approving authority that the proposed use:

A ill not inmtensify existing conflicts or add new conflicts between adjacent
residential areas and agricultural activities; and
|
B. Will not create an island effect wherein agricultural lands located between the
project site and other non-agricultural lands will be negatively affected; and

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

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

to be made.

Policy 9.1,1.2
Neighborhood parks shall be primarily focused on serving children’s walk-to or bike-to

recreation meeds. When possible, nelghborhood parks should be adjacent to schools.
Neighborhood parks are genetaﬂy 2 to 10 acres in size and may include a playground,
tot lot, turf areas, and picnic tables.

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.1.2 because the
plan provides 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 Plan 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 bave sufficient access for a community or neighborhood park; and

C. shall not contain significant constraints that would render the site unsuitable for
development.

Finding: 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, wiil have adequate access by road
and trails, and will not be located in wetland areas.

Policy 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 El 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 designated
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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Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.2.5 because a
trail system has been designed in the Specific Plan to loop and link to schools, parks,
open space areas, and proposed public transit nodes.

Policy 9.1.3.1
Linear parks and trails may be incorporated along rivers, creeks, and streams, wherever

possible,

Finding: The Carson Creek Specific Plan is consistent with Policy 9.1.3.1 because the
plan establishes a linear parkway along Carson Creek and its tributaries. The parkway
corridor includes a pedestrian/bicycle trail connecting residential, park, and school areas.

Policy 9.2.2.2

Require that new development projects of 50 or more lots provide for the local recreation
needs (e, g., primarily neighborhood parks) of its residents and provide mechanisms (e.g.,
homeowners associations, or benefit assessment districts) for the ongoing development
and maintenance needs of these facilities.

Finding: 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 fees with the review and approval of tentative maps.

Policy 10.1.9.1

The County shall use appropriate land use, zoning, and permit streamlining strategies,
and other financial incentives to provide for and encourage housing types that are
compatible with wage structures associated with existing and forecasted employment.

Policy 10.1.9.2

Encourage specific plans and large planned developments in Community Regions and
Rural Centers to include a mix of housing types and relate it to local wage structures to
achieve balance with existing and forecasted resident household needs.

Policy 10.1.9.3:

The County shall actively promote job generating land uses while de-emphasizing
residential development unless it is tied to a strategy that is necessary to attract job
generating land uses.

Finding: 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 adjacent El Dorado Hills Business Park. The future residential development may
help attract more research and development business by providing housing for workers
in close proximity to employment centers, like the existing El Dorado Hills Business

Park.
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Policy 10.2.1.3 v

Require that all costs of upgrading and/or 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.

Policy 10.2.1.5

A public facilities and services financing plan that assures that costs burdens of any civic,
public, and community facilities, infrastructure, ongoing services, including operations
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:

A. -~ Specific plans; and

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 10.2.1.4 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 EIR contains a fiscal analysis consistent
with the above policies.
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Conditions - As modified by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

1. Agricultural fencing per County Resolution No. 98A-90 standards shall be required as
a conditjon of approval of tentative maps along the southern boundary of Carson. Creek,
along the Southern Pacific Railroad Right-of-Way, and along the Sacramento/El Dorado
County line, in any location not built with a 6-foot solid fence. Fencing is required to
be maintained by the property owners or El Dorado Hills Community Services District,
and shall be required in the CC&Rs.

2. Asa cotlfdition 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 Specific Plan.

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

4. The development of the parcels within an Agricultural Preserve shail not occur until said
- parcels roll out (or are approved for immediate cancellation) of the Agricultural Preserve.
To protect 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 Agricultural Commission, upon presentation to the Agricultural Commission that
the buffer is unnecessary or is substantially complied with in another fashion.

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

6. Annexation into required districts shall be a condition of approval of tentative maps.
A. e developer shall pursue annexation of the entire Specific Plan 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
County approval of any final map. (Note: This statement is incorporated by
ference and is/will be applicable to all subsequent conditions regarding required
approvals by the EDHCSD.

Conditions, 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.
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C. 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 aiso be included as a component of this
document.

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).

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 IOD) 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 of parks throughout the
Specific Plan area.

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 walls, 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.

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. 98A-90 shall be required along the
Sacramento/El Dorado County line in any location not adjacent to a residential lot/parcel.

The CC&Rs will specify the fence design approval process. Fence design will be as
approved by the El Dorado Hills Community Services District and the appropriate design
review committee.
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The developer will provide a funding mechanism, such as a homeowners association or
a Landscaping and Lighting District, for the maintenance of fencing adjacent to open
space.

The developer will be required to provide water meters for all residential lots, parks,
landscaped corridors, and open space parcels. (Cost of water meters for parks may or
may not be a credit to developer pending negotiations with EDHCSD Board of
Directors).

All the mitigation measures of the Carson Creek Specific Plan EIR, as revised in August
1996, except 4.14-1b, 4.14-2 (formation of Sheriff's Department Assessment District),
4.5-7a, 7.2c (requiring separate agreement with Sacramento County), and 5-1a, b, and
¢ which were optional fiscal mitigation, are incorporated as conditions of approval, and
the miu’%ation monitoring program is incorporated into the Specific Plan.

A final Carson Creek Specific Plan document shall be submitted incorporating all the
changes, conditions, mitigation measures, and mitigation monitoring plan included
herein within 60 days of approval.

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

Rezoning of the AE lands will not become effective until the subject land rolls out from
Williamson Act or is approved for immediate cancellation and fulfills all requirements
thereof.

4.3-2: White Rock Road at Manchester Lane

a) Use a majority of native plant species in the proposed 30-foot landscape corridor
along White Rock Road to maximize a compatible visual relationship with
residential uses to the north, and with the surrounding natural terrain and
vegetation, subject to review and approval of the El Dorado Hills Community
Services District.

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

contrasts.

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

A |variety of fast-growing shrubs and trees will be provided in the 30-foot
landscape easement to provide effective screening between the Carson Creek
project and surrounding uses prior to occupancy of project residences.




4.3-5:

4.5-1:

4.5-5:
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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, stome, 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.

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

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 S0 eastbound ramps. 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 daily level of service on Latrobe Road to LOS B.

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 of building 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;




4.5-6:
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.S. Highway 50 eastbound diagonal on-ramp - LOS A during the a.m. peak
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;

gq gq

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

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

Reconstruction of the interchange may also include the addition of an eastbound diagonal
off-ramp |and westbound loop off-ramp. Both of these new ramps would also operate at
LOSD or better during both peak hours.

The following mitigation measures address the four intersections along Latrobe Road that
are projected to operate at unacceptable (worse than LOS E) levels of service with
buildout of the Specific Plan.

a)

b)

In|addition to mitigation measure 4.5-1, the project developer shall be responsible
for their “fair-share™ cost of signalization and turn lane improvements at the
ite Rock Road/Latrobe Road intersection as shown on Exhibit X-11 of
ndix B. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the White
Rack Road/Latrobe Road intersection LOS from F to B during the a.m. peak
hour and from F to C during the p.m. peak hour.

The project developer shall construct the signal and turn lane improvements at the
Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway North intersection as shown on Exhibit
X r11 of Appendix B. DOT will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the
cost of signalization and turn 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 Road/Golden Foothill Parkway North intersection
LCS 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 Plan Phase 2, a
ic study will be required to determine what improvements are required as a
restlt 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.

Latrobe Road/Golden Foothill Parkway South intersection as shown on Exhibit

Th? project developer shall construct the signal and tumn lane improvements at the
X-11 of Appendix B. DOT will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the
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cost of signalization and turn 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 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:

o Modifying turn lanes at the Latrobe Road/Investment Boulevard
intersection (see Exhibit X-11 of Appendix B);

0 Signalizing the Latrobe Road/Investment Boulevard intersection. DOT
will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the cost of signalization and
turn 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 Road/Investment 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-turn lane on the eastbound approach. The left-
turn volume is 600 vehicles per hour during the p.m. peak hour. Occasional
queuing of vehicles on the left-turn lane could occur on the eastbound approach.
The County should monitor the queues and design the left-turn pocket for this
movement to accommodate the volumes. If the County decides to provide dual
left-turn lanes for this left-turn 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 intersecticn along White Rock Road (west
of Latrobe Road) projected to operate at LOS F with buildout of the Specific Plan.
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a) e project developer shall construct signal and turn lane improvements at the
ite Rock Road/Project Access Road intersection as shown on Exhibit X-11 of
ppendix B. DOT will, at the next update of the RIF, determine the cost of
signalization and turn lanes at this intersection and determine the “fair-share” cost
of the project developer. The RIF will reimburse the project developer the
erence between the cost of the improvements and the project developer’s “fair-
share” portion. Implementation of this mitigation measure would improve the
ite Rock Road/Project Access Road intersection LOS from D to B during the
a.m. peak hour and from F to C during the p.m. peak hour. This intersection
as analyzed with lane configuration as shown in Exhibit 4.5-11. For a worst-
c%se scenario, this analysis assumed that all the project traffic traveling on White
ock Road would use this intersection to access the site resulting in a westbound
to southbound left-turn volume of approximately 600 vehicles during the p.m.
hour.

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 (including within the
landscape corridor) when fixed route transit service or commuter service is extended to
serve the project. The project developer shall also reserve the land area for the proposed
mass tn#sit station and parking area as identified in the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

Although not required as part of this mitigation measure, the project developer, El
Dorado County Department of Transportation, and the El Dorado County Transit
Authority should also develop an implementation plan that identifies the construction
phasing and financing for the parking area, other transit shelters within the project site,
and the mass transit station. This implementation plan should be approved by El Dorado
County Department of Transportation and the El Dorado County Transit Authority prior
to the issTa.nce of building permits.

4.5-9: The project developer shall be responsible for the construction of Class II bike lanes
along the 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
IT bike lanes; therefore, no additional mitigation is necessary.

4.6-1: a) The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD Rule 223 as
uired by the Air Pollution Control Officer. The project applicant shall prepare
a fugitive dust control plan to be 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:

. Application of water or suitable chemicals or other specified covedng on
materials stockpiles, wrecking activity, excavation, grading, sweeping,
clearing of land, solid waste disposal operations, or conmstruction or
demolition of buildings or structures (all exposed soil shall be kept visibly

. moist during grading);




b) -

4.6-2: a)

b)

<)

g)

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

Low emission mobile construction equipment shall be used (e.g., tractor, scraper,
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] 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;

o Paving of public or commercial parking surfaces;

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

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

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

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

dozer, etc.).
Construction equipment engines shall be maintained in proper operating condition.
Low-emission stationary construction equipment shall be used.

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

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

The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD Rule 224.

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




. 4.6-3:

4.6-4:
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a) 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: ‘

d 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;
Adequate ventilation systems for‘enclosed parking facilities;
Energy-efficient lighting and lighting controls.

b) e applicant, future successors in interest, or future homebuilders shall install
y EPA-certified woodstoves and fireplaces.

The Co shall coordinate with the Folsom, El Dorado, Cordova TMA to consider
including the project site within the TMA's jurisdiction.

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

. tween the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on any weskday
. een the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays

hibited on Sundays and holidays

ime of the letting of the construction contract, it shall be demonstrated that engine
excavation equipment would be mitigated by keeping engine doors closed
ipment operation. For eqmpment that cannot be enclosed behind doors, lead

be used to attenuate noise.

Where th development of a project could result in the exposure of noise-sensitive land
isting or projected future traffic 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.
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4.7-4:

4.8-2:
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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.

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.

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.

a) 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 miiigation guideiines. Ei 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.

b) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be
obtained from CDFG, pursuant to §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.
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c) Grading activities shall incorporate appropriate erosion control measures as

provided in the El Dorado County Grading Ordinance. Appropriate runoff

controls such as berms, storm grates, detention basins, overflow collection areas,

filtration systems, and sediment traps shall be implemented to control siltation,
d the potential discharge of pollutants into drainages.

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 the project proponent and
approved by USFWS. The plan may include measures such as transplantation or
revegetation in protected areas on-site. Approval of this plan by USFWS and its
implementation by the project proponent would reduce impacts to a less-than- 51gmficant
level.

a) e El Dorado County Department of Transportation (DOT) 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 sufficiently addressed.

b) ior 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 Transportation (DOT) a soils and geologic hazards report
meeting the requirements for such reports provided in the El Dorado County
Grading Ordinance. If proposed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage
would be located in areas identified as susceptible to soils or geologic hazards,
proposed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage shall be designed to prevent
failure or damage due to such hazards.

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 unincorporated areas are exempt under the
California Farthquake 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 l{adings of detailed geologic and geotechnical analyses for proposed building
sites.

Prior to the approval of subdivision tract maps in the vicinity of the Mormon 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.

Prior to the issuance of building permits, all structures shall be designed in accordance
with the UBC, Chapter 23. Although wood frame buildings of not more than two stories
in height in unincorporated areas are exempt under the California Earthquake Protection
Law, stmTtures shall adhere to the design factors presented for UBC Zone 3, as a
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minimum. 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.

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) 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.

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

<) During construction, trenches greater than 5 feet in depth shall be shored, sloped
back at a 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 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.

f Parking facilities, roadway surfaces, and buildings all have impervious su.rfaces
which concentrate runoff and artificially change existing drainage conditions.
Collection systems shall be designed where possible to divert natural drainage
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away from these structures, to collect water concentrated by these surfaces and

convey water away from the site in accordance with the National Pollution

Discharge Elimination System, Storm Drain Standards and El Dorado County

Standards.

of

of

Prior to the approval of the first tentative subdivision or parcel map, a condition

approval shall be placed on the tentative map that states that, prior to the

issuance of a grading plan, the project applicant shall submit and obtain approval

final drainage plans by the El Dorado County Department of Transportation.

These final drainage plans shall demonstrate that future post-development
stormwater discharge levels from the project will remain at existing stormwater
discharge levels and detention basins will be permanently maintained. The
gﬂaina.ge 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

Supervisors in March 1995. The project applicant shall form a drainage zone
benefit (ZOB) or other appropriate entity to ensure that all stormwater drainage

facility maintenance requirements are met. The drainage plan shall include, at
minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the effects of project

provements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases
downstream flows, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage easements,
necessary, to accommodate flows from the site and implementation and
intenance responsibilities. The plan shall address storm drainage during
struction and proposed BMPs to reduce erosion and water quality degradation.

on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to El Dorado County
artment of Transportation satisfaction. BMPs shall be implemented
ughout the construction process. The following BMPs, or others deemed
ective by the Department of Transportation, will be implemented as necessary
d appropriate:

Soil Stabilization Practices

. Straw Mulching

. Hydromulching

. Jute Netting

. Revegetation

° Preservation of Existing Vegetation
Sediment Barriers

. Straw Bale Sediment Barriers

. Filter Fences -

* Straw Bale Drop Inlet Sediment Barriers
Site Construction Practices

. Winterization




b)

4.10-2:

4.10-5: a)

b)
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L Traffic Control
. Dust Control

> Runoff Control in Slopes/Streets

. Diversion Dikes
. Diversion Swales
4 Sediment Traps

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.

Prior to the approval of the final map, the applicant shall submit a final drainage
plan that clearly identifies the 100-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 100-year flood zone shown in the
final drainage plan . The final drainage plan shail be prepared by a registered
civil engineer and contain a hydrologic study that outlines the 100-year flood

: .'.f.'. zones associated with the project and proposed flood control measures such as

detention basins.  Alternatively, 100Q-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.

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 conmstruction
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:

Page 15, SP94-02
Conditions of Approval

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.

ior 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 EI Dorado County Department of Transportation, that ensures

e long-term implementation of the program.

j’ﬁor to grading and construction activities, significant cultural resources found

n the project site shall be recorded or described in a professional report and

submitted to the North Central Information 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
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. If a 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.

e project applicant shall comply with the agreement between the school districts
d the applicant entitled "Agreement 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.

Apply Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 and the following measure: Prior to the
approval of the Specific Plan, the applicant shall enter into an Agreement with the
affected school districts.

The project applicant shall ensure adequate law enforcement personnel gnd
equipment to serve the Specific Plan area through one of the following

. mechanisms:
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a) 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.

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 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 reducs water
consumption. .

©) 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 emploved: 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-s?te
drainage area shall be sampled to determine the potential presence of on-site
contamination (mercury, etc.). If contamination is found, the appropriate
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egulatory agency shall be contacted. If deemed necessary by the appropriate
egulatory agency, remediation shall be undertaken in accordance with all existing
al, state, and federal regulations/requirements and guidelines established for

arty and initiating the development of a remediation program in accordance with
applicable local, state, and federal regulations/requirements and guidelines

, entry monuments, parks, open space, and other public or common areas
he Carson Creek Specific Plan area.

th and Investment Boulevard would improve the daily roadway segment LOS
B or better. El Dorado County considers that additional widening may not be
asible due to cost and right-of-way conmstraints. Due to the uncertainty
garding feasibility, this cumulative impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Widening White Rock Road from four to six lanes between Latrobe Road and the
project access would improve the daily roadway segment LOS to B or better. El
Dorado County considers that additional widening may not be feasible due to cost
and right-of-way constraints. Due to the uncertainty regarding feasibility, this
cumplative impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation measure 4.5-5 requires the project developer to contribute their “fair-
are” cost of widening U.S. Highway 50 to six lanes through the western
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Findings - As adopted by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

1.

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

The proposed tentative map, as conditioned by staff, conforms with the applicable
standards| and requirements of the Carson Creek Specific Plan, the County’s zoning
regulations and the Major Land Division Ordinance.

The site is comsidered physically suitable for the proposed type and density of
developxqent because of the flat terrain and the fact that all major infrastructure needs are
adjacent: | White Rock Road is adjacent for road access, and water, power, and sewer
lines are located in the adjacent White Rock Road or El Dorado Hills Business Park.

The proposed subdivision is not likely to cause substantial environmental damage, since
it is consistent with the Carson Creek Specific Plan, which has an EIR prepared and
certified, land the conditions of approval of this subdivision include all the applicable
mitigation measures from the EIR, and no new significant impacts have been identified
beyond that covered in the EIR.

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







@) TMO6:-1317 - Phase 1
Conditions - As modified by the Board of Supervisors on September 24, 1996

Department of Transportation

1.

The deieloper shall obtain approval of construction drawings consistent with the
Subdivision Design and Improvement Standards Manual and cost estimates from the
County Department of Transportation and pay all applicable fees prior to commencement
of any improvements on the public street and service facilities. All improvements shall
be consistent with the approved tentative map.

The devFloper shall enter into an improvement agreement with the County and provide
security to guarantee performance of the improvement agreement as set forth within the

County of El Dorado Major Land Division Ordinance.

The final map shall show all utility, road, and drainage easements per the
recommendation of the utility purveyors and the County Engineer. Final determination
of the location of said easements shall be made by the County Engineer. Said easements
shall be irrevocably offered to the County.

If blasting activities are to occur in conjunction with subdivision improvements, the
subdivider shall ensure that such blasting activities are conducted in compiiance with state

and Iocq regulations.

If buming activities are to occur during the construction of the subdivision
improvements, the subdivider shall obtain the necessary burming permits .from tl}e
Ca]jfom.'%a Department of Forestry and air pollution permits from the County prior to said

burning activities.

This project shall be subject to the road impact fee of $3266 per single family dwelling.

Pursuant to Resolution No. 175-96, said fee shall be due upon the issuance of a building
permit. If prior to the application for a building permit for said project a revised fee is
established, such revised amount shall be paid.

All roads shall be constructed in conformance with the Design and Improvements
Standards/ Manual with the following widths:
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e
ROAD WIDTH curb q
face to curb face
STANDARD | (RIGHT OF WAY EXCEPTIONS/
ROAD NAME PLAN WIDTH) SPECIAL NOTES
White Rack Road (on-site) 101 B 34 ft. half width frontage
(100 ft. ROW), with turn improvements, with §°
pockets and additional ROW | sidewalk
as needed
’A’ Drive 101 B 56 ft. (76 ft. ROW), with 6 ft. sidewalk on both
turn pockets and additional sides
ROW as geeded
’C’Drive(south boundary to ’B’ Drive) & 101 B 40 ft. 4 ft. sidewalk on both
’B’Drive(’I’ Court to White Rock Road & (60 ft. ROW), with turn sides of street
White Rock Road to "C’ Drive) pockets and additional ROW
as needed
’B’Drive(’C’ Drive-South, to 'I’ Court) and | 101 B 36 ft. 4 ft. sidewalk on both
’C’Drive ("B’ to "B’ Drive) (50 ft. ROW) sides of street
"B’Drive(White Rock Rd.-North, to ’O’ 101B 36 fr. 4 ft. sidewalk on both
Way); ’D’,’0?,’P’ ,&’U’Way; and 'E’&’G’ (50 f. ROW) sides of street
Court .
PK L M,’Q7 V' Way; N’ & T’ Circle; | 101B 28 ft. 4 ft. sidewalk on bo
and’F’,’H’, (50 ft. ROW) sides of street
’P,’R’,’S’,’X’,&’W’ Caurt

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 ft. 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.
on "B Drive

A dad Wy Asraas

from QY Way

All traffic shall be directed away from traveling northward
with one of the following two scenarios:

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

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

Either one of these alternatives shall be subject to review and approval of the Department
of Transportation prior to improvement plan approval.
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11.
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‘U’ and |V’ Way shall be extended to the southwest and intersect off-site with the
southerly extension of ‘C’ Drive. This extension, for emergency access purposes, shail
be constructed to Standard Plan 101B (without frontage improvements), subsequent to
securing the necessary access easement from the adjacent property owner.

The following intersections shall be analyzes for the determination of final lane
configuration:

. ’l%’ Drive/White Rock Road @ Manchester Drive
° ’%’ Drive/White Rock Road @ Springfield Ranch Drive
. .# Drive/’C’ Drive

Final Ian# configuration, including the need for additional right of way, shall be subject
to review and approval of the Department of Transportation prior to improvement plan
approval.

All lots that front on two roads shall take access on the minor roadway. All associated
frontageﬁlaong major roadways shall be designated as non-vehicular access easements.
The school 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-vehicular access easement shall be established along the entire frontage of the
school property, from 'A’ Drive to 'D’ Way. '

Access from Lot F to "A’ Drive and 'C’ Drive shall be determined by DOT prior to
improvement plan approval.

Subdivision 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
reasonable access by the County Transportation Director. Driveways shall be installed
in am r and location acceptable to the County Department of Transportation and
shall meet standard County driveway requirements. As an alternative, a Notice of
Restriction shall be filed against all downhill lots with fill in excess of 6 feet which
allows structural driveway access only.

An irrevocable offer of dedication, in fee, shall be made of in the width as described in
Condition 7 for the proposed roads, with slope easements where necessary. Said offer
may be rejected at the time of the final map, in which case, a homeowners agreement
and association, or other entity, shall be established in order to provide for the long term
maintenance of the roads.

An irrevocable offer of dedication, in fee, shall be made of 60 feet in radius for the cul-
de-sacs, with slope easements where necessary. ‘M’ Way, ‘N’ Circle, and ‘F’, ‘H’, ‘X',
and ‘W’ Courts can be reduced to a 53.5 foot radius. Said offer may be rejected at the
time of the final map, in which case, a homeowners agreement and association, or other
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entity, shall be established in order to provide for the long term maintenance of the
roads.

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.

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.

All grading 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 untii final grading plans and
erosion control plans are approved by the Department of Transportation and the grading
is completed.

The timing of construction and method of revegetation shail 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. - o

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.

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 permit for said project a revised fee is established,
such a revised amount shall be paid.
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. . Surveyor’s O ‘me

23.  All survey monuments must be set prior to the presentation of the final map to the Board
of Supervisors for approval, or the developer shall have surety of work to be done by
bond or cash deposit. Verification of set survey monuments, work completed, or work
to be completed, and cost of completion is to be determined by the County Surveyor.

24.  All roads shall be named by filing a completed road naming petition for each road with
the County Surveyor’s Office prior to filing the final map.

25.  Aboundary line adjustment shall be approved and recorded prior to the filing of the final
map to remove that portion of tentative map lot 371 that is located in Sacramento County
from the map.

Planning Department

26.  If human remains are discovered at any time during the subdivision improvement phase,

27.

28.

the County Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted per
Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.89 of the Public
Resources Code. The procedures set forth in Supplementary Document J, Section VIII,
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines concerning treatment
of the remains shall be followed. If archaeological sites or artifacts are discovered, the
subdivider shall retain an archaeologist to evaluate the resource. If the resource is
determined to be important, as defined in Appendix K of the CEQA Guidelines,
mitigation measures, as agreed to by the subdivider, archaeologist and Planning
Department shall be implemented. Treatment of Native American remains and/or
archaeological artifacts shall be the responsibility of the subdivider and shall be subject
to review and approval by the County Planning Director.

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

Parkiand dedication requirements shall be calculated based on the standards and factors
for development within the El Dorado Hills Community Services District (EDHCSD).
An irrevocable offer of dedication IOD) shall be made to the EDHCSD as a condition
of approval of the tentative maps within the Specific Plan area. Prior to County approval
of any f’mz map, the developer shall show evidence of a recorded agreement with the

EDHCSD for the location, size, park improvements (including water and sewer metex:s),
maintenance, and timing of dedication and acceptance of parks throughout the Specific
Plan area.

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

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

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

b. 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.

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

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

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

Agricultural fencing per County Resolution No. 98A-90 shall be required along the
Sacramento/El 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 by the El Dorado Hills Community Services District and the appropriate design
review committee.

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

appropriate mechanism.

An Open Space Management Plan shall be prepared by the developer, subject to review
and approval by the El Dorado Hills Community Services District, 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.

The development of APN 108-040-05 shall not occur until said parcel rolls out (or is
approved for immediate cancellation) of the agricultural preserve.

Phases 6, 7, and 8 of the tentative map shall not be developed until APN 108-040-07,
immediately south of the project, rolls out of Agricultural Preserve status (or is approved
for immediate cancellation). The buffer may be reduced or eliminated by the
Agricultural Commission, upon presentation to the Agricultural Commission that the
buffer is unnecessary or is substantially complied with in another fashion.

EIR Mitigation N*&sures

39.

(MM 4.3-2.a and d, 4.3-5.a) A thirty (30) foot landscape corridor shall be installed
adjacent to| White Rock Road, and in the residential yards adjacent to the eastern and
western boundary 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 and/or fast growing species.

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

(MM 4.5-7.b) The developer shall construct signal and turn lane improvements at the
White Rock Road/main project access road intersection, if warranted by traffic volumes,
as determined by the County DOT.

(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 condition may be waived.

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

(MM 4.6-1, 4.6-2) The project applicant shall comply with El Dorado County APCD
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 approved by,
the APCD prior to the commencement of construction.

(MM 4.6-3) The applicant shall encourage in the CC&Rs or project design noteboqk 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.

(MM 4.7-1) Subdivision improvement plans shall include a notation that requires tha.t
construction activities shall be conducted in accordance with the County noise regulation
or limited to the following hours and days:
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e  Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on any weekday
® Between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays
* 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.

MM 4.7-2) Sound walls shall be installed as recommended the Brown-Buntin
Associa;{s, Inc., June 26, 1996, acoustical analysis for the Euer Ranch along White Rock
Road. The walls shall be constructed to heights to reduce the noise levels to 60 dB Ldn
or less, %xcept for Lots 8 through 16, where the sound wall shall be constructed to

heights to 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 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. Habitat restoration, rehabilitation, and/or
replacement shall be at a location and by methods agreeable to USACE.

(MM 4.8-2) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement
shall be obtained 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 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.

(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 mitigation plan
designed 'to result in a no-net-loss of the species shall be prepared by the project
proponent and approved by USFWS. The plan may include measures such as
transplantation or revegetation in protected areas on-site.

(MM 4.9:1) 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 Dorz!.do
County Department of Transportation (DOT) a soils and geologic hazards report meeting
the requirements for such reports provided in the El Dorado County Grading Ordinance.
If proposed improvements to the Carson Creek drainage would be located in areas
identiﬁedFs‘ susceptible to soils or geologic hazards, proposed improvements to the

Carson Creek drainage shall be designed to prevent failure or damage due to such
hazards.
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(MM 4.9-4) Prior to the issuance of grading permits, in the vicinity of the Mormon
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.

(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. 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.

(MM4.9-7) 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

(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 El Dorado County Department of
Transportation.  These final drainage plans shall demonstrate that future post-
development stormwater 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, if necessary, 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 El Dorado County
Department of Transportation satisfaction. BMPs shall be implemented throughout the
construction process. The following BMPs, or others deemed effective by the
Department of Transportation, will be implemented as necessary and appropriate:

> Soil Stabilization Practices

4 Straw Mulching

g Hydromulching

. Jute Netting

. Revegetation

. Preservation of Existing Vegetation
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> S ediment Barrier;

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 4.10-2) The applicant shall submit a final drainage plan that clearly identifies the
1CC-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

100-year
prepared
100-year
such as
approved

flood zone shown in the final drainage plan. The final drainage plan shall be
by a registered civil engineer and contain a hydrologic study that outlines the
flood zones associated with the project and proposed flood control measures
detention basins. Alternatively, 100-year flood protection improvements,
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.

(MM 4.10-5) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the developer shall obtain from the
CVRB a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit under the National Po]lutar!t
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.

(MM 4.10-6.2) On-site detention basins shall be constructed and maintained through the
construction period to receive stormwater runoff from graded areas to allow capture and
settling of sediment prior to discharge to receiving waters. Periodic maintenance of
detention| basins, such as debris removal, shall occur on a monthly basis or more
frequently as needed to ensure continued effectiveness.
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(MM4.10-6.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 annuaily. 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.

(MM 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. If a 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.

(MM 4.12-1) The project applicant shall comply with the agreement betweea 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. '

(MM 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.

(MM 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. ‘

(MM 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 shall be contacted. If deemed necessary by the appropriate regulatory agency,
remediation shall be undertaken in accordance with all existing local, state, and federal
regulations/requirements and guidelines established for the treatment of hazardous

substances.

(MM 4.22-6) Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the exteat (soil and/or
groundwater) of potential on-site contamination resulting from the operation of off-site
USTs shall be assessed. Once the extent of contamination has been determined, the
appropriate regulatory agency 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 guidelines established for the
treatment of hazardous substances.

(MM 5-3) A financing mechanism or mechanisms, such as a Landscaping and Lighting
District, for development and maintenance of parks and for maintenance of open space,
landscaping, lighting, fencing, trails, walkways, corridors, signage, sound walls, eatry
monumerts, and other common or public areas shall be determined prior to approval of
the final map. Improvement plans will be submitted to the El Dorado Hills Community
Services District 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.)

Lots 117 and 118 on the south side of ‘B’ Drive shall be merged into one parcel. Lots
119 and 120 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 created.

All lots shall be a minimum of 6,000 square feet, which requires lots in Phases 7 and 8
of TM96-1317 to be enlarged.

The proponent shall enter into an agreement with the County to indemnify th§ County
of El Dorado against all legal costs associated with any legal challenges resulting from
project agrz;roval. Said agreement shall be in a form acceptable to County Counsel.

The CC&Rs of the subdivision shall include the following language:

"Located approximately 3,000 feet east of this subdivision is the El Dorado Irrigation
District E]l Dorado Wastewater Treatment Plan, which is responsible for the processing
of wastewater for the El Dorado Hills area, including the subdivision.

Purchaser, for himself and his heirs, successors and assigns, recognizes that the District,
in the course of normal operations conducted in accordance with all requirements of law,
produces odors offensive to humans. From time to time, the processing of wastewater
will generate unpleasant odors which may be discernible to the occupants of the Carson
Creek Specific Plan."”

A written agreement with the school district shall be in place before Board approves or
rezones the project.




NOTICE OF DETERMINATION FILE NO._SP94=02/TM96~1317
TO:  COUNTY CLERK FROM: EL DORADO COUNTY PLANNING DEPT.

County of El Dorado 2850 Fairlane Court
360 Fair Lane Placerville, CA 95667
Placerville, CA 95667

SUBJECT: iling of NOTICE OF DETERMINATION in compliance with

ion 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources Cade. L
NAME OF APPLICANT: Falisades Development, Inc., 147 Iron Point Road No. A, Folsom, CA

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL No. _108-040-04, =05, 06, =07, SCH No. __ 94072021 -

AREA PLAN: __El Doradgllgliligd 108—%20;&02": 11,14,1%0wNsaP._9N  RranGge.__8E
NEAREST COUNTY ROAD INTERSECTION: White Rock Road/Latrobe Road

[ GeNERAL PLAN AMENDMENT  FROM: TO:

REZONING FroM: AE and R&D To: Various Specific Plan Zongs

D Vesting tentative maﬁ
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP (X SUBDIVISION TO SPLIT 0

SUBDIVISION (NAME) ___ Carson Creek
D SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW:

ACREBSINTO _477 __ LOTS

oTHER: and Specific Plan and final EIR

The EL DORADO COUNTY Board of Supervisors has B approved D disapproved
. this project on _S€Dtember 24, 1996 , and made the foilowing determinations:

(date)

1) ijec't' will ] will not have a significant effect on the eavironment.

) = X An Environmentai Impact Report was prepared pursuant to provisioas of CEQA.
- D A Negative Declaration was prepared pursuant to provisions of CEQA.

3) Mitigation M were E:]weu not adopted for this project. -
A Statement of Overriding Considerations was D was not adopted.

S L September 26, 1996
Date

Section 21152(A) requires local agencies to submit this information to the County Cleck. The filing of the Notice starts
mitations on court challenges to the approval of the project under Public Resources Code Section 21167. Failure to file

he Statusts of Limitations being extended to 180 days.
G
nimis in effect; $35 Recorder’s fes required. -
on prepared; $1,285 fee required. F l l E n
SEP 26 1996
WILLIAM E, SCHULTZ, Recorder.Clerk

o Z |

Distribution: Original-Recorder/Clerk Pink-Owner  Goldenrod-Engineer Yellow-Surveyor Green-File

the Notice resuits in

FXHEBIT B | el G550
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1 Auorncysilor
Petitioners
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO
EL DORADO COUNTY TAXPAYERS casenNo. PV 002200

20 .

21

22

23 .

24

a5

24

27

FOR QUALITY GROWTH;
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND
INFQ ATION COUNCIL OF

WESTE EL DORADO COQUNTY, INC.
(EPIC); and DOES

1 throungx 5

Petitioner : PETITION FOR WRIT OF
> MANDAMUS
V.
COUNTY OF EL DORADO, and [CCP §§ 1085, 1094.5)

DOES 6 ‘ ough 10; . "by FAX"

Respﬁndent,

| .
PALISADES DEVELOPMENT, INC,;
AKT MOSHER; AKT DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION; and DOES 11
through 15;

/

Real Barties in Interest.
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Petitioners allege:
L. INTRODUCTION

1. Petitioners El Dorado Taxpayers for Quality Growth and Environmental Planning
and Information Council of Western El Dorado County, Inc. (EPIC) bring this mv,andamus
action |in the public interest regarding the decision of the County of El Dorado
to approve the Carson Creek Specific Plan, a project for the rezoning and development of a
mixture of residential and commercial uses on a 710-acre site, including 477 buildable lots, in
unincorporated Western El Dorado County. The Environmental Impact Report prepared for
the Specific Plan is inadequate and improperly defers analysis of fundamental environmental
issues, land the project cannot .i;wfully be approved under the legally deficient El Dorado

General Plan. The peremptory writ should issue in the first instance.

‘ 0. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

L. This court has jurisdiction under §§ 21168 and 21168.5 of the California

|
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and §§ 1094.5 and 1085 of the California Code of Civil

Procedure. The parties and the Carson Creek project are located in El Dorado County.

I1I. PARTIES

. Petitioner El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth is a California non-

profit public benefit corporation incorporated under the laws of California. The specific
purpose‘ of the corporation are to educate the public about proposed projects on private and
public lands and the effects of those projects on the rural quality of life for existing and

future residents of El Darado County, to facilitate public input into the planning process, and



petitioner on behalf of all others similarly situated who are too numerous to be named and

brought before this court as petitioners.  Its members include persons living in the area

affected

|
will be severely injured if the project is allowed to proceed as planned.

y the approval of Carson Creek, whose personal, aesthetic, and property interests

0CT-25-19%6 13:37 BRANDT~HAWLEY32Z01R P.85
N
1 I to defend the public interest. The Taxpayers for Quality Growth bring this petition as a co-

4.| Petitioner Environmental Planning and Information Council of Western El Dorado
County, Inc. (EPIC), is a California non-profit corporation formed in 1974. Through public
education, public comment, and judicial action when necessary, EPIC secks to maintain the

rural quality of life in El Dorado County and to ensure a healthy and economically viable

environment for its residents. EPIC brings this petition as a co-petitioner on behalf of all

petitione

others similarly situated who are too numerous t© be named and brought before this court as
. EPIC's members include persons living in the area affected by the actions of
EID, whose personal, aesthetic, and property interests will be severely injured if the Carson

Creek Spéciﬁc Plan approved by the County is allowed to proceed as planned.

3. \Petitioncrs Does 1 to 5 are listed under fictitious names. Petitioners are aware that

other environmental organizations are concemed about the County’s lack of compliance with

6. [Respondent El Dorado County is the county which approved the Carson Creek

Specific Plan and is the project lead agency.

as DOES 6 through 10, inclusive, and therefore sues these respondents by such fictitious

names. Petitioners will amend this petition to allege their true names and capacities when

| | 5

| -

etitioners are ignorant of the true names and capacities of respondents sued herein
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ascertained. Petitioners are informed and believe and thereon allege that each of the

fictitiously named respondents are responsible in some manner for the occurrences herein

alleged, and that the wrongs as herein alleged were proximately caused by their conduet.

8.

Real party in interest Palisades Development, Inc., a corporation doing business in

California, is the legal entity which is the Zpplicant for the project proposed to be located on

the Carson Creek Specific Plan site in El Dorado County.

9.

and is thg

business i

located of

sued here

by such f

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.

10. Real party in interest AKT Development Corporation, a corporation doing

in California, is the Igga.l entity which is the developer of the project proposed to be

2 the Carson Creek Specific Plan site in El Dorado County.

11. Petitioners are ignorant of the true names and capacities of real parties in interest

in 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

capacities when ascertained. Petitioners are informed and believe and thereon allege that each

of the fictitiously named real parties in interest is responsible in some manner for the

occurrences herein alleged, and that the wrongs as herein alleged were proximately caused by

their conduct.

12. The paragraphs below will refer to information in numerous documents relating to

this lawsuit, all of which will be duly filed with this court as part of the record of

proceedings before the county. Such documents are incorporated herein by reference.
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IV. GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
. Petitioners fully incorporate herein by reference paragraphs | through 12, above.

. The Carson Creek Specific Plan project proposes a mixture of residential,

. The ElI Dorado Planning Commission held a meeting on June 27, 1996, to apprise
g Commission of environmental issues associated with the Plan and 'not to receive
ents on the Dr'z;ﬁ EMR. The Responses to Comments Addendumn addresses only
ents received during the 45-day public comment period ending July -3, 1996.

16, A Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the project was published in August 1996.

17. Hearings on the Carson Creek Specific Plan were held before the Planning

Commission on. September 12, 1996, and before the Board of Supervisors on September 24,

1996. The EIR was ceniified and the Plan was approved with a Statement of Overriding

Considerations.

18.| The Notice of Determination was filed with the El Dorado County Clerk on
September| 26, 1996.
19.| Petitioners have no plain, speedy, and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of

law. If the Carson Creek Specific Plan project remains approved, the project will proceed

with immediate, severe, and irreparable harm to petitioners and El Dorado County residents

n
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due to its unsolved environmental problems. The County of El Dorado has the capacity to

corTect i_ts violations of law but has failed and refused to do so.

V.

VIOLATIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

20. Petitioners fully incorporate herein by reference paragraphs 13 through 19, above.

21. The County of El 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,

certifying the EIR, and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act

because, among other things:

a, The findings adoptea by the County are conclusory and are not supported by

substantial evidence. Among the many areas of environmental impact not mitigated to

insignificance are incompatible land uses, loss of wetlands, traffic, water supply, and public

health.

b. The EIR fails to assess, analyze, and mitigate the impacts of supplying water for

the project, improperly leaving analysis to future study and improperly relying upon the

unstudied and unlawful actions of the El Dorado Irrigation District.

o .

- The EIR fails to adequately analyze project consistency with the General Plan, the

consequences of inconsistent land use and traffic planning policies of local and regional plans,

and inconsistency of land uses within the Specific Plan. Among unstudied inconsistencies are

densities between the Plan area and adjacent agricultural Sacramento County areas, high

density Plan residences adjacent to business park uses, varying traffic lane infrastructure

between County and regional planning documents, and the lack of mapping of El Dorado

County planned communities.
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- The EIR fails to consider a reasonable range of project alternatives, including,

among other things, avoidance of wetlands, and fails 1o study or adopt feasible mitigations.

- The County of El Dorado failed to assess, analyze, or mitigate the project’s effects

on rare and endangered plants, and failed to adopt feasible mitigation measures allowing

pres ion of unique habitat.

AT The EIR is inadequate as specified in the comment letters contained in the
| )

Response to Comments Addendum, and the responses fail to answer to questions raised.

|
| VI VIOLATIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE

!

\

2?. Petitioners fully incorporate herein by reference paragraphs 20 through 21, above.
\

2%5. The El Dorado General Plan is inadequate and unlawful, and is the subject of
\

separate judicial challenge. The Carson Creek Specific Plan project cannot be approved

without 2 lawful general plan in place.

24. The county's approval of the Carson Creek Specific Plan is inconsistent with
provisions of its General Plan, as presented in the comment letters to the EIR, including but

not limited to those which require on-site and off-site public benefit and compatibility.

Approval|of development inconsistent with the General Plan violates the Government Code.

REFORE, Petitioners pray:

- | That the court issue an Alternate and Peremptory Writ of Mandate, ordering

respondent County of El Dorado to set aside and void its certification of the EIR and its
|

approval of the Carson Creek Specific Plan project, including rezoning and Specific Plan

approval, and to comply with all provisions of the California. Environmental Quality Act and
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the GovLunent Code prior to further consideration of a?proval;

. That the court issue a temporary rr:stmﬁxing order and prel.i.nﬁn.azy injunction
enjoining respondent or its agents from engaging in any physical. activity connected with
development under the subject project while this petition 15 pending;

. That the court issue a permanent injunction enjoining respondents and its agents
from enpaging in any activity connected with the subject project unless and until this court
finds that said project is in full compliance with CEQA and relevant provisions of the
Govermnment Code.

. For costs of suit and attorney’s fees herein; and

. For other and further relief as the court may deem proper.

Dated: October 25, 1996 BRANDT-HAWLEY & ZOIA

Can -

Susan Brandt-Hayley
Rose M. Zoia/V

Atomeys for Petitioners

e\carson\petidon
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VERIFICATION

I am the attorney for Petitioners, who are located

outside of the County of Sonoma, State of California, where

I hav

my office. For that reason, I make this verification

for and on their behalf pursuant to California Code of Civil

Procedure Section 446. I have read the PETITION FOR WRIT OF

MAND

S and know its contents. The matters stated in it

are true and correct bésed on my knowledge, except as to the

matters which are stated therein on my information and

belief and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.

true

declare under penalty of perjury that the above is

nd correct. Executed this 25th day of October, 1996,

at Glen Ellen, California.

2
Rose M. Zojfyf’r
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EL DORADO COUNTY TAXPAYERS, et al. v.
COUNTY OF EL DORADO, et al.

PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

I 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 the within entitled action; my business address is P. O.

. Box 1659,

Glen Ellen, CA 95442.

On October 25, 1996, I served one true copy of:

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS

o

fby placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope and

' postage thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail at

g Glen Ellen, addressed as follows:

" true and

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General

CRAIG C. THOMPSON, Deputy Attorney General
State of California

Department of Justice

P. O. Box 944255

Sacramento CA $4244-2550

PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE § 21167

I declare under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is
correct. |

Executed on October 25, 1996, at Glen Ellen, CA 95442.

S

Sara Hews
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. . Susan Brandr-Ilawley saN artsar - 1,
. 2 . Rosc M. Zoia ssN 134789 90 OCT 25 PH h. l l
' . Brandt-Hawley & Zoia . ELDGUHAGG COUNTY
3 @ Chauvet House * Post Office Box 1659 SUFERICR COURT
% Glen Ellen, Culifornia 95442
4 ;' {(707) 938 3908 » {707} 376-01%98

5§E;hmnm)§m: Petitioners :
t 2 oy
é 5 | SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORN
i' } IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO
7!
|

Q CASE NUMBER :
° " EL Doﬁmno COUNTY TAXPAYERS FOR PV 00 2200

' 9 QUALITY GROWTH; ENVIRONMENTAL
' P P NG AND INFORMATION

© 10 3 COUNCIL OF WESTERN EL DORADO
: © COUNTY, INC. (EPIC); and DOES NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT
l 11 ¢ 1 through 5; - OF ACTION
12'; Petitioners,
-
13 "pby FAX"

. COUNTY OF EL DORADO, and DOES
14 6 through 10;

. . 15 Respondent,

16 - l

PALISADES DEVELOPMENT, INC.;
AXT MOSHER; AKT DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION; and DQES 11

18 . ‘through 15;

17

19 © Real Parties in Interes?.

20 \

2 ‘A TO: \COUNTY OF EL DORADO:

22; \NOtlce is hereby given that an action has been commenced
B aqaljst you by the filing of a Petition for Writ of Mandate in
24»2 the #bove entitled court on this date.

. Dated: October 25, 1996 BRANDT-EAWLEY & ZOIA

e | | .

27 L

Rose M. Zoia
Susan Brandt<Hawley
ttorney for Petitioners

|
\
Carson\%mnce .not
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PROOF OF SERVICE

EL 8ORADO COUNTY TAXPAYERS FOR QUALITY GROWTH, et al. v.

COUNTY OF EL DORADO, et al.

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the

County of Sonoma. I am over the age of eighteen years and not a
pParty to the within entitled action. My business address is P.
O. Box 1659, Glen Ellen CA 95442.

by p
post

On October 25, 1996, I served one true copy of:

NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT OF ACTION

acing a true copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope and
ge thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail at Glen

.Ellej, California addressed to the persons listed below.

co

Y CLERK

CQUNTY OF EL DORADO
360 FAIR LANE '
PLACERVILLE CA 94667

true

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is
and correct.

Executed on October 25, 1996, at Glen Ellen, California.

C’ /
= 0

Sara Hews

———
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Susan Brandr.Hawle v SIS e EL DOJAZC Cv’ SwFl.n\nUl{ C-
- 2 Rosc M. Zota sax (3473
Brandt-Hawley & Zoia
3 ' Chauvet House ¢ Pust Office Bax (639
»  (3len Ellen. California 95442
4 (707) 938.3908 « (707} 576-0195
: |
5 . Attorneys fo

Petitioners

6
; SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
7 IN AND FOR THE CQOUNTY OF EL DORADO
8 :
" EL DORADO COQUNTY TAXPAYLRS CASE NUMBER /F’\/ O 22090
9 . POR QUALITY GROWT
i ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND
10 i INFORMATION COUNCIL OF WESTERN
" EL DORADO COUNTY, INC. (EPIC); NOTICE OF ELECTION
11 . and DOES 1 through §; -- TO PREPARE ADMINISTRATIVE
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
12 7 Petitioners,
13 V.

“by FAX“
14~ COUNTY OF EL DORADO, and DOES

' " 6 through 10;
@ |
; , Reﬁpondent,
16 . /

' 17 | PALISADES DEVELOPMENT, INC.;
i " AKT MOSHER; AKT DEVELOPMENT
18 @ CORPORATION; and DOES 11
through 15;

19 ! .

ﬂ Re%l Parties in Interest.
20 | /
21

Petitioners provide notice that they elect to prepare the

22 : ’

» administrative record of proceedings.
23 @

: Dated: October 23, 19%s BRANDT-HAWLEY & ZOIR
24 7 \
28 Rose M. Zola

susan Brandt awley

27 Attorney for Petitioners

CARSON\Record.elc
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RESOLUTION No. _ ¥

OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

\‘ RESCINDING RESOLUTION NO. 224-96
\

WHEREAS, on September 24, 1996, the Board of Supervisors ("Board") of the County
of El Dorado #"County") adopted Resolution No. 224-96, whereby the Board:
|

03] bertiﬁed the Final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") 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.);

@

3 dopted a mitigation monitoring and reporting program pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 21081.6;

ade findings pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, subdivision (a);

(4)  Issued a statement of overriding considerations pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21081, subdivision (b), setting forth those considerations that, in the Board’s judgment,
render acceptable the significant unavoidable impacts associated with approval of the Specific
Plan and tentative subdivision map;

®)
©)

pproved the Specific Plan; and
proved the tentative subdivision map for Euer Ranch;

S, on October 25, 1996, El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth et
al. ("Petmoners*') filed a Petition for Writ of Mandamus in the El Dorado County Superior
Court challengmg the County’s adoption of Resolution No. 224-96;

|

\

WHEREAS, on December 17, 1996, the El Dorado Superior Court issued an alternative
writ of mandamys, 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 shoulﬁ‘l not occur;

\

WHEREAS, the County, without conceding any merit in the litigation filed by
Petitioners, wishes to resolve the pending litigation by rescinding its action and thereby avoid
the costs and inconveniences associated with litigation;

ExvigiT B



Resolution NA. 8-97
Page Two .

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors intends to re-examine the findings made in
Resolution No. 224-96 relating to the consistency of the Specific Plan and tentative subdivision
map with County General Plan policies relating to water supply in order to clarify the Board’s
interpretation of those policies, and to receive information relative to the State Water Resources
Control Board’s recent approval of a water rights application for the so-called "El Dorado

Project,” jointly filed by the El Dorado Irrigation District and the El Dorado County Water
Agency; and

WHEREAS, the County also intends to reconsider its approvals of the Specific Plan and
tentative subdivision map in light of environmental information generated in connection with the
El Dorado Prc#ject;

NOW THEREFORE, the Board hereby resolves as follows:

1. Pursuant 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) its certification of the Final EIR, (b) its adoption of findings, a mitigation
monitoring program, and statement of overriding consideration, and (c) its approvals of the
Specific Plan and tentative subdivision map;

2. e Board instructs County Staff to prepare an Addendum to the Final EIR for
the Specific Plan and tentative map that will include updated information regarding water supply
issues and may also include updated information regarding other issues;

3. The Board further instructs County Staff to make the Addendum available to the
public, and to|bring the Addendum back to the Board for consideration at a noticed public
hearing at which the Board will accept public testimony on the Addendum and Final EIR, the
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Page Three ‘ .

Specific Plan, and the tentative map, and will consider whether the County has satisfied its
‘ CEQA and other obligations, and whether to re-approve the Specific Plan and tentative
subdivision map. v

PASSED ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado at a regular meeting of said
Board, held on thT 14Ty of _ JANUARY 19 97 by the following vote of said Board:
Ayes: SUPERVISORS: WILLIAM S. BRADLEY,
‘ RAYMOND J. NUTTING, J. MARK NIELSEN,
‘ WALTER L. SHULYZ, JOHN E. UPTON

ATTEST
DIXIE L. FOO Noes: NONE
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Absent: NONE

Byfb:n-z@auiémaiéf f oA R -
Depu ﬂlerk . . Chairman, Board of Supeﬁ

I CERTIFY T:
THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT IS A CORRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE

Date
ATTEST: DIXIE L. FOOTE, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
of the County of El Dorado, State of California.

By

Deputy Clerk




Cal/EPA

State Water
Resources
Control Board

Division of
Water Rights

Mailing Address:
P.O. Boex 2000
Sacramento, CA
95812-2000

901 P Street
Sacramento, CA
95814

(916) 657-1359
FAX (916) 657-1485

Q's Recycled Paker

In Reply Refer
£0:332:EM:5645

' OCTIOBER 10 1996

TO| ENCLOSED MAILING LIST

DECISION RELATED TO APPLICATION 29919,29920,29921, AND 29922 AND
PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF STATE FILED APPLICATION (SFA) 5645
BY | EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY AND EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT;
APPLICATION 30204 AND PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY
KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUBLIC UTILITIES DISTRICT AND EL DORADO NATIONAL
FOREST; PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY KIRKWOOD, INC.;
APPLICATION 30219 AND PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY
ALPINE COUNTY WATER AGENCY; APPLICATION 30218 AND PETITION FOR PARTIAL
ASSIGNMENT OF SFA 5645 BY AMADOR COUNTY--SILVER LAKE, CAPLES LAKE,
LAKE ALOHA AND SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER IN ALPFINE, AMADOR, AND

EL| DORADO COUNTY :

Enclocsed is a copy of Decision 1635 in the above-entitled matter.
Decision 1635 was adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board on
October 2, 1996. Pursuant to the provisions of Water Code Sectiom 1357
et|seq., any interested party affected by the decision may file a
peiition for reconsideration within 30-days after adoption of the
decision.

If|you have any questions or comments, please contact Buck Taylor at
(916) 657-2100 or Ernest Mona at (916) 657-1947.

Division of Water Rights

En%losures

Our mission is lo preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources, and

ensure their proper allocation and e@ﬁ/{g" -Tweﬁ present and future generations.
{ e —————

Pete Wilson
Governor



WM. ROBERT ALCOTT
C - DISTRICT MANAGER
EL DORADO IRRIGATION [BISTRICT = " *~
2890 MOSQUITO ROAD

CERVILLE , CA 95667

JUDY ALLEN
C - CORPORATE SECRETARY
AMADOR COUNTY CHAMBER OF
125 PEEK STREET, SUITE B
JACKSON . CA 95642

MORRIS ALLEN, DIR.
C - CITY OF STOCKTON
MUNICIPAL UTILITIES
2500 NAVY DRIVE
STOCKTON ,CA 95208

BOB J. BAIOCCHI, EXE.
C-CSPA

P.O. BOX 357

QUINCY . CA 95971

PAUL BARTKIEWICZ, ESQ.

C - BARTKIEWICZ, KRONICK, & SHANAHAN
1011 22ND STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO , CA 958164907

RYANT M. BENNETT

1951 WEBSTER STREET
OAKLAND  , CA 34912

BILL BERGMEISTER
C - EID WATERUSERS ASSOC.
4611 SIERRA SPRINGS DRIVE
POLLOCK PINES CA 95726

EDWIN & PATRICIA BRENNAN

(o4
7060 MORNINGSIDE DRIVE
LOOMIS , CA 95650

SUSAN BRITTING
C - CAL. NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

EL DORADO CHAPTER
P.C. BOX 377
COLOMA . CA 95613

WILLIAM P. CARNAZZO, ESQ.
C - CITY OF SACRAMENTO
921 10TH STREET, #700

CRAMENTO , CA  95814-2717

CINDY CHADWICK

C - DEPT. OF FiSH AND GAME
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

1701 NIMBUS ROAD, SUITE A
RANCHO CORDOVACA 95670

PAUL J. 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

HARRY DUNLOP

C - EL DORADOQ COUNTY CITIZENS
CONCERNED FOR WATER

4284 MISSOUR! FLAT ROAD
PLACERVILLE |, CA 95667

LESLIEA. DUNSWORTH, ESQ.
C-SMUD

6201 S STREET, MS-42
SACRAMENTO , CA =~ 95817-1889

JAMES ESKRIDGE, DIR.

C - BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA
49ER COUNCIL

P.O. BOX 30686

STOCKTON , CA  95213-0686

STEVENL. 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, KEILEN

1616 29TH STREET, SUITE 300
SACRANEBTO , CA 95816

DANIEL F. GALLERY, ESQ.

C - AMADOR COUNTY WATER RESOURCES

926 J STREET, SUITE 505
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

GERALD & JOAN GLASGOW
c

1112 BLACKWOOD.PLACE
MODESTO ., CA 953585

JOHN F. HAHN, ESQ.
C- AMADOR COUNTY

108 COURT STREET
JACKSON , CA 95640
TOM HENIE

C - DISTRICT MANAGER

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUBLIC UTILITIES

P.O. BOX 247
KIRKWOOD ,CA 95646

EDWARD C. HINDE

Cc

611 BREA AVE.

STOCKTON ,CA 95207

HENRY HIRATA, DIR.

C - SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS
P.0.BOX 20

STOCKTON ,CA  95201-3020

THOMAS P. INFUSINO, ESQ

C - EL DORADO TAXPAYERS
FOR QUALITY GROWTH

P.C. BOX 1011

GEORGETOWN, CA 95634

MICHAEL JACKSON, ESQ.

C - FREINDS OF THE RIVER
AND CSPA

P.O. BOX 207

QUINCY . CA 95971

THOMAS JEFFREY, ESQ.

C - ALPINE COUNTY COUNSEL
NEUMILLER & BEARDSLEE

P.C. 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
SACRAMENTOQ , CA 95814



PETERM. LICKWAR

C - U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERV.
2800 COTTAGE WAY, RM. E-1803
SACRAMENTO , CA 95825

CURTIS MANNING

o3

2107 FIFTH STREET

BERKELEY , CA 94710

DONALD B. MOONEY, ESQ.

C - DECUIR AND SOMACH

THE WELLS FARGO CENTER

400 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 1800
SACRAMENTO , CA  95814-4407

RICHARD H. MOSS, ESQ.

C - PACIFIC, GAS & ELECTRIC CO.
P.O. BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCD CA 94120

KEVINM. O'BRIEN, ESQ.

C - DOWNEY, BRAND, SEYMOUR &
555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLCOR
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.0. 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.0.BOX 518

JACKSON . CA 95642

RODERICK SCHULER, DIR. -

C - AMADOR COUNTY
500 ARGONAUT LANE
JACKSON . CA 95642

FELIX SMITH

C - SAVE THE AMERICAN
RIVER, ASOCIATION

4720 TALUS WAY

CARMICHAEL , CA 95608

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 958144407

NOBLE SPRUNGER, ESQ.

Cc

P.0.BOX 2213

PLACERVILLE , CA 95667

LEONARD TURNBEAUGH, DIR.

C - ALPINE COUNTY PUBLIC 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 -
IONE , CA  95840-9737

STEPHAN VOLKER, ESQ.

C - SIERRA CLUB LEGAL

DEFENSE FUND

180 MONTGOMERY . ST., SUITE 1400
SAN FRANCISCD CA  $4104-4209



P
CAPLES LAKE HOMEOWNERS ASSOC
444 OAK PLACE
SAN ANDREAS , CA 95249

-P

CAPLES LAKE LODGE
P.O.BOX 8
KIRKWOOD ,CA 95646

-P
EAST SILVER LAKE IMP. ASSCC.
875 BOLLEN CIRCLE
GARDENVILLE , NV 89410

-P

LAKE KIRKWOOD HOME!?WNER'S ASSOC.

3499 MOUNT BLANC COURT
CARSON CITY , NV 89705

1-P: NORHTERN SEIRRA AND
SOUTH SILVER LAKE HOMEOWNERS
19909 EAST CONSTOCK ROAD
LINDEN . CA 95236

I-P: ASSOCIATED F’RESQ
RK EXECUTIVE BUILDING
5 L STREET, SUITE 320-A
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

I-P: USFW
ECOLOGICAL DIVISION
2800 COTTAGE WAY, ROOM E1803
SACRAMENTO , CA 95825

-P
YUBA-SUTTER APPEAL DEMOCRAT
P.O. BOX 431
MARYVILLE |, CA 95901

JOHN CLAUSEN
P

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY)
P.O. BOX 89
MARTINEZ . CA 94553

HON. BARBARA ALBY
P
MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY

50 STATE CAPITOL
CRAMENTO , CA 95814

HON. ALFRED ALQUIST

I-P

MEMBER OF THE SENATE
5100 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

PAUL BARTKIEWICZ, ESQ.

1-P

BARTKIEWICZ. SHANAHAN & KRONICK
1011 22ND STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO , CA 958164907

ANDREW BELL

-P

MPWMD

P.O. BOX 85

MONTEREY ,CA 939420085

THOMAS M. BERLINER

-P

CITY ATTORNEYS OFFICE

214 VAN NESS AVE.

SAN FRANCISCO CA 84102

THOMAS M. BERLINER

-P

CITY ATTORNEYS OFFICE

1390 MARKET STREET, SUITE 250
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

CHARLES M. BERTOLETTE
-P

P.O. BOX 782

PLACERVILLE , CA 95667

THOMAS W. BIRMINGHAM, ESQ

I-P

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TEIDIMEN&GIRARD
400 CAPITOL MALL, 27TH FLOCR
SACRAMENTO , CA  95814-4417

ERICP. BOCK, P.E.

P

CITY OF LOS ANGELES,DW&P

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, RM 1469
LOS ANGELES , CA 90012

HON. LARRY BOWLER

-P

MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY
3147 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

JOSEPH BROOKS

-P

CPLEY NEWS SERVICE

925 L STREET, SUITE 1190
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

HON. DOMINIC CORTESE
-P

. .MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY
2150 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

WILLIAM DUBOIS, DIRECTOR
P

CAL-FARM BUREAU FED

1127 11TH STREET, ROOM 531
SACRAMENTO , CA 956814

JACK GIPSMAN

I-P: OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL
U.S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE

33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

SALLY GREGORY

-P

US FOREST SERVICE

630 SANSOME STREET

SAN FRANCISCD CA 94111

JiM  HAMILTON

-P

CAL-TROUT

926 J STREET, SUITE 617
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

HON. PHILLIP ISENBURG
1P

MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY
6005 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

DAVID KENNEDY, DIR

-P

DWR

1416 9TH STREET .
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

HONORABLE DAVID KNOWLES
(X :
MEMBER OF THE ASSEMBLY
2196 STATE CAPITOL "
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

ANTHONY LANDLER
P

SOUTHERN CAL EDISON CO.
P.O. BOX 800 ,
ROSEMEAD , CA 91770

ALEX LEMINSON

I-P: LITIGATION COORDINATOR
SIERRA CLUB

730 POLK STREET

SAN FRANCISCD CA 94109




HON. TIM LESLIE

I-P

MEMBER OF THE SENATE

4081 STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

CRESSEY NAKAGAWA

I-P

HEARTS BUILDING, SUITE 1200
THIRD & MARKET STREETS

SAN FRANCISCD CA 84103

TIMONTHYLW. PEMBERTON
I-P - ALPNE COUNTY

OFFICE OF DISTRICT ATTORNEY
P.O. BOX 248

MARKLEEVILLE, CA 96120

NAT RANGEL, PRES.

I-P
CALIFCRNIA QUTDOCRS
P.O. BOX 475

COLOMA . CA 95613

JOHN RENNING

I-P: BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
MP 440

2800 COTTAGE WAY
SACRAMENTO , CA  95825-1898

KIRBY ROBINSON

I-P: PLASSES HOMESTEAD
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
5818 TURTLE VALLEY DRIVE
STOCKTON ,CA 95207

GEORGE RUMMEL

-P

SMUD

6201 S STREET

SACRAMENTO , CA 95817

NORMAN RUPP

P
LEAGUE TO SAVE SIERRA LAKES
2608 NEWLANDS AVE,

BELMONT , CA 94002

MAUREEN SARGENT

P

DWR

1416 9TH STREET
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

LEE SEDA

-P

AMSTAR CORP.

P.O. BOX 2240

WOODLAND , CA 95695

ALl SHAHRODY -
-P

STETSON ENGINEERING

2171 E. FRANCISCO BLVD., SUITEK
SAN RAFAEL , CA 94901

MARTIN SHELDON

-P

N. CAL. COUN. OF FLY FISHERMAN
1146 PULORA COURT
SUNNYVALE ,CA 94086

ALISA SHEN

-P

PLANNING & CONSERVATION LEAGUE
926 J STREET, SUITE 612
SACRAMENTO , CA - 95814

JAMES STROCK

I-P

CAL-EPA

555 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 235
SACRAMENTO , CA 96812

ELLEN SWARD

I-P

LEGIS. COUNCIL BUREAU

925 L STREET, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

JM TESTA
I-P

DEPT OF BOATING & WATER
1629 S STREET

SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

BOB WAGNER

I-P; HANSON ENGINEERING

444 NORTH THIRD STREET, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO , CA 95814

RUSSEL WICKWIRE

-P

DF&G

P.0.BOX 73

TAHOE CITY ,CA " 96145

JEANNE ZOLEZZ, ESQ.

I-P - NEUMILLER & BEARDSLEE
P.0. BOX 20

STOCKTON , CA - 95201-3020

THOMAS ZUCKERMAN, ESQ.

-P

SHERWIN, ZUCKERMAN & SARGENT
146 - 148 WEST WEBER AVE.
STOCKTON ,CA 95202
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DECISION 1635
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American River;
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* tributary to
Caples Creek
and Silver Fork
American River;
and Lake Alocha
tributary to
Pyramid Creek
all three being
tributary to
the South Fork
American River

SCOURCES :

COUNTIES: Alpine, Amador,

and El1 Dorado



1.4 E1l Dorado Amended Application
El Doradc has amended its initial applications and petitions for
partial assignment. As amended, the applications and petitions

now seek water for storage at only Lake Alcha and Caples and
Silver Lakes and direct diversion only at Folsom Reservoir. The
total amount of water being sought by direct diversion and
rediversion from storage will not exceed 17,000 acre-feet per
annum (afa), and the total amount of water to be taken by direct
diversion will not exceed 15,000 afa and will be limited to water
originatiing in the South Fork American River watershed upstream
of the El Dorado Canal diversion near Kyburz.

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS
The follpwing sections provide a brief description of each of the

proposed| projects.

2.1 El Dorado’s Project

El Dorado’s petitions and applications are predicated upon PG&E
continuing to operate Lake Aloha and Echo, Caples, and Silver
Lakes under Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
requirements as they have been historically operated for
hydrocelectric purposes. (95,EDCWA, 94,2; 95,EDCWA,93,3.) Water
released| from Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes will be
rediverted at Folsom Reservoir after it passes through PG&E’s

hydroelectric facilities. (July 13, 1995, letter from Mr. Somach
to SWRCB, A-29919, Correspondence File, Folder J; 95,EDCWA,93,4;
95,EDCWA,94,2-4.) El Doradc will also directly divert water at

Folsom Reservoir. The water would be pumped from Folsom

Reservoir to El Dorado’s place of use. In general terms,

El Dorado’s service area lies: (1) south of the South Fork of
the American River, (2) north of the Cosumnes River and the North

‘s historical operation of the lakes is at the heart of the
concerns r 1sed by most protestants. That is, can PG&E’s historical
operations| of the lakes be meaningfully described in quantifiable hydrologic
terms.




Fork of the Cosumnes River, (3) east of the Sacramento County
line, and (4) west of Pollock Pines. (95,T,I,97:21-99:9;
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.
(95,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 agreement; 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

Kirkwoed, 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 Doradoc Counties.

(95, SWRCB,A-30204.)

2.3 Kirkwood PUD -

Kirkwood PUb and the U.S. El 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
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DTESTS TO APPLICATIONS AND PETITIONS FOR ASSIGNMENT OF

STATE HELD APPLICATIONS
Notice must be given of both applications to appropriate water

~and pet

filings.

itions for assignment or release of priority of state

(Water Code section 1300 et seq. and section 10504.1.)

Numerou protesﬁs to the subject applications and petitions for
assignment of the state filings were filed with the Board.

Table 2
protest
applica

identifies each protestant and the general nature of the
filed in relation to each project for which an

tion and petition for assignment were filed.



TABLE 2

PROTEST SUMMARY

APPEICANTS :
PROTESTANTS , — T —

: EL DOrRADO - Kirkwoon-PUD: }:- ALPINE [ AMADOR:
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. WR WR WR WR
Califomia Sportfishing Protection ENV

Alliance (CSPA)
Gerald & Joan Glasgow ENV
Bryant M. Bennett WR ENV
Edward C. Hinde ENV
Edwin & Patricia Brennan WR
Sacramento Municipal Utility Dist. WR WR WR WR
Amador County Chamber of Commerce ENV
Plasse's Inc. dba Plasse's Resort ENV
Edwin Allen Bish 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
California Department of Fish & Game ENV ENV ENV
Paul J. Creger ENV
Save the American River Association (SARA) ENV.
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
El Dorado Taxpayers for Qualiity Growth ENV
California Native Plant Society (SFA 5645) ENV
California Na_tiv_e Plant Society (SFA 5645) ENV —

10.
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PROTESTANTS'

NOTE: WR = Water Right & ENV = Environmental

11.




3.1 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 ELl Dorado, Kirkwood, Inc., Kirkwood PUD, 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 Prcject 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.

Fcllowing the close of the hearing, PG&E withdrew its protest to
the applications and petition for partial assignment filed by
Kirkwood, Inc. (A-30062, 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 coperates 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

12.




power production "under SMUD’s senior water rights".
S are lodged in SWRCB application files for each

protest

(sMUD

application and petition.)

SMUD wi
partial
Accordi
and pet

3.3 UQ

thdrew its protest to the applications and petition for

assignment filed by Kirkwood, Inc. (95,KW,16.)

ngly, SMUD’s protest against Kirkwood, Inc.’s applications

ition is dismissed.

S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau)

The Bureau protested all of the applications and petitions for

partial
The Bux
Folscm,
directl
Dam a f
Folsom

consumptive use purposes,

Sacrame
flows i
Folsom
protest
affect

ew miles downstream of Folsom Dam.
Dam to generate electric power,

nto-San Joaquin Delta.
nto the Scuth Fork American River and passes thfough
Reservoir and Dam.
ed on the basis that the proposed projects would adversely
power generation and supplying water for consumptive use

assignment except the application filed by Kirkwood PUD.

eau owns and operates Folsom Dam and Reservoir near

California. Water is diverted to storage at the dam and

v diverted to the Folsom-South Canal at Nimbus Diversion

The Bureau operates
supply water for

and maintain water quality in the

Water released from the PG&E lakes

The applications and petitions were

purposes.

Followi

ng the hearing, the Bureau withdrew its protest to the

applications and petition for partial assignment filed by

Kirkwod
letter

the Buy

d, Inc.
to Edward Anton from Robert F. Stackhouse.)

takes administrative notice of this correspondence.
eau’s protest against Kirkwood, Inc.’s applications and

(A-30062, Correspondence File, February 29, 1996,
The Board
Accordingly,

petition is dismissed.




3.4 El Dorado Protests to Competing Applications and Petitions
for Partial Aasignment ‘

El Dorado filed protests to the applications and petitions for
partial assignment filed by Kirkwood, Inc., Kirkwood PUD, and
Alpine and Amador Counties.

3.4.1 Alpine County

Regarding Alpine County, El 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 El Dorado; and (3) to the extent
water is held in the lake for recreation and fish and wildlife
purpcses, it would interfere with El Dorado’s ability to divert

water under its applications and petition.

El 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
aprlication and petition. E1 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. El Dorado further contends that the
application and petition for partial assignment cannct be

approved until Alpine County has prepared and certified an EIR.

3.4.2 Amador County

Regarding Amador County, El Dorado states that: (1) the proposed
diversion from Silver Lake for recreation and fish and wildlife
is in direct competition with El Dorado’s applications and (2) to
the extent water is held in the lake for recreation and fish and
wildiife purposes, it would interfere with El Dorado’s ability to

divert water under its applications and petition. El Dorado also
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contends that it is unclear how lake operations would be modified
if Amador’s application and petition for partial assignment were
approved, but that significant environmental effects could occcur
within the lake and downstream of the lake in Silver Fork
American River. El Doradec further contends that the negative
declaration 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 Rirkwood, Inc.

Regarding Kirkwood, Inc., El Dorado® states that the proposed
diversion from Caples Lake is in direct competition with

El Dorado’s applications and petition and to the extent Kirkwood,
Inc. diverts water for snowmaking it would reduce the quantity of
water available to El Dorado. El Dorado contends that the
proposed project will have adverse environmental effects on the
lake, Caples Creek, Silver Fork South Fork American River, and on
national forest lands upon which the Kirkwood Ski Resort is
situated. On October 24, 1994, El Dorado withdrew its protest to
Kirkwood, Inc.’s applications to appropriate water.®

Accordingly, El Dorado’s protest to Kirkwood, Inc’s. applications

is dismissed.

® In this instance, El Dorado means only the protest of the El Dorado
County Water Agency.

¢ EID, EDCWA, and Kirkwood, Inc. entered into an agreement wherein EID
and EDCWA agreed, amcng other things, to withdraw their protests to the
issuance |and exercise of rights to divert, store and use water as applied for
in Applications 30062, 30453, and petition for partial assignment of state
filing 5645 (folder 11, Kirkwood, Inc., petition for partial assignment), and
Kirkwood, Inc., agreed to certain consideration. These parties have
represented to the Board that there is no longer any adversity between their
respective rights, and that neither EID nor EDCWA will assert any water rights
priority against Kirkwood, Inc.’s water rights, whether based upon existing
rights (including those held by the owner of FERC Project 184) or any right
they acquire in the future (including any rights issued pursuant to EID and
EDCWA Applications 29919, 29920, 29921, 29922, and petition for partial
assignment of state filing 5645 (folder 8)).
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3.4.4 Kirkwood PUD
Regarding Kirkwood PUD, El Dorado filed the same protest against .
Kirkwood PUD that it filed against Kirkwood, Inc.; however,

El 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 El Dorado, and Alpine and Amador
Counties. Regarding El1 Dorado, USFWS indicates that:

(1) additional reductions of flow in the American River could
have cumulative adverse effects on anadromous salmonid
pepulations and (2) reductions in f£low 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 watexr which
supperts 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 El Dorado, Alpine County, and Amador County.

3.6.1 El1 Dorado

Regarding E1 Dorado, DFG indicates that: (1) Silver and Caples
Lakes and the releases of water from the lakes support numerous
aquatic and wildlife species in and along Caples Creek, Silver
Fork, and the Scuth Fork American River, as well as recreational
uses made of these resources and (2) modifications to the release
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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,IIL,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 Joagquin Valley. Under
contract, the Bureau supplies water tc 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.
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protest.

Amador County Water Resources (Amador County)
County protested El Dorado’s application and petition for

assignment of water from Silver Lake on environmental,
Silver Lake is a

significant recreation area within Amador County and important to

the County’s economy.

El Dorag

(93,AMADOR, $,4; 95,AMADOR,1.) If
dlo obtains consumptive rights to the water stored in the
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(San Joaquin County)
A protest was filed against El Dorado’s applications and petition
for partial assignment because San Jcaquin 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 El 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-1ii.)
Thus, the protest of San Joaquin County is dismissed for having
failed to support the allegations in its protest.

3.8.3 San Joaquin County, Department of Public Works .

3.8.4 U.S. Eldorado National Forest (Forest Service)

The Forest Service filed a protest against El 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 Alcha. 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 El1 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 El Dorado or by El Dorado if it
obtains PG&E’s rights to operate the lakes.

3.8.5 City of Sacramento (Sacramento)

Sacramento filed a protest against El Dorado’s applications and
petition for partial assignment. The American River below Folsom
Dam flows through Sacramento and its surrounding environs. The
prctest states that flow in the lower American River (below
Nimbus Dam) is needed for fish, wildlife, vegetation, recreation,
and ccher public trust uses and that the flow is already
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Kirkwood PUD, League to Save Sierra Lakes, Alpine
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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. 1In 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 5 and 5a.)

3.8.7 Save the American River Association (SARA)

SARA filed a protest to El Dorado’s applications and petition for
partial assignment. SARA’'s protest alleges that El 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 5a.)

A representative of SARA, Mr. Felix Smith, put in an appearance
at the 1993 hearing. (¢3,7T,I,15:8-9.) 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 1995 hearing, SARA did not put in an appearance or otherwise
participate in the hearing. Accordingly, SARA’s protest 1is
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
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3.8.10 Paul J. Creger (Mr. Creger)

Mr. Creger filed a protest to El Dorado’s applications 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,15:3-3) 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 5a.)

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 1983
hearing and made a policy statement, but did not otherwise
participate in the hearings via the presentations of witnesses,

exhibits, the conduct of cross-examination, or the filing of

closing statements. (93,T,I1,299-35:15.) Thus, Mr. Manning’s
protest is dismissed for having failed to support the allegations
in his protest. (See protests to A-29919, Folder 5a.)

3.8.12 Protests filed by Gerald and Joan Glasgow, Bryant M.
Bennett, Edward C. Hinde, Edwin and Patricia Brennan,
and Edwin Allen Bish II (Other Protestants)

Other protestants filed protests to El 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

El Dorado’s proposed project could adversely affect their right
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to divert and use water under licensed Application 01887.° None

or 1389
these protests are dismissed for having failed to appear and

of these persons appeared or otherwise participated in the 1993
Z hearing concerning El Dorado’s proposed project. Thus,

support the allegations in their protest. (See protests to
A-29919, Folder 5.) ' |

3.8.13 | El1 Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality'Growth (Taxpayers)
A protest against El Dorado’s applications and petitions for
assignment was filed by three individuals in the name of
Taxpayers. The three were Craig Thomas, Keith Johnson, and Alice
Howard Taxpayers failed to timely submit written testimony or
ls for the hearing. Notwithstanding, its failure to comply
with the requirements for participating in the hearing, Taxpayers

exhibi

were granted permission to participate in this proceeding in a
more limited capacity as an interested party. (95,T,I,28:7-14.)

As an interested party, Taxpayers allege that: (1) the proposed
project will would take water needed for recreation, £ish,
wildlife, and other public trust values and would damage natural
resources; (2) the project shcoculd not be approved because

El Dorado continues to violate waste discharge requirements at
its waTtewater treatment facility; (3) El Dorado seeks water in
excess of that needed for necessary development; and (4) the
project would supply water for a style of development that will
Create an unsuitable living environment in El1 Dorado County.

3.9 Protests Withdrawn or Dismissed
In accordance with the discussions set forth in the proceeding
sections, the following protests are either withdrawn, settled by

agreement, or dismissed:

’ Subsequent to the filing of the Brennans’ protest, El Dorado modified
its prcposed project so that water released from PG&E lakes wculd be .
rediverted only from Folsom Reservoir. This modification means that no water
would be redivertad for consumptive use from the South Fork American River or
its tributaries which could affect the exercise of the Brennans’ license.

25.
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3.9.1 The following protests filed against the applications and
petitions for partial assignment by Kirkweood, Inc., have
been withdrawn or otherwise settled by agreement ‘

a. PG&E (§ 3.1, supra)

b. SMUD (§ 3.2, supra)

¢. The Bureau (§ 3.3, supra)
d. EIl Dorado (§ 3.4, supra)
e. Westland (§ 3.7, supra)

3.9.2 The following protests filed against the applications and
petitions for partial assignment by El1 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 (8 3.8.7, supra)

h. CNPS (§ 3.8.9, supra)

i. Mr. Creger (§ 3.8.10, supra)

j. Mr. Manning (8 3.8.11, supra)

k. Gerald & Joan Glasgow (§ 3.8.12, supra)
l. 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
.- 8§ 1201 and 1202.)
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Feather Community Asscciation v. Thermalito Irrigatiocon
(1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1276, 257 Cal.Rptr. 836.)

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 Responsgibilities

oses responsibilities on the Board in addition to those
by the Water Code and the public trust doctrine. When

approving an application to appropriate water, the Board is

either a lead agency or a respcnsible agency.

Code §§
responsi
adverse

(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
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jurisdiction. Failing to avoid or mitigate adverse effects,
responsible agencies must adopt a statement of overriding .
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.?® (Public Resources Code §§ 211656,

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
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).)

**  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 21167.3.
(95,T,I,7:23-25; II,160:12-16.) The Sierra Club‘’s December 11, 1995, closing
memcorandum moved the Board to reconsider ruling and urges that considerxation
be given to its contentions as to the adequacy of El Dorado’'s environmental .
documents as set forth in pleadings filed with the El Dorado County Superior
Court on December 11, 1995. This motion was denied by letter dated June 5,

1996, from the Board to Mr. Volker.
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DFG can seek relief from FERC relative to its protests against
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ojects which were coperated exclusively for hydropower
Nothing in these cases precludes a state from

ing the consumptive use of water developed in conjunction
dropower projects subject to the jurisdiction of FERC.

, the consumptive use component of such projects is

to state regulation under provisions of the Water Ccde,
lic trust doctrine, and CEQA as sketched in sections 4.1
, above, to the same extent as any other project which

iates water under the laws of the state.

cess to Streams and Lakes and Right to Appropriate
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for the actual physical control over the water

is sought. (California Trout v. State Water

es Control Board (1979) 90 Cal.App.3d 816, 818; 133

672, 674.) The Board has no authority nor can the

e of a water right permit or license confer the right to

pon land or diversion works possessed by another. (23 CCR
776.) Further, the Board has no authority nor can the

e of a water right permit or license confer the right to

some means
ch a right

r.

iate and use water being diverted or stored under the

of another. (Water Code §§ 1202, 1375(d), California and
States Constitutions, Article 1, section 19 and the Fifth
nt, respectively.) Thus, applicants for the appropriation
r under the control of another legal user of water, must
by eminent domain, contract, purchase, or other means some
o enter upon the property or diversion works of another
Similarly, applicants
some right of

purpose of appropriating water.

contract, etc.

tain by eminent domain,
over water being diverted and used by another legal user

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,USF8y1 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. 1In
addition, the applicants and petitioners must reach some
accommedation 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 loocking 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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precedence over rights and water developed under state filed

applications,

if the water appropriated under the state filed

applications is not being applied to use within the county of
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te or a subsequent holder of the state filing from

elopment of the waters of the state.

Further, the County of Origin Laws only apply to
constructed pursuant to an assignment or release of the
of state filed applications.*

gnment or partial assignment is a transfer of ownership of
part 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

Yy is a waiver by the state of the priority of the state
tion in favor of an application filed by the recipient of

The effect of a release from priority is to prevent

ng to the application in favor of which the release was

neral or Coordinated Plan
me-to-time, the state has prepared comprehensive plans for

The first statutory

ment for such a plan was set forth in Water Code § 10000.

tion provides:

he coordinated plan for the conservation, develop-
nt,
ate (except the project known as the ‘Trinity River
version’, which is not approved) as set forth in the
port thereon formulated and prepared by the

partment of Public Works and transmitted to the
rty-Ninth Session of the Legislature pursuant to

and utilization of the water resources of the

11

E

the release or assignment of a state held application.

PGLE’s right to divert and use the water in the lakes is not based on

Thus, the county of

origin laws cannot provide a basis for providing persons filing applications

for the

having precedence over PG&E'’'s rights.

se of water within Alpine and Amador Counties, with a water right
However, the county of origin laws do

give applicants in Alpine and Amador Counties precedence over any rights

obtained
a partial

by El Dorado to divert and store water at Caples and Silver Lakes by
assignment of Application 5645.
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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.’

"(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 seg., 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
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e

water.? (SWRCB, Decision 1587, p. 18.) Thus, in accordance
with section 10504, the Board will rely upon the most recent
California Water Plan and its updates for the purpose of
determining whether a petition for assignment or release of a
state filing "is for a purpcse of development not in conflict
with such general or coordinated plan . . . established pursuant

to law",

5.0 WATER IS AVAILABLE FOR APPROPRIATION

This section analyzes the evidence in the hearing record
concerning the availability of unappropriated water for the
applications and petitions for partial assignment of SFA 564

5.1 Description of Watershed

The South Fork American River is one of three main forks of the
Aﬁ;;ican River whose 1921 square-mile watershed is alsc drained
by the North Fork American River and the Middle Fork American
River. | The South Fork American River meanders through El Dorado
County [for an approximate distance of 60 miles from its
confluence with the North Fork American River at Folsom Lake
(elevatiion 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
subwatersheds are: Weber Creek, Silver Fork of the South Fork
American River, Silver Creek, Rock Creek, and Dutch Creek.

(SWRCB, Decision 893, pp. 25, 26.)

The physical features of the South Fork Bmerican River watershed
are typical of the Sierra Nevada region. The main water courses
are generally deeply incised and are separated by broad ridges of

12 See Bulletin No. 3, The California Water Plan (May 1957), Foreword,
Chapter 1, Basis and Authority for State-Wide Water Develcopment Planning, and
Previcus | State-Wide Planning. The 1957 California Water Plan is the
foundation document upon which all successive plan updates are based.
(California Water Plan Update (October 1994), Volume 1, Foreword, Bulletin
160-93.)
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comparatively moderate to steep slopes. Vegetative cover ranges

from grasslands and ocak 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. (SWRCRB, Decision 893, pp. 25, 26.)

5.2 Climate

The climate of the South Fork American River watershed rangés
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 Americaaniver 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 periocd 1948-1992, and Echo Summit (elevation 7350) for
the period 1948-1992. 1In 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 precipitation
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 reccorded 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 El Dorado
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Project’s Chili Bar Dam, about 2.5 miles north of Placerville and
(2) Gaging station (USGS #11439500) located about 0.8 of a mile
downstream 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
storage, diversions, and powerplants within a 598 square-mile
drainage area. USGS gaging station #11439500 records flows that
are regulated by storage in Lake Aloha, Echo Lake, Silver Lake,
and Caples Lake within a 193 square-mile drainage area.

Tables 5-1 and 5-2, respectively, provide tabular summaries of
recordjd flows at USGS gaging station #11444500 during the period

of rec

rd of 1912-1920 and 1964-1992, and at USGS gaging station

#11439500 during the period of record of 1923-1992. The data
summarized in Table 5-1 indicate that the average monthly
regulated flows of the South Fork American River downstream of

PG&E’s [Chili Bar Dam range from an October minimum of 417 cfs

(25,601 af)

to a May maximum of 2,695 cfs (165,395 af). The data

summarized in Table 5-2 indicate that the river’s average monthly
regulatled flows downstream of the river’s confluence with the
Silver Fork of the South Fork American River range from an
October minimum of 51 cfs (1,900 af) to a May maximum of

1,174 cfs (72,072 af). |

/11
/11
/11
/17
/11
/11
/17
/11
/11
/11
/17
/77
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TABLE 5-1
SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER

(USGS # 1144500 - NEAR PLACERVILLE CALIFORNIA)

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 9l 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 31 883 188 105 20512
1917 339 260 736 494 1774 1311 3009 4024 4483 -901 154 112 17597
1918 99 98 152 139 469 1461 2648 2608 1487 141 63 153 9518
1919 296 264 213 228 1413 1387 "3079 4067 754 123 922 86 12002
1920 11 91 300 218 230 1128 1891 217 1391 293 60 55 8985
1964 | 973 672 1645
1965 321 665 5386 4148 | 2395 1585 2939 3485 2372 1449 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 1115 1323 991 1338 1221 1609 1434 918 1027 763 13022
1973 419 636 1373 2187 1830 1865 1700 2989 1854 839 727 761 17180
1974 472 1451 1883 2875 1703 2869 3511 3775 3004 1269 1300 1182 25294
1975 592 706 993 1180 1065 1406 1874 3506 2785 1183 1041 1054 17385
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 1344 888 2024 2833 3367 2226 986 736 542 15809
1979 316 686 571 1374 1162 1403 1903 3066 1276 953 936 918 14564
1980 588 471 799 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 1276 2331 2389 4370 3414 5382 .| 5167 3511 1723 1311 1134 32439
1983 878 1847 2602 2221 3790 5561 4279 5444 6496 3648 1483 1123 39372
1984 935 3806 4633 2975 2209 2364 2491 2410 1483 867 1108 1004 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 g7y 8097
1992 533 | 361 528 568 822 662 874 670 457 457 521 411 6864
AVERAGE (CFS) 417 670 1104 1484 1610 " 1735 2149 2695 1996 978 739 622 16199
AVERAGE (AF) 25601 39800 67738 91086 89243 106520 127626 165395 11858¢ 60043 45366 36947 973945

%_RCE: SWRCE BEXHIBITS 3 AND §.




TABLE 5-2
SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER
(USGS #11439500 - NEAR KYBURZ CALIFORNIA)
AVERAGE MONTHLY FLOW (CPS) AVERAGE]
WATER ANNUAL
YEAR }CT NOV [} {oll TAN MAR APK VIAY TON TOL AUG S TOTAL
1920 AN 23 373 ] T30 348.9 ] 13176 D033 T 301 03 | 530 1 38500 ]
1924 52.5 36.7 20.8 93 18.1 2.5 172.1 264.8 (X3 0.6 0.7 0.3 — 59938 |
1935 33 23.8 31.7 19.1 395.4 342.0 9040 1559.4 1034.6 187.3 9.1 1. 4435.74
1926 4.3 5.6 28.4 1.3 16.1 1695 | 661.5 601.0 106.5 6.4 0.6 0.6 1612.25
1927 X3 126.7 73.7 125.7 304.0 360.7 360.6 1581.6 1475.2 257.8 2.8 9.0 328037 |
1928 63 95.9 23.6 4.3 6.9 §77.4 760.7 1200.5 21.2 4.5 2.9 2.5 3028.48 |
1929 [X3 0.3 1.5 [X] 7.0 5.2 179.4 7433 304, 3.5 1.6 2.1 1269.33
930 2.6 1.6 36.3 5.8 33 158.6 633.3 710. 350. 35.1 3.2 3.2 2192.53
%0 3.7 5.6 0.7 1.0 0.8 23.0 1.3 243.2 28.4 0.9 2.0 2.3 35138 |
932 2.8 4.7 1.7 2.2 61.9 21.7 660.2 1373.1 1368.3 317.5 8.7 2.3 4025.68 |
33 24 1.6 5.5 5.2 2.4 2.4 334.8 335.7 387.6 30.3 2.5 24 175,54
934 16.4 6.7 44.5 6.5 3.4 285.6 324.2 158.1 43.3 2.8 3.5 2.4 976.49__|
935 2.4 16.1 9.7 25.0 33.6 1 735.8 1328.2 102583 67.2 . 8.1 3364.70
936 3.4 4.3 4.0 87.5 1. 4113 1129 741.7 1080.0 149.0 X 6.5 4780.09
7 4.1 2.3 9.1 17.5 05.0 149.9 $62.5 630.4 6243 36.6 2.3 2.3 3157.00
938 33 8.3 310.4 52.8 09. 354.0 977.4 2513.6 1945.9 265.8 4.4 2.7 6818.29
939 9 5. 9.3 9.0 23.6 1583 616.7 | 3603 678 2.2 3.1 3.5 1268.93
940 5.1 6.3 7.9 255.3 260. 677.4 1092.3 1665.3 604.7 23.5 2.1 3.3 460477
1 K] 92 68.1 0.9 33.2 2714 5828 17231 970.8 171.6 2.5 3.7 908,82
042 2.9 24.2 186.4 262.2 ¥71.2 261.1 861.2 1428.2 1327.0 390.8 2.5 3.7 552137
D43 2.2 135.1 155.6 359.4 355.0 730.5 1307.9 1416.6 $34.6 187.5 3.8 4.5 5492.66
544 3.9 2.9 2.3 53 3.2 40.1 387.2 026.0 4985 57.6 3.0 3.1 1935.3_ |
D45 8.3 117.7 54.2 35.6 a14.8 156.2 712.3 552.2 1037.5 152.5 2.8 4.0 4307.72
948 49.0 159.5 286.4 209.6 106.8 239.0 1003.7 5172 633.5 47.7 6.0 12.3 4300.75
347 76.8 % 12.7 3.2 63.6 139.2 360.4 737.9 157.3 5.4 5.2 6.9 1647.75
D43 54.9 13.8 5.7 7.2 72 5.8 370.9 1139.2 1337.5 158.0 5.7 7.0 3172.85_
549 23.4 35.5 6.1 153 6.9 15.9 723.4 1112.7 3803 6.6 [ 6.6 2341.01
950 33.1 50.9 5.6 75.6 97.3 192.3 396.4 1522.4 1197.5 157.1 5.6 9.5 4243.28
OS 1 33.1 1283.4 1587.0 373.7 362.5 290.2 754.6 1037.1 477.6 183 7.0 9.6 6284.39
952 8.2 43.9 | 32.7 33.5 113.7 171.8 1140.7 2739.7 2049.0 679.6 43.3 103 7096.48
953 26.5 68.3 15.0 31.6 43.7 103. $70.2 801.2 1310.4 211.0 3.0 7.7 3557.79
954 36.4 16.4 9.3 7.6 16.2 251.5 7513 305.6 163.6 53 5.5 8.5 2177.51
1955 9.8 23.9 12.9 5.8 18.9 a3 182.3 911.7 553.1 10.1 5.4 9.0 1819.74
956 244 25.0 939.7 690.4 2533 355.1 306.2 1962.8 19773 318.1 11.0 143 -1077.45
95T 6.4 12.3 153 2.0 178.4 291.9 457.9 1007.8 999.0 60.8 3.0 7.1 3061.42
958 20.1 10.2 14.6 1.1 136.8 105.7 627.4 2544.5 1522.3 312.0 19.7 9.1 5326.47
1959 24.6 7.9 5.1 39.6 46.6 127.9 439, 386.2 126.8 5.2 5.4 12.8 1227.36
1960 .1 5.4 5.7 5.6 49.4 244.1 4945 322.7 180.8 3.9 7.6 5.2 1588.36 |
1961 9.8 5.2 3.1 5.7 16.0 18.0 226.5 434.6 153.6 5.5 7.8 8.3 909.09
1962 31.4 6.1 9.3 6.2 495 33.9 3.4 972.4 814.6 82.8 3.5 53 2943.27
1963 10k.8 6.7 43.9 230.4 377.4 735 384.8 1742.0 1059.8 121.1 9.0 7.9 4651.42
1964 339 123.7 73 13.4 18.4 343 346.7 702.7 $22.4 11.0 7.8 5.0 1728.55
19635 13,6 S8 1365.1 491.2 2943 263.0 369.4 1486.2 1203.5 335.9 117.7 20.8 6465.44
966 128.1 61.8 29.2 16.2 9.7 191.6 755.2 723.7 68.3 7.5 8.1 5.8 998.17
967 12.7 51.7 109.8 76.4 137.2 459.7 219.4 1725.4 2432.3 9725 29.1 14.4 6190.73
568 21.8 2.4 36.6 9.8 224.4 185.6 453.0 390.9 107.7 3.1 10.1 5.8 576.17
969 13.3 70.6 31.8 411.2 145.8 199.0 1053.9 2765.2 1697.0 3178.2 8.8 7.8 6782.56
970 282 12.3 2102 873.2- 347.6 325.9 389.3 1048.0 799.4 72.1 8.5 10.0 4129.54
197 22.0 108.6 60.4 130.4 116.9 202.7 586.3 1241.9 1287.5 211.7 3.2 15.4 3991.71
2 0.3 36.3 27.0 8.8 193 475.2 391.6 926.9 415.5 7.6 6.4 8.8 ~ | 2334.19
73 20.8 12.3 104.7 111.4 36.0 70.6 332.3 1839.0 685.7 11.9 20.7 5.8 3471.19
374 21.8 378.7 169.5 436.7 136.2 420.4 705.7 1830.0 1132.7 210.2 3.4 9.4 5464.79
I75 7.7 9.3 10.0 7.6 339 79.2 129.7 15783 1743.1 242.6 20.9 12.3 3874.60
6 517 31.5 12.0 12.8 16.3 27.4 9.1 253.8 16.3 9.5 20.8 22.5 507.57
977 10.3 9.2 3.6 53 5.0 6.1 38.9 $6.8 63.7 7.8 8.6 10.4 D228
978 34 3.7 37.5 6.6 30.0 358.6 387.5 1518.5 1472.4 230.7 6.8 365 4347.28_|
97 21.9 7.6 19.1 108.6 24.9 162.3 5281 1646.1 386.6 27.5 72 3.1 3153.01
98 30.9 343 23.8 937.4 5083 278.5 792.5 1450.4 1145.5 4395 9.3 7.6 3668.00
981 10.3 8.5 13.7 58 39.1 363 420 571.9 93.9 54 5.3 12.0 125036
982 11.6 365.1 621.6 216.2 991.0 366.9 1496.7 2187.1 1255.0 379.9 21.5 60.4 3178.94
983 208.0 300.2 222.5 228.6 367.9 781.1 613.8 23093 3551.3 1526.5 343.5 417.0 10869.65
984 .4 901.7 999.1 634.0 386.4 69.3 738.6 1606.4 884.7 93.7 3.9 13.0 705931
985 44.7 86.5 55.3 52.7 $3.3 63.7 742.9 679.9 134.6 52.1 $1.9 38.7 2058.79
986 493 59.4 101.6 242.9 1333.1 1252.5 1024.9 1400.4 992.1 111.4 55.0 58.9 6681.64
987 617 54.7 52.4 54.3 63.5 69.4 344.0 275.5 21.7 20.9 19.8 7.1 1035.46
988 171.2 18.9 26.4 26.3 3.5 52.5 146.4 139.1 37.2 2338 2.0 4.9 549.56
989 1.4 30.2 2.4 %.9 2.1 641.5 1021.7 3313 533.7 33.0 53.1 61.9 333538
991 "20.1 20.6 21.3 32.2 16.2 83.6 198.7 8173 312.4 23.3 20.9 3.1 1481.11
992 288 20.6 23 3.2 81.4 65.8 382.3 156.8 23.9 32,3 21,7 29 382.89
AVERAGE 31.0 77.9 127.8 124.5 155.1 241.0 610.3 1174.2 303.9 152.8 17.7 18.1 3534.26
AVERAGE (AF) | 19004 46273 7844.0 7634.6 8601.0_ | 14790.5 | 36249.8 | 73072.4 | 47754.4 | 9378.0 1083.6 1074.6 l213021 30
s S JAND S
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5.4 Effect of Board Decisions and Orders Related to Water
Availability .

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.** 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 .
watershed in Alpine, Amador, and El 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 91-07 (Declarations of Fully
Appropriated Streams) declare the American River to be fully appropriated
during the pericd July 1 to October 31 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.
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e — — - N
_ N T . SFAR.

SFAR PYRAMID CREEK | CAPLES CREEK . [ SFAM MAIN STEM:

: 'WATERSHED: (ALOHA-LAKE) . |. (CAPLES:LAKE). | (SILVER LAKE) | o

TYPE OF WATERSHED | WATERSHED: | WATERSHED ToTAL WiTH
mmratgaﬂr " TOTAL WITH TOTALWITH [ | TOTAL WITH: TOTAL WiTH | HIGHER-
‘ . HIGHER PRIORITY | HIGHER PRIORITY | HIGHERPRICRITY | HIGHER PRIORITY PRIORITY.
THAN SFA 5646 | Tuamn SFA

TABLE 5-3

th Fork American River Watershed--Water Rights Summary

| THAN.SFA 5645 | THAN SFA 5645 | THan SFA:5645. |:

Application
\

Stockpond‘ 0 o] 0 0 0

Certificate

Small Domestic 0 0 0 0 0

Use Registration

Federal FJng o 0 0 o] 0

Statements 103 6 9 6 9

Temporary| Permit 0 0 0 0 0

e
TOTAL 144 g 3 10 11
RECORDED _

Table 5-4 summarizes the paramount water rights of record within
the watersheds of Pyramid Creek, Caples Creek, and Silver Fork,
as well as rights located on the South Fork American River. As
Table 5-4 indicates, the total annual paramount demand within
each of 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 cumulative total of PG&E’s and Bureau rights); Silver Fork
American River, 22,546 af; and main stem of the South Fork
American River, 1,423,395 af (1,300,860 af at Chili Bar
Powerhouse and 112,741 af at PG&E’s El Dorado Intake).

5.6 Water Availability

Table

-1 summarizes the substance of the applications and

petitions for partial assignment of SFA 5645 filed by El Dorado,

Kirkwo

d PUD, Kirkwood, Inc., Alpine County, and Amador County.

39.



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 cf 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 PUD: 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 Alocha and Caples and Silver Lakes and the river’s main stem
are available. (95,SWRCB,3,5.) The following is a brief
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descrip

each ga

*

usGs
the ¢
recox

tion of each gage and the supply of water available at
ge: '

Gage #11436000 (see Table 5-5): This gage is located in
3ilver Fork at Silver Lake’s outlet near Kirkwood and has
rded regulated runoff produced by a 15.2 square mile

watershed during the pericd of record 1923-1992. The recorded

total average annual flow for the period of record is 25,103

af (o

UsGs
Caple

1inimum--6,348 af [1976]; maximum--61,741 af [1983]).

Gage #11437000 (see Table 5-6): This gage is located in
s Creek at Caples Lake’s outlet near Kirkwood and has

recorded regulated runocff produced by a 13.5 square-mile

watex
total
af (m

UsaGs

shed during the period of record 1923-1992. The recorded
average annual flow for the period of record is 27,574
inimum--8,201 af [1924]; maximum--59,063 af [1983]). .

Gage #11435100 (see Table 5-7): This gage is located in

Pyramid Creek at Twin Bridges and has recorded regulated

runc

f produced by an 8.8 square-mile watershed during the

periodd of record 1971-1992. The recorded total average annual

flow

for the period of record is 27,627 af (minimum--11,036 af

[(1977]; maximum--47,055 af [1982]).

USGS
PG&E'’
for ¢
[1977

UsGs
downs
the S

recor

Gage #11444500: This gage is located downstream of

s Chili Bar Dam. The recorded total average annual flow
he period of record is 973,946 af (minimum--161,463 af
1; maximum--2,371,178 af [1983]).

Gage #11439500: This gage is located about 0.8 mile
tream of the South Fork American River’s confluence with
ilver Fork of the South Fork American River. The

ded total average annual flow for the period of record is
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213,021 af (minimum--13,972 af [1977]; maximum--654,585 af

/77
/77
/17
///
///
/17
/77
/77
/77
///
/17
/17
/17
/17
/17
///
/77
///
//7/
/17
/77
/7/
///

(1983]).

s
/77

///
///
///
/1)
/17
/77
/77
/17
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TABLE 5-5
SILVER LAKE OUTLET NR KIRKWOOD CALIF

USGS GAGE #114
AVERAGE EENTE% &M‘(KF)

WATER TOTAL
YEAR OCT NOV TAN FEB MAR APR "MAY JOR Tor. AUG SEP ANNUAL
1923 1642.2 1183.6 | 181L.7 613.8 443.3 16573 184 | 1000Z.1 | 3673.1 1371.1 3531 9.5 36863.5
1924 12.1 11.9 315.8 1718.6 510.2 5.1 1.7 3473.5 303.7 1768.2 1538.5 70.3 3836.6
1925 34.5 361.7 342.5 710.8 1149.4 1237.5 2710. 11262.2_ | 8113.0 §50.4 27.1 361.1 28261.0
1926 2342.7 459.8 377.2 5.1 1.1 1.3 2996. 5239.1 1466.6 926.6 2358.2 230.9 18704.7

527 14.7 321.0 329.1 15117 1552.3 1718.6 2185, 10977.1 | 11975.0_| 1276.7 2593.8 1787.9 36343.9
928 2798 1297.9 311.0 645.5 455.2 1435.9 5039.1 9951.5 | 1522.4 1727.0 2089.5 590.2 258449
939 17.4 3.7 10.5 3.2 3.3 30.7 183.0 §286.9 2796.8 572.8 1841.4 1040.2 13805.8
930 5.9 392 105.9 196.6 8.2 26.1 2489.5 5882.6 3746.2 3002.7 3355.2 101L.8 18800.9
1931 152.7 143.7 35,3 20.2 30.3 313.8 $7.9 1226.4 182.0 238.6 220.6 3819.4 6390.8
1932 545.9 392.4 61.6 61.4 291.0 10870 | 7655.2 | 9692.1 7991.3 3401.6 2215.6 1801.8 30397.0
1933 544.9 189 10.1 12.3 7.7 17.4 791.2 | 2483.9 §a11.2 3115 364.5 2346.3 13454,9
1934 1830.6 681.7 351.8 198.2 5.5 38.8 12015 1335.1 137.0 85.3 55.6 34115 9422.8
1935 1452.7 230.7 330.6 628.7 704.9 1047.4 | 2035.4 | 7546.2 7261.7 167.1 71.9 36933 35620.6
1936 1687.2 99.4 62.2 306.9 $74.2 1243.4 4600.4 3660.0 | 4746.5 308.4 40,8 3529.7 31058.1 |
1937 2002.3 67.1 123 12.3 166.3 429.7 841.4 2036.4_| 37353 197.0 03.8 | 2801.7 13406.0
1938 2429.5 219.4 4045.9 1692.9 1473.1 1774.1 2508.7 2020.6 | 10820.1 | 1557.3 09.9 3618.1 42269.4 |
1939 1310.3 1154.9 626.9 43.7 11.1 635.8 303.6 | 22.2 209.7 | 9 56.3 g71.9 8725.9
1940 1161.3 3578.5 605.9 1627.6 1154.3 1455.3 3914.5 | 14325.3 | 1578.9 88.1 173.1 4158.83 32921.5
1941 596.1 150.3 182.6 736.6 S54.4 1087.5 1641.4 | 13618.4 | 5473.7 316.0 07.3 3952.1 397715
1942 1708.7 357.4 2057.6 1738.4_ | 1419.7 1247.4 1904.3 8973.4 | 108425 | 2573.2 27 2889.0 35935.8
1943 1958.6 53.9 792.8 1164.2 1120.7 1235.5 7906.1 9905.9 3241.3 619.1 4.5 1368.2 29430.9
1944 2009.9 1869.1 185.7 61.4 57.4 184.1 504.0 7010.2 3545.4 158.2 108.3 3028.4 18812.2
1945 2015.6 252.8 1218.7 1595.0 1675.1 1859.2 32032 | 10172.8_| 5409.8 937.9 0.6 2625.7 31007.4
1946 1234.5 529.6 1837.4 1312.7 589.2 1384.0 62311 8959.5 2586.3 105.1 285 991.0 281891
1947 33185 1043.9 448.3 306.9 514.4 9.3 289.5 $913.5 §58.9 129.7 1497.5 3124.4 17294.7
1943 566.0 536.7 371.2 738.9 53 0.8 498.0 3516.3 8997.1 622.3 81.6 3606.8 219011
1949 16311 269.7 90.3 92.1 83.2 92.1 41037 6872.8 3725.0 118.0 63.6 3348.2 20489.6
1950 1495.7 193.0 527 3.9 515 940.5 3395.1 9785.2 54685 453.0 83.8 2988.4 25017.2
1951 2372.0 5555.8 7139.9 1717.8 13.7 28.5 2621.9 6187.5 2348.9 130.9 1103 3540.6 32767.8
1952 1205.0 378.0 784.7 81.2 115 3113 34214 | 15018.3 | 9502.2 2674.8 125.9 1644.2 371585
1953 3332.3 985.0 90.9 13.1 5.5 81.0 3336.9 31272 8850.6 1851.5 155.0 1787.5 23617.0
1954 2463.1 1091.0 371.1 SL.1 55.4 2450.8 3930.1 7267.8 1186.6 190.5 138.4 2811.6 220075
1955 1789.9 385.5 310.7 3263 384.7 314.2 1505 6445.7 1036.6 175.2 164.1 3343 18017.8
1956 1566.2 303.9 3218.1 3049.2 21245 1635.5 3407.6_ | 12276.0 | 8448.7 1166.6 132.5 2949.6 402783
1957 2750.2 986.2 §90.6 2015 730.9 1393.9 1968.1 6557.8 3058.5 | 3355.0 1192.8 3478.9 28614.6
1938 1403.8__|~357.4 216.0 306.1 527.1 §53.4 1496.9 | 15218.3 | 8731.0 1666.4 106.3 2843.1 33725.7
1959 7560.1 513.4 52.3 362.1 429.1 946.8 1197.1 1662.6 1560.0 55.8 43.6 3196.9 12581.9
1960 1766.2 251 0.0 0.0 4.4 534.6 1094.3 3648.3 2383.7 54.9 28.3 2740.3 12330.3
1961 1627.6 378.6 1533 70.1 347.1 688.3 481.1 1826.2 1526.8 82.0 2149.9 2688.8 11920.2
1962 1006.4 139.4 166.7 174.0 3.5 488.9 24392 7401.2 5532.3 47,5 195.3 37022 1421
1963 909.2 1883.0 772.2 751.2 5169.3 1061.1 1533.7 9388.6 §262.7 571.4 22321 3280.9 31815.3
1964 082.1 2005.1 1343.2 1237.5 1695 2433 356.4 3474.7 77314 161.2 2037 2642.9 16151.1
1963 016.1 1269.2 4708.8 2425.5 1588.0 1376.1 7898.7 | 118444 | 5995.0 B13.2 347.7 2061.0 37843.7
1966 3033.4 1683.0 383.1 514.0 4591 5718 2861.1 5456.9 790.1 201.0 307.7 13717 17042.8
1967 1358. 1029.4 1886.9 1073.2 865.3 1661.2 2065. 8185.3 | 13388.3 | 54343 $8.5 3167.7 41300.3
568 11983 577.6 299.4 241.6 242.2 1225.5 45817 2667.9 1137.7 234.0 311.8 3623.0 16340.7
963 1028.5 15.1 18.4 16093 912.8 731.6 3591.6 | 18790.2 | 9531.1 2833.2 79.6 2895.9 43137.8
970 1852.7 1197.7 1264.3 23699 3156.1 366.1 2304.1 6182.0 5565.4 222.6 71.1 514.6 29167.0
97 1071.0 2715.0 2286.9 469.9 146.7 4487 3047.2 | 10612.8 | 6394.4 790.4 75.4 2100.2 30258.6
972 26471 7017 690.2 365.7 359.4 513.0 524.3 §187.9 3212.5 164.1 62.6 3476.1 20934.6
1973 1390.0 708.2 510.0 372.4 2384 265.9 3419 13456.1 | 4658.9 222.2 2245 3437.1 26425.7
1974 1363.4 4134.0 1841.4 1606.0 7742 15404 3423.4 | 11737.4 | 7553.1 1180.9 37.6 3003.1 39297.1
1975 1199.9 3aL.4 117.1 207.9 461.5 101.6 122.4 8418.4 | 11383.0 | 1193.7 72. 3038.3 26757.2
1976 918.7 740.9 1924.6 12331 157.6 2703 124.7 132.5 134.8 142.0 39.2 430.1 6348.5
1977 2024.9 1443.2 63.5 36.7 7.3 89.8 38.5 84.2 85.1 82.1 03.9 2920.3 7009.6
1978 290.3 852.4 346.1 131.4 3739 109.9 3506.6 9985.1 10241.0 | 1701.0 68.9 16903 29345.9
1979 147.3 2755.2 1744.3 837.9 813.8 158.3 476.0 | 10755.4 | 3329.6 165.3 06.2 2830.4 252103
1980 1607.6 809.6 678.9 2920.6 1813.7 1027.6 3450.2 | 9623.7 8339.8 2943.0 66.4 1211.9 36576.0
1981 26892 14195 153.6 174.2 199.2 199.4 1378.7 5094.5 893.0 147.7 37.0 1031.4 13517.4
1982 2560. 2455.1 3276.7 1372.1 3166.5 1881.0 6926.0 | 13966.0 | 9432.5 18202 69.3 744.5 507910
1983 1449.6 6002.0 1035.7 757.7 751.2 1110.0 1209.8 | 11291.9 | 20978.1 | 11420.6 | 1261.9 2432.6 51741.2
1983 3296.7 3886.7 3302.6 3936.3 3938 1031.8 4110.5 | 10694.0 | S031.6 120.6 145.6 .| 1977.0 37032.2
1985 2987.8 1443.6 2343.2 1115.0 726.7 562.7 2836.9 49413 12943 105.9 152.8 20024} 208176 ]
1986 1450.0 1956.3 583.5 336.8 37763 6027.1 7526.0 | 131353 | 7318.1 468.9 225.1 1000.0 3379973
1987 2365.3 2554.2 5i8.4 31.3 56.0 433.6 225.1 2096.4 297.4 235.9 31015 14273 134433
988 816.9 730.6 336.4 3433 5227 596.0 186.9 280.8 457.2 330.3 1273.9 731.2 6651.4
989 1052.8 1042 4 821.5 $00.5 416.0 1530.7 5245.6 67993 3089.5 262.9 1318.7 391.0 23673.1
991 3001.3 1136.0 270.7 63.0 3.0 346.1 363.1 3797.0 3822.8 383.7 498.6 $24.1 13599.9
392 10656 | 670.4 1418.7 1249.2 4245 359.6 1427.2 1636.5 265.7 3111 1413.9 379.6 10641.9
AVERAGE 1521.3 1098.3 979.0 783.8 719.4 397.5 2461.8 7736.3 5013.1 1041.7 530.6 2315.1 25102.9

SOURCE: SWRCB EXHIBIT 3 AND 5
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TABLE 5-6

CAPLES LK OUTLET NR KIRKWOOD CA

(USGS GAGE #11437000)
AVERAGE MONTHLY RELEASES (AF)

WATER TOTAL
YEAR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN TUL AUG SEP ANNUAL
1 90.1 80.6 | T 263.9 238.4 307.3 2211.2 7124.0 3.7 5312.3 67.1 100.2 -4
1924 1313.7 559.2 94.6 12.3 11.5 36.3 128.1 1.4 598.6 12.3 2468.7 2904.7 1.7
1928 1730.9 1016.9 253.4 338.0 11.1 15.6 756 30.5 5277.6 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 58657 24650.7
1927 3329.6 16723 620.1 129.9 22.2 35.6 100.9 2870.8 7321.6 2498.8 545.3 1342.2 204953
1928 3722.7 196.6 1402.2 1163.6 23.0 132.9 651.8 3448.0 25433 30.4 1919.2 | 6/91.4 25534.1
1929 6319.8 1859.2 2878.1 657.6 383 20.8 63.4 37.0 20.8 1105.6 3641.2 2373.6 9016.0
1930 352.2 666.7 17.2 1805.0 13.5 19.0 .7 29.7 251.3 852.4 1331.0 4554.0 0463.5
1931 1261.3 64053 49591 2156.2 | 6027 35.0 142.6 74,4 74.0 24.6 1426.4 973.6 80531
1932 2131.7 2176.4 1302.8 1335.5 1285.0 126.7 366.2 129.5 2730.4 3942,2 1.0 251.7 6569.1
1933 3457.1 4318.4 4494.6 3112.6 3746.2 482.1 1009.9 105.1 96.2 92.1 587.7 3487 21850.5
1934 95.0 87,1 2827.4 1847.3 122.4 160.5 305.4 311.0 9456.4 959.3 3516.5 157.0 1776.3
1935 2357.8 730.0 2305.7 2356.2 98.6 91.1 290.1 18503 §925.8 2506.7 2815.6 2670.6 269985
1936 1966.7 5308.4 3692.7 731.6 86.1 56.8 326.7 4672.4 6589.4 3013.6 2726.5 1597.7 30808.6
1937 3950.0 37713 3043.3 3880.8 297.0 92.3 771.1 138.6 72093 2560.1 3124.4 1089.6 26034.2
1938 14298 3096.7 1326.8 91.9 1286.0 7133.9 155616 | s441.8 11311.7 3470.7 T12.7 875.4 $5539.0
1939 326.7 700.9 3342.2 3857.0 2659.1 1102.9 2210.3 228.3 1981.8 2629.0 3498.5 519.0 23056.2
1940 95.4 1950.9 4272.83 1079.5 §6.1 96.2 4792.5 2315.2 6530.0 1686.6 3581.8 1545.4 28032.5
1941 3196.7 1386.0 29363 625.7 1388.0 1534.5 4354.4 342.9 7324.0 4333.2 12049 1658.1 3027128
1942 2068.9 2332.8 815.3 T736.6 4765.9 3235.3 7261.0 118.8 10360.9 6874.6 1401.8 713.0 42685.4
1943 1671.5 3493 666.1 1445.4 46546 3655.1 10776.5 4075.0 7894.3 3750. 383.5 394.0 39656.0
1944 503.3 3079.0 4274.8 3635.3 2423.5 1380.5 2572.3 30.6 511.6 2243, 2630.4 2417.6 16752.1
1945 4191.7 101.0 483.3 1122.9 554.3 398.6 1796.5 5324.2 7304.2 3434.5 2342.3 2319.8 29593.7
1946 1579.0 111.9 2987.2 3197.7 2882.9 5447 1830.5 5496.5 5540.0 883.0 3965.9 4959.9 35483.1
1947 3026.7 1193.7 1294.9 1332.5 435.0 136.8 675.4 256.2 2187.3. 397.9 4930.2 28373 18804.5
1948 1897.6 570.6 15559 374.8 1993.1 812.4 16973 148.9 4827.2 2762.1 1445.0 2314.4 210393
1949 11922 566.9 2968.0 4361.9 2898.7 1047.4 2683.8 279.0 24435 756.2 2043.2 2063.8 23309.4
1950 3457. 3009.4 35725 3677.0 517.1 251.1 554.9 756.2 2613.0 2191.8 37848 1271.5 302323
1951 2701.5 2824.3 6638.9 1985.1 609.8 615.2 4589.5 7993.3 6421.1 1879.0 4072.9 2511.0 42901.7
1952 2610, 8 1938.8 2011.3 2301.8 1205.8 1289.0 3705.8 1356.3 10531.6 | 8486.3 2164.1 882.3 38574.0
1953 3738.2 2696.8 5163.7 2259.2 1087.0 556.6 13144 182.6 313 60093 28571 2070.3 31157.0
1954 2936.3 5845.0 4898.5 18513 515.4 169.7 526.3 219.6 164.7 2809.8 221.3 3099.5 28257.4
1958 3522.4 1406.9 1496.9 2174.0 334.3 3437 769.0 32.5 30.3 9983 4207.5 3337.3 19873.6
1956 1276. 2502.7 628.6 315.0 390.5 318.6 12017 3149.2 13521 5153.9 1749.3 1094.5 36233.1
1957 1146, 3456.9 4414.0 2260.8 8773 2043 $88.1 250.9 7187.4 3150.4 3825.4 2559.3 32920.9
1958 S171. 2668.2 1570.1 716.7 153.4 165.7 2278.3 | 6693.8 4504.5 5464.8 1657.3 1672.9 32727.6
1959 4540, 75913 2475.0 1171.8 502.9 330.3 §80.0 170.3 1996 265.3 44451 2086.7 25258.4
1960 3183, 27779 1753.5 20133 288.5 299 8 729.0 160.4 134.4 973.8 3330.4 16135.1 172579
196, 2522.5 1898.8 2007.7 1758.2 223.7 188.7 559.9 198.6 188.1 1524.6 1381.8 882.1 133348
1962 2066.7 3286.8 2013.7 2819 305.1 1433.7 7982.7 214.4 | 41562 3445.2 5169.7 5888 | 304508 |
1963 663.3 4561.9 3193.7 2260.4 208.5 1992 5714 3225.4 9224.8 313 3627 .4 917.1 32689.9
1964 1373.3 536.8 743.7 2758.1 3760.1 1723.0 3443.9 180.2 4397.6 1770.5 4216.3 4061.0 78025.0
1965 2527.1 2293.0 213.8 165.7 149.7 165.7 5946.4 3067.5 3502.9 3955.8 3613.9 666.5 34268. 1
1966 1917.2 4235.2 4066.9 33779 2486.9 576.8 12974 207.9 483.5 16493 4757.9 4565.7 9622.6
1967 1842.4 2464.5 953.2 206.3 249.1 313.8 979 2288.5 12519.5 | 10525.7 3175.9 714.5 37171.3
1968 2682.3 5628.7 | 63360 | 23998 8298 346.1 1307.2 187.1 211.9 1542.4 2447.3 476.5 25595.0
1965 1876.8 1701.6 46471 1473.1 1330.6 1473.1 4156.0 3542.1 15647.9 5313.8 1886.3 865.2 47018.6
1970 1982.4 4358.0 6418.0 893.2 918.7 1037.5 2728.2 763.5 8517.8 34590.5 6195.7 4388.7 41692.1
1971 310.9 i818.6 2043.4 544.9 197.6 186.9 570.6 301.0 8493.6 3942.2 2163.7 16933 22266.7
1972 4472.3 4583.7 5049.0 7391.8 954.0 312.4 709.4 274.0 280.0 340.8 3653.1 1877.4 24898.5
1973 2167.7 4757.9 1945.9 35101 306.7 3495 1033.5 2670.0 7438.9 1607.8 2840.3 3065.0 28534.3
1974 2159.9 1329.0 205.9 7073 972.2 861.3 a124.1. 3656.8 10406.0 | 43053 946.4 2982.1 | 37686.1 |
1975 4335.4 §37.9 3876.3 762.3 321.0 233.2 628.6 246.7 4816.0 3976.4 1505.0 2150.3 29789.6
1976 487.9 513.6 1883.0 2397.4 3997.8 1407.4 7863.8 171.5 216.0 943.5 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 3869.5
1978 96.0 207.3 3.6 85.1 151.3 226.5 598.0 455.2 9416.9 5021.3 2027.1 946.8 9925.2
1979 186.3 28043 5286.6 2785.4 2104.7 423.7 993.3 2531.3 3525.5 2075.0 4524.3 17483 31394.4
1980 2264.1 4346.5 4306.5 230.3 177.4 2289 6643 1977.4 §224.9 8056.6 2385.9 514.2 33577.0
1981 1945.0 6444.9 5957.8 2267.1 468 1 169.3 540.5 326.7 - 310.9 957.3 6151.9 259.9 26699.3
1982 1510.3 489.1 326.7 370.3 3713 438.2 6842.8 $933.8 9082.3 6551.2 483.6 68.4 37561.9
1983 2671.2 3969.2 1203.8 7481.1 3025.4 §81.1 2550.6 37915 1627.0 | 9151.6 4034.7 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 2057.2 5074.7 40708.2
1985 3983.8 2280.0 4358.0 1202.7 725.9 334.6 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 4095.8 5288.6 12297.8 3597.7 6583.5 2892.4 39342.4
1987 2152.9 3221.5 3225.4 2169.1 513.0 362.3 1275.2 454.4 €72.6 496.6 606.1 5322.9 15574.0
1988 4598 4481 1002.1 999.7 489.5 4055 1165.5 309.9 450.1 §33.6 1523.0 2349.9 10540.4
1989 551.2 726.5 1250.6 1912.5 2103.9 510.2 485.5 699.9 5955.8 2863.1 3801.6 37462 | 25607.0 |
1991 1137.1 2387.9 3377.0 14212 392.6 384.9 110.2 26,3 460.2 425.1 1452.3 18084 13678.3
1992 24114 | 9383 951.4 1601.8 1497.3 612.4 758.3 498.2 436.9 7219 | 2376.0 2187.3 16041.4

|
AVERAGE| 22159 2434.8 25429 1592.% 1010.7 672.1 2065.2 2012.0 5054.0 2926.3 2045.9 2101.4 21573.3
SODRCE: SWRCB EXHIBIT 3 AND 3
45,
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TABLE 5-7
ALOHA LAKE OUTLET-PYRAMID CREEK AT TWIN BRIDGES

(USGS GAGE #11435100)
AVERAGE MONTHLY RELEASES (AF)
WATER o TOTAL
YEAR OCT NO D TAN E "MAR APR MAY JUN TOL AUG SEP | ANNUAL
1971 353.2 2820.7 780.7 1352.9 904.9 859.3 1984.0 7171.5 8888.2 2847.2 4494.6 1199.9 33663.2
1972 188.3 675.0 816.2. 613.0 567.6 2411.6 1607.8 5516.3 5146.0 4296.6 2261.0 276.8 34376.1
1973 565.7 740.9 1494.7 990.0 693.0 736.6 2730.4 9450.5 5049.0 2853.2 2995.3 550.2 28849.6
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 | 7317 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 385.5 258.0 118.6 254.6 272.3 437.6 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 20782 | 34151.7
1979 215.0 282.5 561.1 1385.4 683.7 1211,8 | 2061.2 8591.2 47203 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 5206.5 | 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 | 470s5.0
1983 2166.1 1362.2 1239.5 1120.7 1081.1 1322.6 1247.4 5779.6 12670.0 | 10701.9 3213.5 45995 | 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 10492 | 17582 881.1 569.4 503.1 684.7 3201.7 4280.8 2441.3 4752.0 563.5 400.4 21085.4
1986 748.6 . 623.3 1001.9 1564.2 2053.3 3074.9 31185 | 7918.0 9349.6 5611.3 42582 428.9 39750.7
1987 718.1 633.8 207.9 289.3 546.3 803.3 3356.1 3336.3 1091.0 3094.7 988.6 35.7 15101.1
1988 20.8 T 421.9 1005.4 745.9 665.1 1231.6 2180.0 2706.7 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 5765.8 6607.3 4130.3 2827.8 548.3 28727.8
1991 11.0 43.8 118.4 138.0 196.0 1459.1 1716.7 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| 705.2 1140.4 940.5 991.3 910.3 1417.5 2305.2 5902.8 , | 5582.7 4066.0 2753.3 911.6 27626.1
SOURCE: SWRCB EXHIBIT 3 AND 5 ?




Table 5-8 provides an accounting of the data summarized
TABLE 5-8

Water Availability Accounting

above:

CAPLESCREEK | ~ SILVERCREEK | PYRAMIDCREEK |
WATERSHED: . -WATERSHED. WATERSHED .
—
\RA 112,741 afa
RIGHTS at El Dorado
Canal
25,000 afa 22,546 afa 12,091 afa
(power) (power - 20,000 afa) {power - 11,200 afa) 1,300,860 afa
at
-Chili Bar
L L. Power House
| RECORDE 213,021 afa—
AVERAGE 27,574 afa 25,103 afa 27.827 afa Kyburz
ANNUAL TOTAL
RUNOFF 973,945 afa—-
| (1977 (13,869 afa) (7,009 afa) (11,036 afa) Chili Bar
- UNAPPRO TED
|- DEMAND: )
& ! N
€l Dorada™ 21,581 afa 6,000 afa 5,350 afa 15,000 afa
: (consumptive) {consumptive) (consumptive) (consumptive)
Kirkwood, inc. 500 afa
. ] 0 0
(consumptive)
. Kirkwood |PUD 31Q afa
) : . 0 0 0 .
(consumptive)
Alpine 21,581 afa
(nonconsumptive)
71 afa
(consumptive) ¢ 0 ¢
96.4 afa
{consumptive)
Amader 0 8,740 afa 0 )
(nonconsumptive)
WATER
AVAILABLE YES YES YES YES

As can be seen from Table 5.8, based on historic average annual
runocff conditions and critical dry conditions such as occurred
during 1977, there appears to be sufficient water available for

¥ El Dorado‘s maximum direct diversion and rediversion of water from
storage limited to 15,000 afa and 17,000 afa,

47,
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all of the consumptive use applications and/or petitions 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 OPERATION

6.1 History

During the period of 1860-1876, portions of the El 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 50-year
license, which was transferred in 1928 to PG&E. (PG&E, 2, License
for the El Dorado Project (FERC 184), p. 1.)

6.2 Project Facilities '
The hydroelectric facilities associated with the El1l 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 El 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.
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* CaplIs Lake: This 21,581 af reservoir is located in Alpine

County on Caples Creek.

Silver Lake: This 8,590 af reservoir is located in Amador
County on the Silver Fork of the South Fork American River.

- Bl D rado Canal: Since 1856 the canal has diverted water

(including water released from the above identified four
upstream reservoirs) from the South Fork American River at a
pointg just below the river’s confluence with Silver Fork
American River near Kyburz, California. The canal is
approximately 22 miles long and has a maximum capacity at its
intake of 156 cfs. The canal discharges into the El1 Dorado

Forebay.

El Dorado Forebay: This 285 af reservoir is located at the
end of the El Dorado Canal near the town of Pollock Pines.

El Dorado Powerhouse: The powerhouse is operated under FERC
License 184. The powerhouse uses 1910 feet of head and a flow
rate of 163 cfs to produce power. The normal operating
capaciity of the powerhouse is 21 megawatts (MW).

Chili| Bar Forebay: This 3139 af reservoir is located near the

City of Placerville and is the forebay to the Chili Bar

Powerhouse.

Chili| Bar Powerhouse: The powerhouse is operated under FERC
License 2155. The powerhouse uses 80 feet of head and a flow
rate of 2700 cfs. The normal operating capacity for.the
powerhouse is 7.8 MW. (93,PG&E,5; 93,EDCWA,47,1-2.)
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6.3

Associated Water Rights With the El1 Dorado Project

Table 6-1 summarizes PG&E'’s water rights for its facilities on
(93, PG&E,S.)
TABLE 6-1

Summary of PG&E Water Rights for
PG&E’s South Fork American River Hydropower Project

the South Fork American River.

- TYPEOF DATE OF . , e ey
| RIGHT ID. NUMBER.  PRIORITY , AMOUNT: SEASON. . | POINT OF DIVERSION
| ————— —
PRE-1914 $-9034 1856 70 cfs all Intake of
POST-1914 A-1440 1919 86 cfs year El Dorado Canal
PRE-1914 S-? 1860 30 cfs all year Echo Creek trib. to
Upper Truckee River
to Echo Canal
POST-1914 A-6383 1929 15 cfs 12/1-6/15 Alder Creek
to alder feeder

PRE-1914 S-? 1860 2,000 afa alt Echo Reservoir
POST-1914 A-654 1917 2,000 afa year
PRE-1914 S$-9035 1875 360 afa all Lake Aloha
POST-1914 A-554 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 afa ail Caples Lake

A-1441 1919 17,000 afa 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 meéting the

Project’s power, irrigation, recreation, and the instream flow
In the winter and spring

releases required by FERC License 184.
the lakes store runoff for later release.

seasons,

Evidence

presented by Amador County describes the physical operation of
the four lakes associated with the El Dorado Project in the

following manner:
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CITING THE RECORD AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS

When citing evidence in the hearing record, the following
convention has been adopted:

I. Information derived from the hearing transcript:

93,T,I,12:10-14:19

omitted if a single line/page is cited)
beginning page and line number
hearing transcript volume number

identifying abbreviation of the information source
year introduced

I ‘ |—ending page and line number (may be

II. Information derived from an exhibit:

95,SWRCB, 9,6

L——————page number, table, graph, or figure number;

or application number if a file is cited
exhibit number
—— identifying abbreviation of the information source
year introduced

III. Abbreviations of the information scurces are:

83 . .. . . . 1993 Hearing, June 14, 15, 16, & 21; four wvolumes
95 . .| . . 1995 Hearing, October 24, 25, 30, & 31; four volumes
ACWA .. . . . . . . . < « « « <« . . Alpine County Water Agency
AMADOR . . . . . . « « « « « « « « « « « .« . . County of Amador
CSPA . . . . . . . . California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
DFG . ... . . . . . . . . California Department of Fish and Game
EDCTQG |. . . . . . El1 Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth
EDCWA .|. . . . . . . El Dorado County Water Agency and El Dorado

Irrigation District (co-applicants)
EDNF . . . . . . El Dorado National Forest (aka FS-USDA in 1995)
3= Friends of the River

KPUD ./. . . . . . . . . . . . Kirkwood Public Utility District




KW
PG&E
PJC
SCLDF
SJCDPW
SMUD
SWRCE .
T

USBR
USFS
USFWS
WWD

. Kirkwood Associates, Inc.
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
C e e e e e e . . Paul J. Creger
. e e e e .. . « . 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
cts
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.




In the Matter of:

Applicatiions 29919, 29920, 29921, and 29922

and Petition for Assignment of State Filed
Applicatiion 5645 by El Dorado County Water
Agency d El Doradoc Irrigatiom District,

Applications 30062 and 30453 and Petition
for Assignment of State Filed
Application 5645 by Kirkwood Asscciates,
Inc. and U.S. El Dorade National Forest,

Application 30204 by Kirkwood Meadows
Public Utility District and
U.S. El Dorado National Forest,

Applicat'on 30219 and Petition for
Assignment of State Filed Application 5645
by Alpine County Water Agency,

Application 30218 and Petition for
Assignment of State Filed Application 5645
County,

Applicants and Petitioners,

Pacific Gas & Electric Company,
California Sportfishing Protection
Alliance, Gerald and Joan Glasgow,

Bryant M. Bennett, Edward C. Hinde, Edwin
and Patricia Brennan, Sacramento

Municipal Utility District, Amador County
Chamber of Commerce, Plasse’s Inc., |
Edwin Allen Bish II, U.S. Bureau of

Reclamation, City of Stockton, U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service, Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund, et al., Kit Carson Lodge,
Amador County Water Resources,

California Department of Fish and Game,
Paul J. Cregor, Save the American River
Association, San Joaquin County Department
of Public Works, Friends of the River,

El Dorado National Forest, Curtis Manning,
City of Sacramento, California Native
Plant Society, El Dorado County Water
Agency, El Dorado Irrigation District,
Westlands Water District, San Luis and
Delta-Mendota Water Agency, and El Dorado
xpayers for Quality Growth.

Protestants and Interested Parties.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

R e i el e R g A i TR W e RN I I R W R P P R R P R R W R G R A

DECISION 1635

SOURCES:

COUNTIES:

DECISION APPROVING AND DENYING PETITIONS FOR
PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF STATE FILED APPLICATIONS AND DENYING APPLICATIONS

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

Alpine, Amador,
and El Dorado




BY THE BOARD: ,
Applications having been filed to appropriate water by El Dorado .
County Water Agency and El Dorade Irrigation District

(E1 Dorado), Kirkwood Asscciates, Inc., and U.S. El Dorado
National Forest (Kirkwocd, Inc.), Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility
District (Kirkwood PUD), Alpine County Board  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:

1.0 APPLICATIONS TO APPROPRIATE WATER .

1.1 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 Aloha’
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.?

* Lake Aloha is sometimes referred to as the Medley Lakes.

* This water is delivered per a 1919 agreement between Western State Gas
and Electric Company and the El Dorado Water Company.

5
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1.2 Applicants and Petitioners Have Filed Competing Applications
and Petitions for Partial Assignment of State Filed
Applications to Appropriate Water From PG&E Lakes

El Dorado, Kirkwood, Inc., Kirkwood PUD, Alpine County, and
Amador County have f£iled applications and petitions for partial
assignment of state filed Application 5645 for competing projects
to appropriate water from Caples and Silver Lakes.? EL1 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 PUD 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 filed application
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.




and fish and wildlife uses. El Dorado seeks to appropriate water
for domestic, municipal, and irrigation uses; Kirkwood, Inc.
seeks tp appropriate water for snowmaking; Kirkwood PUD seeks

water for municipal uses; and Alpine County seeks water for
domestit and fish and wildlife uses. Table 1-1 more fully '
describes each application and petition for assignment.
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TABLE 1-1

APPLICANTS, APPLICATIONS, SOURCES,
AMOUNTS, DIVERSION SEASONS, AND USES

APPLICANT & i . ] DIRECT DIVERSION STORAGE - .
APPLICATION # SOURCE. I B R T USES
- |; efs* [l Season afa’ _ - Season’ :
EL DORADO
29919 Siiver Lake — — 6,000 11/01 to 08/01 Dom.* Mun. & irr.
29820 Caples Lake - —_— 21,581 11/01 to 08/01 Dom., Mun. & Ir.
29921 Lake Aloha — _— 5,350 11/01 to 08/01 Dom., Mun. & Irr.
29922 So. Fork - - Dom., Mun. & Irr.
American River:* 156 total
Kybus® 158 AHO1e-08/04
Elange’ 120 3/01-40-08/04
Folsom Lake® 156 | 11/01 to 08/01

SFA® 5645(8): Same as for A-29919, A-29920, A-29921 & A-29922 except diversion season requested is 01-01 to 12-31.

KIRKWGCQD, INC.

30062 Capies Lake 1.8 11/01 to 03/01 250 11/01 to 03/01 | Snowmaking

30453 Caples Lake 24 11/01 to 03/01 250 11/01 to 06/30 | Snowmaking

SFA® 5645(11) Caples Lake 4.2 total 11/01 to 03/01 500 total 01/01 to 12/31 Snowmaking
KIRKWQCOD PUD

30204 Caples Lake 0.69 11-01 to 08-15 Municipal

- ALPINE CO.

30219 Caples Lake 0.13 11-01 to 07-31 21,581 11-01 to 07-31 | Dom., Rec. & FawL’

SFA® 5645(9) Caples Lake 0.13 total 01-01 to 12-31 21,581 01-01 to 12-31 | Dom., Rec. & F&WL
AMADOR CO,

30218 Silver Lake — - 8,740 11/01 to 07/31 | Rec. & FAWL

SFA* 5645(10) Silver Lake - - 8,740 total 01-01 to 12/31 Rec. & FSWL

FOOTNOTES FOR TABLE 1
1 “cfs” = cubic feet per second. 5 This point of diversion is also the point of rediversion.

6 “SFA" = state filed application. The number "5645" is the
number of the application for which a petition for
assignment has been filed and the number in parentheses
identifies the file folder in which the petition is filed.

2 "afa” = acre-feet per annum.
3 "Dom.” = domestic uses.
4 El Dorado is not currently seeking a permit which wouid

approve the diversion of water at Kyburz or the Fiange (at 7 "F&WL" = fish and wildlife uses.
SMUD'’s White Rock facility).




".| . . The amcunt of streamflow available in the river
at| the El Dorado Diversion Dam without releases from
project storage generally falls below the required
canal diversion needs during the first or second week
of| July. At that time, water is released from Lake
Alpha to maintain diversion requirements. By late
summer, as the stream f£low further decreases and Lake
Aloha storage becomes depleted, drafts from Caples Lake
and Silver Lake are used to supplement Aloha Lake
waker. After Labor Day, when Lake Aloha has been drawn
down completely, Echo Lake storage is drawn down. The
storage of Echo Lake is quickly depleted and releases
from Caples and Silver Lakes maintain power operations
until the last two weeks of October, when, generally,
the project shuts down for repair and maintenance.

When the project resumes operations in November,
releases from Caples and Silver Lakes, plus increased
natural stream flow from winter storms and snowmelt,
provide water to the canal throughout the winter
period.

"Other factors which are considered in the use of
project storage are as follows. Echo Lake water is nct
available for release until after Labor Day holidays

. The same consideration applies to Silver Lake.
There are extensive private and public recreation
developments which require maintenance of a high lake
level throughout the summer . . . . Under project
operations, Lake Alocha reaches maximum drawdown by
September, while Caples, Silver, and Echo Lakes reach
maximum drawdown in the fall and winter months
(95,AMADOR, 18.)

ls and runocff below the reservoirs are diverted into the

o Canal, which delivers water to the El Doradoc Forebay.

n of the water delivered into the El Dorado Forebay is

ed by EID for irrigation and domestic use supplies under

ct with PG&E that dates back to the 1920s. The majority

ater diverted into the forebay is used for power

on at the El Dorado Powerhouse. The water returns to the

rk American River, just upstream of SMUD’s Slab Creek

r. From the Slab Creek Reservoir, water is either
through SMUD’s White Rock Powerhcuse or allowed to flow

am. All water that is diverted through SMUD’s powerhouse

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,S.)

6.5 Operational Constraints Contained in FERC License 184
FERC License 184 imposes constraint on the operation of the

El Deorado Project. These constraints fall under two generai
categories: recreation and fish protection. (PG&E,2,FERC 184,
Revised Exhibit R,1-3.)

6.5.1 Recreation

"Exhibit R" of License 184 outlines PG&E’s plan for recreational
development of project lands and facilities associated with the

El 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 35-unit forest
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service
(Ibid.)
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campground, and fishing access have been developed.

184 does not impose specific reservoir level requirements
r Silver Lake or Caples Lake to support recreational

ities. With regard to Silver Lake operations, Exhibit S

Application for relicensing states:

lver Lake water surface will be maintained at as

h a level as possible during the summer months.

er the less, at times seepage from the reservoir and
h water releases may exceed inflow, making it
ossible to maintain the lake at its full level for
reational purposes." (PG&E, Exhibit 2, FERC License
‘s Exhibit S, p.5.)

lies no withdrawal of water from Silver Lake between the
excepting the requirement

se water from Silver Lake to provide instream flow for

ard to Caples Lake operation, Exhibit S states:

"Caple Lake water surface will be maintained as high as

po
pr
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an
irx

The oper
Silver L

during

fish an
Fish Protection

License 184 was amended by revising "Exhibit S", which
Pursuant to

6§.5.2

In 1984
relates
Article

sible during the recreation season consistent with
ject demands. In the summer months of all years,

er will be released from the reservoir for fish life
to meet downstream water demands for domestic,
igation, industrial, and power purposes." (Ibid.)

ational restriction on Caples Lake differs from that for
ake because "project demand" may be met from Caples Lake
he summer recreational season along with releases for .

and industrial purposes".

"domestic, irrigation,

to fishery protection requirements.
34 of License 184, PG&E is required to comply with the

53.



fcllowing requirements for the protection and enhancement of

fishery resources:

1. Minimum Streamflow Releases

a. A continuous minimum flow of 2.0 cfs and 5.0 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:

e e MINIMUM FLOW: - 1 MINIMUM FLOW

BYPASS:PERIOD: - .| o S
EASRIRERIOD o (NORMAL YEAR} © . (DRY YEAR).
11/01 to 08/31 50 cfs 18 cfs
09/01 to 09/30 38 cfs 10 cfs
10/01 to 10731 43chs 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. -

/77

/77

/17

/77

/77

/77
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- _ R ‘ FLOW RANGE ..
CHANGE IN WATER LEVEL OF STREAM- . (CFS)-
0.5 1-75
1.0 75;175
1.5 ABOVE 175

3. Reservoir Storage Volume

minimum pococl in Caples Lake shall be maintained at

The

2000 af.

Revised Exhibit S,4-6.)

drainag
applicat

E OPERATIONS EVALUATION

(93,PG&E, 2, Order Amending License and Approving

ords and other available records relating toc PG&E’s
ns at Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes!® were
to determine the historic lake levels during five

s of water years.
lll’ "dry"’

er-Year Type Definition

water-year types are based on an evaluation of runoff

"below normal®',

These water-year types are defined as
"above normal”, and "wet".

by the South Fork American River’s 193 square-mile

area_above the river’s confluence with the Silver Fork
This area includes the three lakes and is the
area from which water would be appropriated under the

River.

ions and petitions filed by the parties.

**  SWRCB,3-5; 95,KW,6B, Table 1; 95,EDCWA 101, Sierra Hydrotech Data,
EDCWA, 47, Historical Operation of PG&E Lakes,

10/24/95;
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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.

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 runocff during the typical snowmelt/runocff 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.

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:
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TABLE 7-4

South Fork American River (USGS Gage #11439501)
Water-Year Hydrologic Clasgsification Index

CRITICAL EQUAL TO-OR L;SS THAN 87.9
DRY GREATER THAN 87.9 BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 130.7
BELOW NORMAL GREATER THAN 130.7 BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 208.4
ABOVF NORMAL GREATER THAN 208.4 BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 255.9
GREATER THAN 255.9

=N

Based on the water-year classification index defined in
Table 7-4, the data'summarized in Table 7-5 is evaluated and
oclated with corresponding water-year type

ssifications. The purpose of this evaluaticn is to

as
cl
de
level evaluation.

elop water-year type groupings for the following lake

7.2 Lake Level Evaluations

Tables 7-6, 7- and 7-8 group average end-of-month (EOM) storage
for levels for Silver Lake, Caples Lake and Lake Aloha based on
the five water-year types provided by Table 7-5. Figures 7-1,

7-2, and 7-3 illustrate each lake’s average historic EOM storage
and gage heights for the five water-year types. Similarly,
Takles 7-6A, 7-7A, and 7-8A group average monthly EOM storage for
each type of water-year beginning in 1985, the effective date for
minimum flow required at each lake by FERC License 184. Related
Figures| 7-2A, 7-3A, and 7-4A graphically illustrate these post-
1985 EOM data. (EDCWA,47,Table 1,7.) As shown in the following
sections, the operation of the lakes differ in several respects.

57.




/1/
/17
/17
/17
/17
/17 -
/17
17
/17
/1/
/17
/17
/1/
/17
11/
/17
/1/
/77
/1/
/17
/17
/17
/7/
/17
/17
11/
17/
/77
/7/
/17
/17
/17
/17
/17
/17

58.




TABLE 7-1
TWIN LAKES (CAPLES LAKE) RECORDED PRECIPITATION

TOTAL MONTALY PRECITITATION (INCHES) CCT B IUN
WATER ATER-YEAR
YEAR ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP TOTAL
[~ 154 7 T Til o T3 03T ™= =00 508 B3 T3 ) 03
550 34 R =79 193 a7l 10.79 .37 267 .47 037 0.23 .57 $3.25
[ 1531 .52 14.75 T.92 3.27 .22 To43 3.3 .18 0.2 025 0 33,24
155 3. 5.36 4.68 17.88 52 11 TS0 0.8 17 2.02 0.02 13 55.52
953 0. 3.18 743 3.32 39 5.48 B A .38 0.39 1,29 0.13 B,
D 1. 3.6 2. 778 33 10.88 T2 0.38 1.3 0.3 0 0 3828
53 0 4.88 3.45 5. 47 1.88 5.61 2.31 0.98 .09 0.4 [X] 3724
8 .42 ] 29.41 13.56 502 1.35 710 328 0.61 FV] (%53 1.28 58,45
5% 707 0.4 3.95 53 .69 7.3 757 X3 .09 0.58 3 0.25 34,11
[ 1538 W] .39 5.62 7.4 12.13 11.84 31 33 2.51 04 T.64 1.45 57352
1559 0.43 T84 T4 WK 10.75 1.93 13 318 () Tt 0.3 336 38.53
960 0.06 XH =, 17 10.71 5.03 43 .76 o) 25 0 0.7 30.01
1561 2.43 245 218 2 3.5 3 3.4 2.9 0, 0.7 T.77 2.80 33.03
562 382 5.02 3 14 18.45 10.62 .47 3.02 .54 0.5 0.19 0.17 50.03
563 10.06 ) .99 10.26 5.86 10,32 13.61 5.6 z 25 0.38 2.26 54.3
564 15 11.59 1.7 5.24 0.58 32 236 35.09 54 0.73 0.2% 0.08 32.31
& 1.53 0 30,01 11.96 23 324 .98 27 21 0.57 5.36 1 38,31
76E 0.48 13.28 7.98 374 35 FX1) 2.83 54 0.53 0.08 0.6 0.12 36.66
1967 [ 15 10.45 16.39 0.7 16.6 32 .53 1.98 0.14 713 1,23 702
568 34 91 (%) il .32 43 0.9 2.00 3 0.12 2.27 0.12 30.99
5 3,03 54 39 30,24 14.34 335 521 )7} 5.86 0.56 G 0.63 7738
570 3.08 2.04 13 18.17 52 2.74 3.8 B.15 5.2 0.03 0 0.09 54.55
=1 a8 3.7 7,41 3. S8 577 3.0 385 1.9 0.48 3.3 0.53 33.67
5= 23 S.a4 3.96 T4 2.3 711 5.02 3,47 .25 0.04 0.2 2.73 38,36
573 65 5.7 7.78 1116 52 T.45 1.7 1.56 0.28 5.6 L8 0,29 35.1
574 4.09 16.13 12.47 5.9 2.96 10.48 5.54 0.54 0.08 4 [y 2 38.19
5 74 274 .28 3.8 11,43 10.95 3.5 .42 0.95 0.02 1.52 0.7 35,46
57 78 3.16 0.98 T.43 53 353 2.67 3.94 0.3 7.0 3.8 T.8 25.49
5 ¥ .28 5.2 3.14 372 3.7 0.47 3.52 .7 0.4 3.0 .0 19.95
978 0.6 1.6 11.22 12.2% 525 5.98 574 5.58 T 0. 5.3 3.4 331
[ 575 3.6 357 533 10.4 10.49 507 335 393 .21 1.3 0.13 ) 251
[ 580 3.16 333 7.62 16.19 13.57 [N EXS 22 5.96 0.67 0.39 .43 3738
1581 .27 0.75 3.38 5.53 112 541 3.5 73 ) 0.7 4 .13 29.61
[ os2 477 12.34 11.98 10.93 5.49 13.13 3.64 9.32 .81 0.02 FXT 2.85 72.43
Y 721 5.83 327 11.26 1279 1214 31 1.8 3.2 10 2.54 3.54 39.7:
1984 788 7.8 13.03 0.89 565 279 3.56 1.08 2.63 0.2 0 557 54.3
1983 12 10.78 1.96 .15 3.12 314 3.8 007 0.44 5.53 .33 334 30.73
1986 7. 3.54 357 5.97 33.06 37 0.92 T.1 533 32 .08 2.09 37
15957 3. 052 .27 5.2 5.03 3.67 0.94 304 0.58 Gl 0.03 0. .75
1588 T.62 2.52 B4l 3.3 0.25 .09 7. .33 | 0.87 051 0.16 3 34.65
1589 X 3.0 3.63 2.92 374 15,67 79 1.0 .59 G 0.78 33 31.36
1390 .79 7.06 0.06 .03 5.06 X 3.36 32 0.25 0.67 .33 0.9 329
1551 1.07 ! ENT) 0.23 22 15.82 2 3,58 3.84 0.68 0 3.7 =9.47
1 3= LS 347 71 5,89 126 1.09 0.79
AVERAGE 2.6 6.1 1.6 8.3 58. 6.9 4.0 22 L1 0.7 0.8 1.2 48.3
Y o

59.
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TABLE 7-2
TWIN LAKES
ANNUAL PRECIPITATION RANKING

OCTwJUN | TOTAL WATER
RANK | WATER-YEAR | ANNUAL YEAR
(NCHES) | TYPE
T 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
3 1960 30.01 CRITICAL
9 1985 30.75 CRITICAL
10 1968 30.99 DRY
1 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 4221 | BELOW NORMAL
20 1979 42.51 | BELOW NORMAL
21 1957 44.11 | BELOW NORMAL
2 1953 4502 BELOW NORMAL
23 1973 45.1 | BELOW NORMAL
24 1975 45.46 | BELOW NORMAL
25 1962 50.08 | BELOW NORMAL
26 1950 52.26 | BELOW NORMAL
27 1951 53.24 | BELOW NORMAL
28 1978 5351 ABOVE NORMAL
29 1971 53.67 | ABOVE NORMAL
30 1984 5431 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 AMERICAN RIVER (USGS #11439501) - (ACRE-FEET)

WATER-YEAR TYPE EVALUATION.FOR HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATION INDEXING

61.

WATER CRITCAL WATER-YEAR
YEAR oCT NOV DEC | JAN | IEB | MAR | AP MAY TON O AUG “SEF | IOTAL | TOTAL
AFE-’U!
[ 1077 33910 38718.5 3004.4 | 2702.6 2128.3 3204, | 103334 | 127108 | 1157L1 | 06076.6 (7 A I P I 1T W T |
*.9:;7 7345.4 || 75319 4653.2 4283.6 4867.1 314 | 28737.7 | 16718.7 | 728R8.4 | 5795.5 S001.2 | 27570 | 113777.1 | 685403
19
1976 9718.5 || 10965.2 | 10035.6 | 8562.3 $632.0 1343 | 150035 | 252149 | 74963 6457.2 7856.6 3730.3__ ! 124893.0 | 343610
1959 3470.4_|| 0438.7 | 41953 | 8734.4 3770.6 T21.0 | 35307.4 | 33208.7 | 16542.9 | T506.8 7267.4 7310 | 164215.4 1 516557 ]
61 7.5 7.9 3504.3 27443 7090.6 B318.5_| 11217.7 | 41692.3 | 3399.0 | 7893.5 | 7163.0 3778 | 151568.9 | 110762.4 |
1981 $212.6_|| 10246.5 | 0434.1 3314.3 B133.0__| 0906.7 | 34885.6 | 44856.5 2144 | 72873 7826,0 | 3617.5 { 164534.6 | 101843.9
960 6336.7 3430.3 2710.5 7894.6 T373.5 | 12753.6 | 38093.2 | a1278.1 | 198515 | 71753 | 1635.7 6320.2 | 166913.6 | 106398.1
1083 119433 || 13578.8 | 117113 | 7408.6 73676 | 11588.5 | 52058.2 | 50027.0 | 160013 | 0372.7 9262.2 6795.4 06.3 | 1284493
AVERAGE APRIL TO J iz R
“DRY WAIER-YEAR
D68 T0539.7 || $310.1 "0 L0 X 20003. 2.9 ] 30083 | 13004.4 | Jo55.a | a05.4 | TBL3 | 158403.0 | o9B3 |
1990 ¥587.1 8114.0 7273.5 BB.L_ [ 11B.5 | 16572 | 37875.4_| 29002. 7855.6 | 9065.3 7267.4__| 41978 60336.0 | 027963
1961 3390, 3615.7 31318 3627.6 3560.6 | 77277 | 21805.7 | 33833.6 %9843 6862.3 053 5682.5 36377.5 | $2386.0
1966 5405.6_|| 13044.2_| 10606.5 | 979.4 8332.6 21096.3 | 54250.0 | 541249 | 12123.5 | S010.1 89360 8149.7 | 217843.8 | 1285083
1955 6586, 45B.3 5737.8 649.5 6497.¢ 06065 | 19958.4 | 65124.2 | 42696.7 | 10403.9 | 9507. 9310.9 | 19743L.5 | 138183.2
1953 8120.6_ || 10013.8 | 3657.5 5810.8 7345, 3784.8 | 52043.2 | 64449.0 | 19435.7 | 0237.7 5385. 9100.1 | 228325.0 | 146065.6 |
72 9360.5 9023.8 | 10360.9 | 8132.0 061, 37920.6 | I1921.6 | 65983.5 | 34083.7 | 9207.0 3034. B054.6 | 240129.6 | 141195.8
949 3835.8 T847.3 B16.4__|_6500.1 3452.0 3966.1 | 306444 | 775229 | 31963.1 | 7715.5 | 7408.6 | 7050.8 | 214873.2 | 167845.0
1989 3514.7 %730.0 3857.0 5947.7 §293.8__| 47907.1 | 9438.6 | 60250.6 | 40962.2 | 0673.5 | 90842 #67.6__| 270627.2 1 180323.5
AVERAGE APRIL 10 1 (07539 |
OW NORMAL WATER YEAR [
1064 TGIL.0 || 19580.0 | 92033 0143 | 5264.0 11146, o | S200L.1 | 343213 | Orad | 9185 9327 203367.1 1 123299.7 |
979 ] 405, 1 10054.0 | 15265.2 | O275.1 | 18567.5 | 39570.3 | 110299.9 | 44419.3 | 11668.3 | 10860.0 | 8013.1 | 288768.0_§ 206357.8
1957 10907.2_|| 9100.1 931.3 @B.7 | 156341 | 261/8.6 | 36287.5 | 71139.4 | 68963.4 | 13380.8 | 06733 9557, 287677.0 | 1897711
1953 0489.3 5142.0 0043.6 | 14749.6_ | 10544.7 | 15222.2 | 4%395.3 | 35M73.4 | S6842.8 | 35115.5 | O128.7 05218 { 313666.8 | 228324.0
913 6420.3 7765.4 | 14657.5 | 14878.5 | 0763.0 | 17988.0 | 41354.3 | 1215393 | 50036.4 | 10182.0 | 8464.3 9177.3 | 3093473 | 213432.9
975 ~312.9 5795.1 7212.2 5354.2 5115.0 | 12638.1 | 15%92.5 | 105143.9 | 112800.6 | 24944.8 | 111773 | U628.7 | 32/915.% | 7584810 |
1962 3015 5090.6 35126.5 5257.2 D48 0176.8_| G3142.2 | 68500.1 | 57754.6 | 150073 | 10342.5 D444.6__| 263948.3_{ 204404,
1950 #66.6 5308.6 40437 | 11257.1 | 13000.7 | 20906.0 | 617/6.0 | 1028/2.9 | S0902.8 | 197365 | 9250.0 23, 3446447 | 264788.2
1951 85357 || 77094 | 104223.2 | 33335.5 | 2987L.1 | 2700L.1 | S4107.5_ | 73042.2 | 37968.5 0514.4 | 08260 | 0147.6 | 474843 0_{ 175632.5
AVERAGE APRIL TOJUL [Z05553 |
ABOVE NORMAL WATER-T EAR
7 12773 7332.0 T304.2 | 11158.7 1.8 1 302450 | 42802. T01630.4 | DGIGL.6 | 241060 | 102506 | 10056.4 | 343104.% -
o71 3318.2_ || 15503.4 | 12331.2 | 14197.2_ | 13363.5 | 21262.0 | 42964.0 | B4827.2 | 85417.2 | 22790.4 | 10213.6 | 7377.5 | 334366.5 | 235998.8
1984 T4013.1_|| 33739.2_| 6156a.1 | 30228.0 | 21783.4 | 353917 | #5132.1 ] 106617.1 | 62132.4 | 157010 0538.0 | 10240.6 | 476080.5 | 220582.6
1970 3120.6 7615.1 | 22391.4 | 62239.3 | 2I032.5 | 285969 | 31476.1 | 73919.4 | 56637.9 3105, 0195.2 | 0254.3 | 350584.1 | 175138.5
1986 50091 7663.5 B789.6 | 21255.0 | T8I81.3 | 82494.7 | G¥844.6 | 95752.8 | GBG7.0 6689.2 7883.7 | 6635.0 | 47391L.+ | 249893.6
1958 $709.3 5142.0 6150.3 5351.7 | 14924.4 | 14946,0 | 41304.] | 164437.0 | 99613.8 | 20394, 300.1 | 10139.6 | 413414.3_| 335750.4 |
1980 81267 || 112385 | 10747.6 | 6a9a0.0_| 36036.0 | 25828.7 | 537687 | O%208.0 | 77457.6 | 37018.3 3496.0 | 63617 | 4422239 | 268448.6 |
974 6518.6 || 307573 | 19021.7 | 35305.8 5667.3 | 344833 | S0151.4 | 121532.4 | J665.4 | 22857.9 | 10704.7 | 10003.0 | 433688.7 [ 2712271
1965 37773 71280 | #9123.8_| 35140.1 2063.2_ | 25002.1 | 60112.3 | 100110.8 | S0902.8 | 30782.1 7033.0 | 11167.2 | 485403.6 § 3715085 |
AVERAGE APRIL TOJ [355958.5_
WET WATER-YEAR
D& J6a2.8 | 100148 | 1L06A8 | D073 | s | 183s T ollaa Tl s ] DLLe | L0 | 101003 | 9448 | 37a60.3 | OW&1 |
B33 6633.5 T94.3 | 11036.1 | 9182.8 | 1358%.8 | 189410 | 74844.0 | 176774.4 | 130739.4 | 51375.1 | 11099.8_| 0664 4 | 532088.7 | 433732.9
536 7764.6 3943.0 | 61871.0 | 44930.2 | 21056.1 | 29543.3 | 55693.% | 129634.6 | 109414.8 | 207:5.4 | 101523 | 10329.7 | 515114.2 | 3245182
%3 124160 || 25821.7 | 21740.8 | Z2317.8 | 27204.4_| S1718.3 | 39435.7 | 133365.8 | 211523.4 | 943411 037.2 | 25200.4 | 708015.4 | 489665.9 |
1967 2229.1 9331.7 | 15658.0 | L1870.0 | 15338.7 | 34170.2 | 20498.9 | 114289.6 | 152895.6 | G6638.7 1.5 0632.6 | 467395.6 | 354342.8
1982 7660.2 || 28434.3 | 47393.3 | 21593.3 | 62425.4 | 432852 | 91060.2 | 140408.8 | §2923.4 | 32838.3 790.6 | 13145.2_] 581947.9 | 331319.7
1960 3318.6 | 10812.5 | 100663 | 328260 | 1557.1 | 2104L.1 | 70329.6 | i78308.9 | 1096524 | 32979.5 | 98.0 | 94862 | 505692.5 | 391270.2 |
AVERAGE aPRIL TO JU (3681190
SOURCE: SWRCB EXHIBIT 3 AND 5




TABLE 7-5

SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER
(USGS #11439501 - NEAR KYBURZ CALIFORNIA - TOTAL FLOW)

62.

AVERACE MUNTHLY FLOW (ACRETEED WAIBY YEAL |
WATER ANNUAL | APRJUL | CLASSIFICATION
YEAR e mo‘v—T"EEE TAR 3 =7y y ATE 1Y SNy T ADG | SBY | TOTAL TOTAL
OB 3120 TR0 7. X TI68.3 | o390 ] SR 77X M S PN TR S TIOIR308. | 23047096 AN
72} TS| 361.6 [ T7089.7 | 53883.0 ] 4763, % 1763.42 [+
5 _ 583 = 35269.3 X 5401, Wil AN
% N S338.0 g . X 77916, T X
1927 3513. 11464.2 3 3| 9360.09_| 781893.77 W
928 50063 T1410.7 mj. 1| 16670.38 BN
U7 TH1S 3370, 14130.60__| 1BL4 B
1930 MR 14933 50.02_ | 1 g BN
TO31 2 K 340098 % <
52 38573 0093 z T AN
35 3823 3, 171361, 12810145 p)
34 K X 12360487 | o1180.22 T
1935 33BL3_ | 3951 278063.78__|_217196.89 AN
1938 6340.6 7. [367190.8¢__|_27T0009% W
1937 38264 | ST4 [~550275.64 | 197508.08 BN
D38 .7 x 5 5.8 | W ]
1539 64817 | SBIL. f 9 D
1940 3108, 5235, [T337628.15__| 23219933 AN
41 9. A70- 319438, 74| 23390750 AN |
942 S132) 8286.3 £ X 3 $2174059__]_300375.72_] W
B4 i 10996.0_|_1803.7 1 3808 | - ; X 299637, [ 247567152 AN
(027 S W 37392 | 6399.7 | caadd | 33939 10391.6_ X T814. 3| 12840, 0223 X i} T .54 | BN
1948 3040 39159 10649.% | 09120 | 9RIL.L_| 166647 | 46583, I3, TOIS1.4 | 18091, 9624.4 3 |_338047.58 | 235440.61 AN
44 7398, 15187.1 | 2514.2 | 21390, 1394%.2_ | 25098.8 | 63370.8 | 102013.6 | 46310.3 | 12300, 3763 3649, 345350,80 | _224204.11 AN
134 36314 EDTEN 30633 5230, 103285 | 160838 | 200614 | 34300 182893 | 91853 5145, 2015, 18721296 | 174209
48 3293, 3751, 3183 9955, 5275.9 %365.1 | 20658.4 | 79364.5 | BRSOG. 193767 | 96796 | 3613. 77628211 | 21636346 AN
1949 3385, TBar. 39169 500, 58320 3986.1 | 306443 | 715229 | 319681 | 7155 7308, T30- 314873.18 | 167843.99 SN
1950 5565.¢ SR, 3, 11257.1 13000.7__| 20906, 81778 1 Ea X 5585+ DRO.0 1 D238 | 34364470 | 264788.17 W
1951 3535, T7219.3 | 164235.2 ] 333355 | 9BIL 27001, SA107.3_| 730422 | 379683 | 105143 | DA6.0 5147.6__| 474843.G1__| 175632.53 BN
1952 5635, o943 | [1036.1 | 91824 | I358% 13941 748446 | 176774.4 | 1307593 | SIX75.1 | 11099.8 | 0664+ | 523088.18 | 43373236 W
1953 3389, §1320 43.6 14749.6__|_10544.7 2. 48393.2 | 37973.4 | BGBAZL] B153 | 0128, 9321, 313666, 89 AN
1954 S50, 0148|8975 58108 7345.8 | 13784, 52943. 54449.0 | 19435.7 | 9237.7 5385 3100, 223325.03 | 146065.59 BN
33 3523, 318 S497.5_| 106083 | 10958.4 | 83124.2 | 42696.7 | 10403.0 | 5300 3193 130 183. BN
1556 TIo4. 943, SI871.0_ | 44930.2 10561 | 0348. 35693.4 | 129634.6 | 100414.3 4| 10152 T0329. JI5114.23 | 324318.24 W
957 16907.2_| 9100. 5931 5923, 5634.1__| 6178, 362875 7T1i39.4 | 689634 | 13808 | 06133 95575 87676.97 | 18977112 BN
1958 3709.8 $142. 6150.3 3351, 4924.4 4946.0 F1304.7 | 164437.0 | 59615, 29394.9 | 11300.1 10139.6_ | +13414.28 335750.38 W
1959 N 5438 313, 3710, 7311 333074 | 33098.7 | 183429 T506- 72614 | 15310 164273.35 68 D
1960 . i 3394, 7373 3 S3.6_ | 38093.2_| 41278, 198313 7175, 7635.1 §320. 166913.62 106398.07 D
81 1627, 5360, TIZT. | 21805.7 | 33833.6 | 18384. 58622 0053 | #6823 | 12647790 | 57 T
T2 ST, 1a. 01768 | 31422 | om0 FI5s. 0073 | 1039235 | Daass | 263048.75 | 2os0e31 | BN |
1963 19807.. 54525, 138335 | 31143,4_| 115817.2 | T211L 17211.0 | 10109.3 S4ad. 374625.50 735983.13 AN
1964 35743 3264.0 11146.6 | 29248, S2001.1 321, 3738.1 37163 3527 208367 12529975 D
1365 35140.1 | 24083.2_ | 250921 | GOII2B | 100110.5 | B0POZA | =00821 | 17053.0 | 11167.2 | 4R3405.61 | 271908.95 W
1966 5759.4 83326 | 210963 | 54230 541249 | 121233 3010.1 3936 B149.]__| 17843.76 | 12850853 D
1567 11870, 3325.7 [ 4170.2 | 20498.9 | 114289.6 | I152993.5 | GGAs8.1 | 116315 | 106326 | 367305.83 | 334332..8 | W
1968 5L, i 9 [ 394z | 3 18604+ | 7624 | 30221 | 75913 | 188493.08 | U8PES1 _ p)
969 T 0| 15573 21041, 70529.6 | 108308.9 | 1096523 | 329795 | DGY8.0 | 94862 ] 50369250 | 301270.37 |
1970 622393 21032 83069 | 31376.1 | 29193 | 36655 | 13108.1 . 10195.2 | 92543 T50583.15 | 175138.52 33
. ! :1?9_1. 143645 | 71282 2964 34827.2 T | 25004 | [0215.6 T3S T34360.46 | 233998.77 AN
360 50283 T0360.9__|_ 81329 T 520, 3021 §3083.5 | 34085.7 | 0207, 30548 rY 240149 1410308 {1 BN
& 3320, XN 1T‘f_fﬁu 14873.5_| 9763, 2938, 413343 | 121839.3 | S0056.3 | 10182 34643 3177. ~30347.28 | 2543290 AN
L974 85186 | 30757.2 19021.7 | 33308.8 | 138675 5483, 50131, T21532.4 | 166853 | 2887 1070571 10003.0 | _433688.71 271227.13 W
975 T3 3793.1 Bz | 33842 S113. 2638, 1359 T05143.9_| 112800.6 | 24044, TIT77.3_| 9628, TPP15.38 | ss848is? 1. W
$7165 ] 109652 | 10635 .6 52,5 z 11343 | 150935 | B0149 | 7963 | 8437, TRS6,6 | F10.3 | 124803.03 | 34261.90 T
"’1;7 3381. 33 %_04.4 37056 | 2133. 349 | 15354 | 1218 | 1871 LX 3T | SINI 3011 4 091492 ‘%
12773 PXEVR 7304.2 11327 9801, 202419 28077 | 101829.9 | 9676 =4196.0 0256.6 10056 348104.41 680, 7
579 T469.3 FB, 10054.0 5265.2 5 85673 | 399703 | 110299.9 | 44419. T1668.3 03609 13, 388768.0¢ | 206357.78 BN
1980 3128.7 T35 T0747.6__| 64040.0 | 360360 | 5828.] | 33169.7 | 58208.0 7. 370133 0496.0 1. 42223.80__|_ 368448.60 | W
381 SI1TE | 102463 D434, 3314.3 8133.0 i 45858 | 448563 | 14713, 78873 0| 38175 164334.59 | _101843.87 5]
3 "7660.2_| 18434, AT, 715035 | 624254 T060.7 | 190498.3 | 829=3 | 38383 | 10/90.6 | 131452 | 58104704 | 341319, W
1983 2318, 58212 30.. TR17, ) m}; ﬂ"i‘ﬁfj T+365.8_| 213233 | 9aml. T37.2_ | S208.4 33 _ | 489665.88 g
1934 1315, 3730.2_| 81364, 30228, 217824 33301, | 451321 | 106617.1 | 621328 | 1570L 10838.0 | _102%0.6_| & 51| 22958238 AN
55 11544.5_| 13578.8 | L1711, T4G8. 75676 13883 | S3K8.2 | 50927.0 | 160913 | D377 93822 | 6193.% 0 I .33 D
1986 3009.1 76683 §789.6 21255.9 8281.3 52394.7 | GBRA.5 | 957508 | GBGUT.0 | 16689.2 | 12883.7 | 6633.0 375011.42 749893.62 AN
___i%7 T8 B3Iy 36533 #288.6__|_9867.1 1.3 | 287377 | 16718.7 | 7258. 37955 =2 77519 1377714 5834031 [
1989 D137 | 37300 3510 | 3047.7 3. F7907.1_| 69438.8 | 60508 | 40962 | V8133 5084.2 5967 T2, 19| 180324.54 BN
1990 §7.1 81140 12133 X5 1793 16397, 37813.4 T | 17853.6 | 80Gs. 7267.4 A7 160335.04_ | 92796.46__ D
1951 RT3 37795 33048 T744.3 2050 113183 | 313177 | 376923 | 33939.0 | J895. 7163 3377 1S1568.88 ] 11076239 5
ERYLLY AN
AVERAGE (CFS) | 1136 168.1 pes X} 21.8 262.4 358.9 1323 13232 939.5 911 150.0 1365 4945.34 3306.52
(AF) | $915.6 | 10087.C | 13965.9 | 13613.2 | 14345.0 | 30783 | 43328.1 | 81216.8 | S69927 | 17846.2 | 9205.7 8106.4 | 9803100 [ 199603.50
L l |
'RCE: S :XHIBITS T AND 3.
WATER-YEAR TYPE CODE: C- "CRITICAL® : D-"DRY" : BN - "BELOW NORMAL" : AN - "ABOVE NORMAL" ; W - "WET"



TABLE 76

SILVER LAKE
AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE
HISTORIC AVERAGE E.0.M. STORAGE (1920-1991)
(AF)
OCT. Nov DEC IAN FEB ) MAY ION oL AUG sp |
[OB1991 | 136 1136 [SYE AR EYY 1) 1348 T 7y 291 i 7 A 5 W 3088
I —
TRINCAL X
1750 Erav) T p38E] "o =0 a0 3573 1102 TTH0 T
1 40 p3z] 123 180 336 BO 5a36__| 3365 | T&3( 3408 5410 1304
) ¥ 5] 1073 B0 S [ e806__| 4390 (1941 10| 3870 | 2210 |
T 388 383 483 = ) 000 3182 3590 % S718__ | 4088 | 1433
3498 1 e — [
1210 540 234 182 156 260 3300 3753 6600 5500 3730 $
3182 380 260 3 710 0| &340 | 3808 | 03
250 1 R e p————
A GB [(Z4a3 1875 TI8L6 TIe T61 | 1es8.s | 34187 | 78310 | T0.L | 37673 | 45297 BB.7_
OCT, NoV C IAN s MAY UL AU SEp
G
o T ——— 2 T 1 ——
[} 0 280 333 ] 813 3244 | 3941 | & 1245 [35]
230 250 0 50 [ [} 2550 6400|8600 __| 7300 %ﬁm 3100
1939 1865 935 243 234 335 2150 TSE 8600 8090 G&33 "a690
1947 1740 30 (73 554 523 2750|7585 | &390 | 8240 925 4680 300
1150 &30 ) 1 38 890 | 7990 638 | 3735 | 3620
820 743 714 7ia 714 1000 6348 5390 7850 6626|3375 3600
(690 1784 1630 570 1180 3035 | w00 | 30| Ji32 | 7934 |
15 176 1240 540 1140 1Y) 7380|6672 | 8313 7740 5475 5357 3800
30 Fit il 573 e 300 1500 71|80 | 81&S, _W—Es [ 1818 __
1981 108 340 ] ) 1300 7100 5300 40 7780 5306 3368 3800
1. % 1180 300 300 1270 3440 8440 3190 074 4030
7874 1600 500 550 500 1344 7600 R6ES | 8140 3550 | aba
991 531 333 397 37 [ 340 B2 | 73101 368t R187 a813
= S 1 U -
993 |
oF

2000
1 %15
1984 2430 3800 3940 2220 2660
198 00 813 13 2980 27
A GEB [ 1785.6 1362.6 1302.6 15123__| 20364 | 25740 | 43165 | 6298.8 | 8205.0 74364 | 81612 34783
ocT Nov DEC JAN FEB m APR MA SON % ADG
[z 7060|1570 216 ry 1 380
243 15 130 360 685 1800|3203 | 31 7813 (3] 2800
290 500 1105 2433 910 1420 408 3483 &3 5600 7295 3195
[—so7 B6 1646 1923 440 1330 3934 4220 3040 =Y 47
$30 370 S8 920 125 1560 3480 758 3390 7599 6383 69
108 1193 1292 1390 480 T 3540 7130|8340 13390 | 749 3%
230 512 710 52 [ ) 1270 770 2390 3460 7086 300
ia 312 200 — 100 700 ) 3330 4S30 | wew0 | 8340 7086 54
T 1720 259 3840 3164 2500 3423 3230 4532|8335 | 8240 7990 3220
19 3 312 1912 T 1660 Ta3 T 575 [ 8s40__|_ 7270|2600
196! 540 2573 2838 1538|1000 2000 3200 4980 4550 3340 B0 |98
97 %30 3054 2593 3840 3540 A0RT LIvL] 7364 8350 5040 | 5700 2312
197 573 260 30 3] 786 1360 7158|6365 | 8340 8340 5764 3215
971 [ 130 30 373 1660 1880|3215 | _ 4200 §810__ | 8340 | 840 | 7000 I 3311
19! 1250 838 540 3750 32 3840 4493 6304 8230 2490 7040 5030
1 1510 3350 3000 3880 3950 3580 2520|7018 8240 3390 7432 7080 __|
19 390 3992 3810 3800 3500|3933 3990 308317458 | w390 | &390 | 7]
AVERAGE [[T&31.L 1308.2 1663 2 1975 8 1912.8__| 23596 3689.4_| 3519.6_| 81486 81912 | 6893.6 | 3852

me AND 3
(2) KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATES. KW6B. TABLE 1.

(3) EDCWA/EID EXHIBIT #101. STERRA HYDROTECH DATA SUBMITTED 1072495,
(4) EDCWA EXHIBIT 47.

63.




TABLE 7-7

CAPLES LAKE
AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE .
HISTURIC AVERAGE E.O.M, STORAGE (1920-1991)
(AP
oCT NOV. DEC JAN FEB ____ MaR APR MAY TN UL ADG Ser |
D591 |13 WTTW‘“W‘{T T T AT S
CRTICAL Y x
T3 oy S iy pai) FXiH) TIo%
331 137713 7613 2938 1135 700 766 3702|182 10681 10345 | 5000 7]
T- 4| 17017 | 14508 | (4370 | 129 | 13193 | 3148 | 1081 | Ji3El_ 1 211 20118__| 16168 |
[ioaT 3741 7008|5382 3801 3965 4300 S728 12636 16932 15752 14344 13452
[ 76| 18638 | 17103 13982 3580|0807 | 1213z | 1B16_ | 831 7420 | 12918 1}
977 | L1634 9496 | 6149___| &P :::5;9;12 6067 7607 9912 12294 3246 6353 5618
oS8T i 504 3 Z796 | _23€a 7437 | $707 | 11305 13935 {1606 | 10083 | 10800 __
AVERAGE | 53028 | 111813 | 65312 | 60033 | V0.3 | 38044 | &300.7 | 128277 | 143084 | 136646 | 107710 | 96487
oCT NOvV DEC b/ FEB v APR MAY TON UL UG SEP
ﬁ Al
T T 13380 T 14100 ] ﬁ%—x L T3 W €51 T N
529 | 35 3BT 918|230 33 | 474 17N [ DO&d_ | 1358 672
1933 16932 12661 %298 | 3821 | 2330 2013 2833 6384 16639 18194 17416 16730
D39 | 19330 | 1886 | 18730 | 12390 | T [ 10090 10_ | 20970 | 31370 | 18890 | 145 [
9471 _j0n13 9420 | 84z | 7263 7123 7948 T0774__|__30233 | 21381 | 20858 | 15150 1988
159 T — 563 | 3395 | aavs | a6z $4 2| 42| 13358 | 1 e N 1400
1960 8167 3258 3640 1880 3031 [_se31 12137 17161 16432 | 13041 | 11206
64| 15570 | 16985 | 16814 | ias98 | 1 | 10738 | 13344 20334 21581 | 20781 | t6e1s 1791 |
1966 18794 | 14982 11400__|_ 8309 | 3830 5838 10836 19310 21380 | 20333 15308 10441
e[ 18w | i09es | 34 3 £ %33 108 | [ @4 | 15385 | 3803
4857 2398 3 17425 16450 | 9996 | 4535
[ 16196 | 20114 | 1918 11988 | 9958 |
13921 15932 16874 | 12918 10800
164zl ¥ _seny | e
[ B130.2_| 1 180719 | 139844 _| Lle2
MAY TON JUL AT SEP
U eI 2150 21162 TII0L 1. 15781 1333 ]
9301 5750 | 1 5468 3120 5387 | 500 483 21192 1 19730 | 13063
1937 11668__| 7098 a7 9 1354 1614 2834 14450 203, 30874 | 17417 | 1
T T T B [ i0p18__|_oms | T8 | S0t | 17BE 1 3 14338 | %
1545 15974 15532 13092 | %475 | 3936 | 3570 | %387 | 17796 21581 TI417 | 9318 16676
31 | 14538 | 21438 | | D81z | LW?HJ [ 21028 | 11580 | 50 33 [ 16032__| 14400 _
1954 4167 8564 3030 7593 7454 3866|7948 | 17564 2108 | 9692 | 14237 | 11013
958 | ee9 | 5332 | 4300 | 1364 | 53 | 7160 | D95 | 10300 | o132 | i34z | oL
1957 13690 12586 | 6606 6606 7263 9146 | 16814 | 21320 2012 |_16874 4131
19621 11400 | 8080 | 8327 3267 4967 K1) 7508 14825 21581 1089 13203 3247
70| 1688 | 1511 721l 9282 5940 10042 11233 20107 71168 | 70254 | 13797 | 9182
[ 577 | 1asa ] T b 1423 & 5] [_13062__] | 20004 | 13941 | 13893
1979 19630 16903 11732 9560 2913 9368 11240 20391 2543 | 21192 | 16450 | 143504
1989 11100 T T T I
|AVERAGB{ 153841 | T [ 6023
oCT. SEP
™ ie08 ]
915 | 1468 [ 17500 |
1932 5946 20661
35113478 | [ 13422 |
1930 1643 15365
1931 12310 19480
1343 18416 21028
Do 13z [ 1&591__|
1948 15918 11889
[ 1 B38 16989
1953 16000 17108
[ 1965 | 14137 ] 1138
971 BT12 7362
) 2112 4531 |
1984 5150 [ 14908
1588 9178 7307 7367 2882 |
— 25 2.
AVERAGE | 119671 | 10899.6 | 92433 |

ocr Nov DEC
577 % <839 18781
[ 1538 13525 8189 4931 1o |
[ 1538 14878 11816 16252 19362
947 {13358 |3 13723 20144
1930 ::n;xu: | 0112 Eizi] 16740
1737 1169 10206 19553
[155¢ 7689 3148 | §as2 19371
1538 J146__ | GBI0 1 3744 o8z}
363 3150 7307 13445 20720
(1567 G iEsTT ]
565 11999 11253 7163 18611
73 12768 16083 |- 1 (17993 |
[1973 13642 6740 3389 8422
978 3387 3355 20003
[ 1586 13386 7839 3938 13402
[ 82 | 7o | seo1 iG 21808 ]
1383 21013 19511 92 13707 3 §
AVERAGE [ TIREB.T_| 54056 | 94783 | 97078 | 53458 | 93 | 108067 | 11687 | 309789 | 13071 | 0608 | 183413
—2
SULRLE (DS 3

XAIBIT S AND.
(23 KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATES, KW6B, TABLE i.

) EDCWA,EID EXHIBIT 7101, SIERRA HYDROTECH DATA SUBMITTED 10724/95. 6 4
-

(& EDCWA EXHIBIT 47.




TABLE 7-8
ALOHA LAKE
AVERAGE E.QO.M. STORAGE
HISTORIC AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE (1920-1991)
(AF)
foToxd NOV DEC JAN FEB A APR MAY TUN JUL AUG Ser 0
|
1934-1 T 1223.. X 34077 | 3446, 1108.4 8
i |
CRITICAL TEAR E.0.M. STORACE
[ TR 3140, g5 X R vied 100
[ o6t 103584 | 3781 533.2 39811 364 | 10584
976 581.1 68 3034. 439.7_ 37.0 | 97.
577 T058.¢ 3767. 9502 3781 | 11933 K
1987 T193.9 | 2182 3589, 7] 573
AVERAGE 1070-4 2| 42780 | 28186 | 916.3 | 2803 |
TRYYEAX E0. 3 SICIACE
OCT FEB i APR MAY JON JUL U SEP
NOV BEC JAN MAR AUG
T — — 7.0 T30, BIsT ] Wi L1YA "
1547 1712.6 2330, 4673, 5103.0 429.7 429,
[ 1 BT | 2185 (X ; 0 0
[_ 1560 581, 3140, 05. 2930.. 1344.5 5304
1564 981, 1712, TS, 5105. 39311 U121
1 367 3930.27__|_3939. 16, 32033 BD.
1968 - 981, 1712.6 3931, 5103, 2058.3 37.0
[ 581 724, 307.5__ | 3847, 3179, Ti82.8_ | 429.7 |
[t 837, 2182.3 3103 20358. 7. 7.
[~ 1990 &37.7 23364 3816. 3647, A i
1991 1895.3 38891 33359, T y
l
AVERAGE I 336.1 26483 46172 3617.2 1374.3 330.7
!
BELOW NORMAL- T.0.M. SIOKACE
AP
ocT NOV DEC JAN FER MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
T | — T o050, 303, 238, 310520 77, Tl |
[ 5aa ! B7.7 407. 3103 4673.7 11989 724.6
1549 1.1 41 3470; 4873.7 1577. 29,
1931 038.4 3034, 3951, 5103.0 2538.8 97.0
1954 712.6 3647, 4959, 2930,5 537.9 224.6
933 0384 3359.7__| 3103.0 5179.0 = 29,7
[ 1557 0.5 4939.2 4959.2 3939.2 3993 24.6
[ 1962 3248.8 4873.7 3338.0 I203.4__| 164L.3 57.
970 57.0 37.0 3339.7 3105.0 1058.4 37.0
972 2538.8 2633.3 4338.0 2730.1 224.6 5.0
1979 3336.3 4959.2 3959.7 1939.2 19779 | _1038.4
1 1823.2 3767.1 3816.1 1372.0 37.0 37.0
AVERAGE 1602.3 31317 | 4300.8 4266.8 14513 349.1
!
YEAR E.O.M. ST
oCT v o MA JUN JUL UG SEP
NO DEC JAN FEB MAR PR Y Al
[ 1933 T _'l'A — ¥ 40711 376%.1 1. 4338.0 0T YA
340 T Y811 248. 4675.7 3105.0 112, 37.0
4 97.0 | 1038.3 2058. 43380 §23.2 224.6
4 530.4 647.6 5179, 3889.1 429.7 97.0
4! 195.3 3140, ST73. 35931, 1112.1 3.7
[ 1946 572.0 4939. 4935. 1112 97.0 37.0
[ 1948 2837 3140.3 T6. 3034.2_ | 429.7 4.5
1953 9811 | 4378, 5103, 40, 3443 | 4.7 |
1963 1058.4 1823, a816. 248, 688.6 57.
1971 1407.1 3416.] 5179, 333 97.0 i
1973 3034.2 3034. 47054 5105.0 329.7
[ 1 7.0 183.2__| 31403 6737 - 5
1588 1283.7 20383 3767.1 5811 7.0
L
AVERAGE ! T T112.3 7868.3 B39 ELTFS] 7673 | 203.3
l a G N e
ot ‘ UG SEP
ocT NOV EC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL Al
™% T T =T = 7.0 Y412 T TEN 5 L O YA
938 T ! 1899.5 47054 4816. 3034, 1038.4 750.2
1942 ; 13443 42034 3179, 3179, 1193.9 224,
950 | 630.4 4205.4 49359.2 3339, 688.6 97.0
52 i 507,35 1641.3 3077- 4816, T730. 1
1956 1058.4 3889, 4538.0 3889, 1504.6
1958 1058.4 3140, 3675.7 112, 97.0
1963 81,1 4077.0 5105.0 9771, 7.
1967 1058.4 2446.5 3889, 377, 37.9 37
T 3094.2 3767 3329, 3951, 76333 329.7
974 - 37.0 1823, 3140. 3675, 907.5 57.0
1975 1112.1 2829, 7633. 97.0 37.0 688.6
[ 1578 T 708.7 T44E. 3140, 28291 750.2 37.0
[ 1580 1372.0 3647.6 | <336. 37.0 37.0 7.0
[ 982 1058.4 2828 2038, 18993 | 37167.1 16413
1983 930.3 3647.5 3889. 46757 6886 7.0
AVERAGE 1221.8 5.2 32132 565.3 1088.8 337.1
GURCE: (1) SWRCE EXHIBIT 3 ARD 3
(2) KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATES. KW6B. TABLE 1.
(3) EDCWA/EID EXHIBIT #101. SIERRA HYDROTECH DATA SUBMITTED 10/24/95. 65.
(4) EDCWA EXHIBIT 47.
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FIGURE 7-1A
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FIGURE 7-2
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FIGURE 7-3
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TABLE 7-6A
SILVER LAKE
AVERAGE E.Q.M. STORAGE - BEGINNING 1985
HISTORIC AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE (1920-1991)

(AF)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
S — — o

il

19231991 {1367 1156 113 1134 1348 2208 554 8792 7987 TGS3 5693

CHICAL (EAK E.OL 3T

LR w L e v

&

1987 3182 380 260 250 360 710 5350 3540 7365 5580 3800
= —— cnd — =

AVERAGE [ 31520 380.0 ~250.0 260.0 250.0 7160 | 6350.0 7340.0 7365.0 5580.0 3600.0 2074.0
DRY-VEAR 5.0.3. STORACE
ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY N UL, AUG

[

1939
1947

1958
)

1966

1981
[ o83 Bz 1180 G0 500

TZ70 3440 8440 3190 7132 S074

§§]

IE
W)

1591 931 533 57 7 549 052 7810 3681 528 §1a7

&
I
b

AVERAGE [ 2239.0 1138.3 815.7 395.7 3333 1687.7 56973 3305.0 3337.0 70933 3917.0

APR MAY N UL AUG

Iﬁ

fé?:

ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB

085 1 5% 1548 300 56 23 201 7364 3130 5453 7270 5332 3370 =

AVERAGE | 3525.0 1848.0 1300.0 556.0 546.0 4201.0 7364.0 3140.0 34630 7270.0 3332.0 3370:0
ABOVE NOXMAL TPAK E.OM. STORAGE -
AUG SEP

gcr Nov DEC IAN FEB MAR APR MAY

I8
d
|

[ 1 00 313 1350 3580 70 5023 40 7990 G300 3250
3L 30 0.

His
|

AVERAGE | 2500.0 315.0 1350.0 29%0.0 4270.0 6028.0 8540.0 7990.0 §800.0 5230.0

s 4 1

OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP
— — —— -

1983

AVERAGE | ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR

SOURCE: (1 SWRCE BUNEIT TARD 3 g " " .
(2 KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATES, XW6B, TABLE 1.

() EDCWA/EID EXHIBIT #101, SIERRA HYDROTECH DATA SUBMITTED 10/24/55. 70.

(4 EDCWA EXHIBIT 47.




TABLE 7-7A
CAPLES LAKE
AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE (BEGINNING 1985)

HISTORIC AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE (1920-1001)
(AFY

flovd NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN_ JUL Al'g SEP
DEDILY e | e | B | B8 | 18 i Fze BRSO A ) 1 68 _ )
n oy . B e R
H31
1
821 %04 B3| 790 zH B o] 3T JBm@ | 8 11s0s | TR 110800 |
AVERAGE | TRES | To0a0 | W30 | 900 | Beed | TaZo | 3T0T0_| 1550 ] '@T‘L—Wxx T 10801
(AF)
ocT____Nov DEC TAN FEB MAR APR MAY N JUL AUG SEP - e -
- g
1939
W81
1 EE 1Y 381 Evi:i] 067 @3 2L 1896|2014 Disz TIo88 | 9938 ]
590 11500 | (0183 | 8000 3300 5960 3921 16932 16878 | 12915 | 10800
N . 2 Xh a1 wn g4 isal {15
AVERAGE [ TO%1.7 _|_ 50087 30633 30333 B30 4157 TS30.7_ | 33473 | 118223 | 171823 | 13308.3 | 113943
E-Oad
(AF)
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN_ UL AUG SEP
__ 30
2
545
L
954
195
1562
1570
M Y N5 O O DU 5 0 . M 5 M O W
IAVERAGE | 11100.0_| 10650.0 | 9600.0 3167.0 5150.0 30R0.0 T3300.0 | 1510 | 218810 | 21213.0 | 171610 | 030920 |
[
ABGVE NOIZAL TEA}
(AF)
oCT NOV. DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN UL AUG sep_ | . -
= _‘ -w*%«;.
1935
D40
941
1943
545
1
1943
15
1563
1971
97

1986 9173 1507 1367 $019 10123
IAVERAGE | 9178.0 7507.0 7367.0 8019.0 10121.0

WEI-TEAR RO 311
(AF)

1938
1942

1552

i
JAVERAGE[ ZER | ERX ERR ERR ERR AR EXR ERX ERR XX K EER__ |

SOURCE: TAND S
(D KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATES, KXW6B, TABLE 1.
(3) EDCWA/EID EXHIBIT #101. SIERRA HYDROTECH DATA SUBMITTED 10/24/95. 7 1 -

4 EDCWA EXHIBIT 47




TABLE 7-8A
ALOHA LAKE
AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE (BEGINNING 1985)

HISTORIC AVERAGE E.O.M. STORAGE (1920-1991)
(AF)
ocT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN AUG see 1
19341591 1225.3 3330.4 4077 3446.0 1108.4 3413
3%
1961
1976
72280
1987 1195.9 3180.3 3889.1 T607.1 97.0 57.0
31-2 L1
AVERAGE 1195.9 | 21828 | 3e891 | 4071 | 570 37.0
DRY-TBAR E.0.M.
(AF)
| ocr NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
939 I
1947
1959
560
1964
[ 1568
1968
1985 37,7 2182.3 5105.0 2058.3 0 7.0
950 7.7 23564 | 4816.1 3647.6 7.0 57.0
1991 18993 3889.1 3335.7 750,2 7.0 6]
AVERAGE TIO1.6 | 28095 | 44269 | 2152.0 97.0 7.0
BELOW NORMAL- E.0-4. SIORAGE
2 (AF)
ocT NOV DEC JAN APR MAY JON JUL AUG SEP
1544 =
1549
931
1934
1955
1957
1562
1970
1572
[ 1979 —
1989 83,2 | 3767.1 BI61 1572.0 57.0 3.0
AVERAGE 832 3767.1 4816.1 15720 57.0 57.0
’ : (AP
ocr . Nov DEC JAN MAR Amj MAY UN TUL AUG 2
1940 ]
1541
43
545
[ 1546
548
1953
1563
157 .
1573
1984
1386 12830 | 20583 | 3767.1 L DS 7 X -7 V.
AVERAGE 1283.7 2068.3 3767.1 T8L.1 57.0 $7.0
. (AF) .
- OoCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN UL ave _ see 1.
1938
1942
1550
[ 1952
1356
1358
1565
1967
1569
1974
1975
578
)
a2
1563
AVERAGE ERR ERR ™ ERR
2) KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATES. KW6B. TABLE 1, 72.

13; EDCWA/EID EXHIBIT #101. STERRA HYDROTECH DATA SUBMITTED 10/24/95.
4y EDCWA EXHIBIT 47.




FIGURE 7‘-1A
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FIGURE 7-2A

3 :
' CAPLES LAKE _:
i AVERAGE E.0.M. STORAGE (BEGINNING 19385)
28 i
! P
P
2 b
) P
3 b
g g" o
p3 P
s g /// :
‘ ! : 1o p = ' i
<] ) i
| g > /
: N e |
s —~—] P!
—
. o - ;
: ocT Nov DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN UL AUG SEP
{ WATER-YEAR .
: & AVE. EOM (1923-1991) o CRITICAL-YEAR & DRY-YEAR
‘ ]
; & BELOWNORMAL-YEAR o ABOVE NORMAL-YEAR A WET-YEAR :
: ) a
N i
CAPLES LAKE
: AVERAGE E.O.M. GAGE HEIGHT (BEGINNING 1985)
; 7
! |
i
C o
! § '
! et
' -
é.' s ; [ § \
. = ) N ’7 ( R ]
= |
H o ! / \<L\< i
‘ © 2 / / T
| P9« <3 i
3 NN ' 7
oo \‘ /
H =
. S 30 P —
1]
g N
H >
T
-
10 ; ! l
ocT Nov DEC JAN PEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP ‘
WATER-YEAR i
@ AVE. EOM(1923-1991) o CRITICAL YEAR & DRY-YEAR ll
S BELOW NORMAL-YEAR o ABOVE NORMAL-YEAR & WET-YEAR !

74.




FIGURE 7-3A -
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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 through January (post-1985--July through January);
(3) during "below normal" water-years, water was collected to
storage during the period of February to July (post-1985--
February to July) and released from storage during the pericd of
July through January (post-1985--July through January);

(4) during "above normal" water-years, water was collected to
storage during the period December to July (post-1985--December
through July) and released from storage during the period July
through November (post-1985--July through November); 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. Table 7-9 and 7-9.1
summarize the average maximum, average minimum, and average ECM
storage capacity and lake level for each type of water-year
identified in Tables 7-6 and 7-6A.
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TABLE 7-9

Silver Lake--Historic Operations Summary

1923-1991
- = N
: WAER'—YEAR: MAXIMUM AVE. MINIMUM AVE. AVERAGE EOM:
' TYPE ' EOM STORAGE ‘ EOM?"S-‘FORAGE' STORAGE
s (GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT} (GAGE HEIGHT)
CRITICAL 7.631.9 af 706.1 af 3,370.7 af
(20.5 ft) (2.9 ft) (10.0 ft)
DRY 7.929.9 af 485.4 af 3,431.5 af
(21.1 ft) (2.1 ft) (10.0ft)
BELOW NORMAL 8,356.1 af 821.7 af 3,673.1 af
: (22.1 ft) (3.2 fi) (10.7 ft)
ABQOVE NORMAL 8,203.8 af 1,362.6 af 3,873.8 af
(21.7 ft) (4.9 ft) (11.4 1)
WET 8,191.2 af 1,308.2 af 3,909.0 af
(21.7 ) (4.7 ft) (11.4 1)
TARLE 7-9.1
Silver Lake--Historic Operations Summary
Post-1985
YE" AR MAXIMUM AVE. MINIMUM:AVE. AVERAGEEOM:
WATE:.‘;;E’ R . EOM STORAGE EOM STORAGE - STORAGE.
{GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT): (GAGE HEIGHT)
- e
’ CRITICAL 8,540.0 af 260.0 af 3,380.0 af
(22.5 ft) (1.3 ft) (9.8 ft)
BRY 8,337.0 af 495.7 af - 3,867.4 af
(22.0 ft) (2.1 ft) (11.3 ft)
“ BELOW NORMAL 8,465.0 af 656.0 af 4376.4 af
(22.3 ft} (2.7 ft) (12.5 ft)
ABOVE NORMAL 8,540.0 af 1,350.0 af 4,607.1 af
(22.5 ft) (4.9 ft) (13.2 ft)

7.2.2 CGCaples Lake

The data generally indicate that:

(1) during "critical" water-

years, water was collected to storage during the period of April
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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
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type of water-year identified in Tables 7-7 and 7-7A. .
TABLE 7-10
Caples Lake--Historic Operations Summary
1923-1991
'MAXIMUMAVE. | MINIMUMAVE. | AVERAGEEO
WATER YEAR EOM STORAGE EOMSTORAGE |  STORAGE
 (GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT) | = (GAGE HEIGHT) ||
CRITICAL 14,308.4 af 5,804.4 af 10,137.8 af
(49.7 ) (30.6 ft) (40.9 )
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 f) (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)




TABLE 7-10.1

Caples Lake--Historic Operations Summary:

Posgst-1985
ER-YEAR MAXIMUM AVE. | MINIMUME AVE. AVERAGE EQM
FTYPE EOM STORAGE EOM STORAGE STORAGE
i " (GAGE HEIGHT} (GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT)
CRITICAL ':' 12,326.0 af 2,427.0 af 7,771.08 af
: (45.9 ) (19.19ft) (34.5 t)
DRY 17,822.3 af 4,245.0 af 10,135.3 af
(65.9 ft). {25.9 ft) (40.2 ft)..
BELOW NORMAL 21,581.0 af 6,150.0 af 13,458.7 af
(62.0 ft) (31.6 ft) (47.2 ft)
‘ ABOVE NORMAL 21,581.0 af 7,367.0 af 13,568.9 af
; (62.0 ft); (34.8 f) (47.4 ft)
WET :
7.2.3 |Lake Aloha
The data generally indicate for the periods of 1934-1991 and
post-1985, in critical™ water-years, water was collected to
storage during the pericd of April to June and released from
storage during the periocd of July through September; (2) during

"dry" water-years, water was collected to storage during the

period
of July

and released from storage during the period
(3)

April to July,

through September; during "below normal" water-years,

water was collected to storage during the period of April to July

and rel

- September;

eased from storage during the period of July through

(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;

(5)
during

and

the per

summarize the average maximum,

storage
identif

during "wet" water-years, water was collected to storage
the period April to July and released fromvstorage-during
Tables 7-1I and 7-11.1

and average ECM

iocd July through September.
average minimum,
capacity and lake level for each type of water-year
ied in Tables 7-8 and 7-8A.
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TABLE 7-11

Lake Aloha--Historic Operations Summary
1934-1991

_  ———— ————————————
. -~ MAXIMUM AVE. MINIMUM AVE. AVERAGE EOM.
WATERXEAR | EOMSTORAGE EOM STORAGE STORAGE
(GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT). (GAGE HEIGHT)
CRITICAL 4,276.0 af 1,070.4 af 2,066.0 af
(18.7 ft) (11.5 ft) (13.5 ft)
DRY 4617.2af 936.1 af 2,290.6 af
(19.2 ft) (11.0 ft) (14.2 ft)
BELOW NORMAL 4,500.8 af 1,602.5 af 2,548.7 af
(19.0 ft) (13.2 ft) (14.7 )
ABOVE NORMAL 4,372.9 af 1,112.2 af 2,132.8 af
(18.8 ft) (1.7 1) (13.5 ft)
WET 4,215.2 af 1,221.8 af 2,172.0 af
(18.6 ft) (12.1 1) (13.9 ft)
TABLE 7-11.1
Lake Aloba--Historic Operations Summary
Post 1985 _
' MAXIMUM AVG. MINIMUM-AVG. | = AVERAGE EOM'
WATER YEAR  EOM STORAGE EOMSTORAGE | = STORAGE =
(GAGE HEIGHT) {(GAGE HEIGHT) (GAGE HEIGHT).
CRITICAL 3,889.1 af 1341.8 af 1,478.1 af
(18.1 ft) (5.0 ft) (11.2 f)
DRY 4,426.9 af 97.0 af 1,795.6 af
(18.9 ft) (5.0 ft) (11.9 ft)
BELOW NORMAL 4,816.1 af 97.0 af 2,028.7 af
(19.5 ft) (5.0 ft) (12.4 ft)
ABOVE NORMAL 3,767.1 af 97.0 af 1,380.6 af
(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.
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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" B EOM
TYPE . GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT
, .~ (FEET) (FEET) (FEET)} [ (FEET)
CRITICAL 19.5 16.2 12.6 6.5
DRY 20.8 17.3 14.6 9.2
BELOW 22.1 18.8 16.3 8.4
NORMAL
ABQVE 21.7 20.1 171 10.7
NORMAL
WET 21.7 21.70 18.8 11.5
— — '}
TABLE 7-12.1
Silver Lake
Average End-cf-Month Lake Levels
(based on pericd of record beginning 1985-1991)
T — ==
' . JUNE JULY 1 -AUGUST. - .| . -SEPTEMBER
WATER-YEAR | = E.OM: E.O.M. ¥ . B.OM. - | E.OM. :
TYPE - ‘GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT
(FEET} (FEET) (FEETY (FEET)
CRITICAL 21.0 18.1 11.0 7.0
DRY 22.0 19.3 16.1 12.9
BELOW 22.3 19.7 15.2 12.9
NORMAL
ABOQVE 225 213 18.6 156.0
NORMAL
WET
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TABLE 7-13

Caples Lake

Average End-of-Month Lake Levels

(based on period of record 1923-1991)

1 JUNE JuLy AUGUST SEPTEMBER _}
" WATER-YEAR EOM : EOM" EOM | - EOM
.. TYPE GAGE HEIGHT |: GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT
(FEET) . (FEET) (FEET) | (FEET): =
CRITICAL 49.7 48.5 427 40.3
DRY 57.4 56.4 49.1 441
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 1985-1991)
- JUNE JuLy: AUGUST . | SEPTEMBER .
:WATER-YEAR EOM: EOM: EOM: = [: _EOM
.- TYPE - GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT GAGE HEIGHT. |- G_A‘GEEHE!G&'E; :
(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) . (FEET).
CRITICAL 45.9 44.8 43.1 41.7
DRY 56.0 55.9 48.2 44.3
BELOW 62.0 61.6 54.8 . 474
NORMAL
ABQOVE 62.0 62.0 52.6 47.0
NORMAL
WET

Based on a comparison of Tables 7-12, 7-12.1, 7-13, and 7-13.1,
we find that Silver Lake’s water levels were generally higher

subsequent to the effective date of FERC License’s 184,
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release requirements; however water levels in Caples Lake were

generally lower.

The operatiocnal comparison for the different periods are
consistent with the operational descriptions provided under
section 6.5.1 of this Decision: during the summer recreational
season, project demands are first met with water released from
Caples Lake, with no operational withdrawals from Silver Lake,
except for release requirements imposed by FERC.

RKWOOD, 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

8.0

KI
AL
Order

cf Wate
are out
stated,
withdra

tanding against a pending application. As earlier

all protests to Applications 30062 and 30453 werse

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.

further
Kirkwoo
Applica

IAL OF APPLICATIONS AND PETITIONS FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT
STATE FILED APPLICATION 5645 TO APPROPRIATE WATER BY
OCD PUD 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,
8. Alpine and Amador Counties also petitioned for the
assignment of state filed Application 5645; petitions
5645 (9) land 5646 (10), respectively.
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9.1 Denial of Application 30204 by Kirkwood PUD

Application 30204 by Kirkwocod PUD will be denied because: ‘
(1) the applicant requested the Board to suspend processing of

the application and (2) the applicant did not offer evidence in
‘support cf its application. (95,T,II,175:23-177:6; 224:14-

225:21.) ' : R

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,T7,I1,175:23-177:6; 224:14-225:21.)

In addition, Alpine County has not prepared and adopted
environmental documents for a project that is consistent with the
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,11,231:23-234:13.) Thus, the gquantity 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, 1,A-30219,Notice of Exemption.) As a responsible agency
the Board is prohibited from approving projects subject to the
reguirements of CEQA, unless appropriate environmental documents
have been prepared and are considered by the Board when approving
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a project.
appropriate environmental documents,

consump
partial

9.3 D

fo
No
Fi

Applica
County

Lake fo
30219 a
Applica
21,581

wildlif
essenti
PG&E.

Beth app
the stat

PG&E.

recogniz
operated.

(L4 CCR 15004 (a) and 15021.) In the absence of

the Board cannot approve the
ive use portion of Application 30219 or the petition for
assignment of state filed Application 5645(9).

ial of Nonconsumptive Application 30218 and the Petition _
State Filed Application 5645(10) by Amador County and
consumptive Application 30219 and the Petition for State
ed Application 5645(9) by Alpine County

ion 30218 and the petition for SFA 5645(10) by Amador
ach seek to appropriate 8,740 afa for storage in Silver
recreation and fish and wildlife uses. Application

ion 5645(9) by Alpine County each seek to appropriate

fa to storage in Caples Lake for recreation and fish and
uses. The amount applied for by each applicant is,

lly, the total storage capacity of each lake operated by

%d petition for partial assignment of state filed

licants seek water for recreation purposes to preserve

us quo in the manner in which the lakes are operated by
95,7,1I1,218:6-7,237:7-12; AMADOR,95-1,3.) Amador County
es that PG&E has the right to determine how the lakes are
(AMADCOR, 95-1,3.) thinks

Alpine County, however,

something might have to be worked out with PG&E to control

releases

from Caples Lake. (95,T,II,235:12-237:12.) Although

Alpine seeks to maintain the status quo in the manner in which

PG&E has| operated the lakes,
operatio

it is of the opinion that such an

defies description. (95,T,II,218:12-219:14.) Neither

applicant offered evidence as to how the lakes could or would be

cperated

if permits were issued for the pending applications and

petitions for partial assignment.

Representatives for the Sierra Club and Amador County prcduced

ample te
are heav

stimony and exhibits demonstrating that: (a) the lakes

ily used for recreation and for fish and wildlife
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purpcoses; (b) recreation activities at the lakes result in a
significant portion of the revenues needed for the operation of ‘
Alpine County;'® (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 (£) lake levels are dependent upon the manner in which PG&E
operates the lakes. (95,AMADOR,1-3; 95,SCLDF,KR-1,NR,BP-
5,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.) 1In 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) acgquire
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.

¥  The evidence for this statement was produced by Kirkwood, Inc.
(95,KwW,8,8B,8D.) '
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() (95,T,IL,235:2-237:12; 95,T,III,180:24-25.) Indeed, such an
agreement may be precluded by PG&E’'S agreement to sell its

interests in the project encompassed by FERC License 184 to

El DoraFo. (95,EDCWA,9%94,92.) Beoth lakes are operated almost
solely for hydropower purposes by PG&E and the Board does not
have the authority to require PG&E to maintain lake levels for
the protection of the beneficial uses made of water within such
reservoirs. In addition, the Board does not have the authority
to grant the applicants a right of access or control over PG&E
~facilitlies which regulate lake water levels nor can the Board
grant the applicants the right to use or control PG&E’s water
rights for the water in the lakes. (4.3 and 4.4, infra.)
Inasmuch as the applicants are unable to exercise control over
the water which they would appropriate and do not have any
apparent plans or means for acgquiring such contreol, the Board
will deny Application 30218 and the petition for state filed
Application 5645(10) by Amador County and Application 30219 and
the petition for state filed Application 5645(9) by Alpine

. County.

9.4 County of Origin Protection for Amador and Alpine Counties
The county of origin laws provide persons who file applications
to apprEpriate water for use within Amador and Alpine Counties a
priority claim against the water originating within the county
vis-a-vis any release of priority or assignment of state held
applications in févor of El Dorado. The Board will include a
condition in any permit issued to El Dorado, based upon a release
of priority or assignment of a state filed application, expressly
providing that the water which El Dorado appropriates is subject
to diminution by applicants seeking water for use within Alpine

and Amador Counties.
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10.0 PERSONS DIRECTLY DIVERTING WATER FROM THE 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. (SWRCE,1,
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-1.) 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.' 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
pedple currently residing within the District’s service area. It

** Item 5b of the application states that water is needed for 300 people
at 75 gallons per day. The multiple of these numbers is 22,500 gpd.
Multiplying daily demand by 360 days results in an annual demand of 8,100,000
gallons per year. Applying a denomination of 325,000 results in an annual
demand of 25 afa.
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clear whether the District currently serves water to some
of these persons or from what sources the water is
d.

identified any water right which would provide a legal

or any existing diversion and use of the water for

tive uses from the lakes or the streams flowing into the
If such diverters do not have a legal basis of right for
iversions, they are advised to consider whether it would

opriate to file an.application with this Board to

iate water.

appears that such persons can obtain access to directly
water from the lakes from the national forest adjoining
es. Article 23 of License 184 provides that the holder of
ense will not bar access tc the lakes for the purpose of
So long as an applicant does not seek to

lake levels, the gquantity of water stored in the lakes,
timing of PG&E’s releases from the lakes, an applicaticn
ect diversion does not present the problems of physical

ng water.

over the water to be appropriated that is discussed in
7.2, supra.
water right point of view, the key issue for swek direct
on applications is whether unappropriated water is

le to supply the applications. Our analysis of the
ility of unappropriated water clearly indicates some
priated water is available. (Section 5.0,

such diversions cannot, cumulatively, directly divert

supra.) Of

rom the lake at a rate exceeding the rate the inflow of
eams into the lake without diverting water to which PG&E

aramount claim.

El Dorado representatives testified that a potential
n 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,128:17-129:20.) 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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PG&E dges not have a post-1914 appropriative right to supply
consumptive use water from the Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver
Lakes. PG&E claims a pre-1914 appropriative right to divert up
to 350 afa to storage from Pyramid Creek for consumptive use.
(Tables 5-4 and 6-1.) PG&E alsc claims a pre-1914 appropriative
right to directly divert up to 70 cfs year round at the headworks
of the El Dorade Canal for power, irrigation, industrial, and
municipal uses. (Statement of Diversion 9034.) On an average
daily basis, 21 cfs is required to supply 15,080 afa of water.
Table 7.5 shows that there is sufficient flow at the headworks of
the El Dorado Canal to supply 21 cfs of water during all years,
except during critically dry years like 1977.

In general, the holder of pfe-lSl@ appropriative water rights may
change the purpose of use so long as no legal user of water is.
injured. Such changes do not require the Board approval. (Water
Code section 1706.) On the other hand, Water Code section 1055
provides that after 1914 no new appropriative right to the use of
water can be initiated except in compliance with Water Code
section 1200 et seq. That is, the filing of an application with
the Board 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 supplied under the El Dorado contract. In the Board’'s
view, the conversion of a nonconsumptive right for the generation
of hydroelectric 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 seqg. Changing water from a
nonconsumptive 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 advilsed that it should closely scrutinize the legal basis of
the right or rights under which it supplies water for consumptive
use to El Dorado and, if appropriate, file an application to
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obtain a right to supply consumptive use water to El Dorado.!®

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 Sexrvice 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 Park 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. EID can exercise, at
present, complete operational control over water stored at the
reservoir, which provides EID 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.

¥ gven 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 procduction.
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¢ PG&E

Forebay: PG&E’s 1919 contract supplies EID with a safe

yield of 15,080 atfa.

¢ Folscm Reservoir:

Per contract with the Bureau of Reclamation

for [Central Valley contract water, EID can pump 7,550 afa from

Folsom Reservoir.

Area

EID serves the El Dorado Hills Sub-Service
and West Service Area with water from Lake Folsom;

however, contract water has been curtailed, historically, when

adverse hydrologic conditions occur (i.e., dry years).

The tot

al available supply from the major sources is 40,630 af.

The most critical pericd of time to EID’s operations is generally

the period of August 1 to November 1,
precipitation and lowest flow in California streams.

p. 11.)

~general

the months of least
(Ibid.,
Thus, an additional supply during these months,

ly requires the acquisition of additional storage capacity

so that water can be captured in the winter and spring and

released for use during late summer and fall.

Although EID’s current supply exceeds its current water demands
by 3,474 af, available supply may be less than 40,630 af during

years o

f less than normal precipitation. 1Indeed, in 1982 the

Board fpound that EID needed additional supplies of water.

(Decisi
years,
augment
WR 88-1

on 1587, 29-37.) Further, in response to a series of dry

the Board adcpted an emergency order to enable EID to

its supply of water to meet its demands. (Order

3.)19

EID now| seeks to augment the supply available to meet current and

future

area, i\

require

ater demand, particularly in its far western service
e., El Dorado Hills. (Ibid.) EID’'s projected water
ments are summarized in Table 12-1. (Ibid., Table 3.1.)

w

Decision

The Board takes administrative notice of the findings in
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 45,742 af, respectively. Accordingly, we find that .
El Dorado has a need for additional water supplies.
/17
/17
/77
117
/17
/77
/17
/17
/17
/7/
///
/17
///
///
/17
/17
/17
/77
/17
///
/17
/17
///
/17
/77
/17
/77
s
/77
/17
/77
/17
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TABLE 12-1

EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
PROJECTED MONTIHLY WATER DEMAND BY SERVICE AREA

ACRE-FEET)

STRVICH TOTAL
YEAR AREA JAN FEB MAR AR MAY JUN JUL AUG sip ocr NOV blic DEMAND
1995 | TAST 1045 % | oI 1317 | 2915 | 3722 | 4181 Z 7708 | 1085 1173 1096 35493 |
WEST 325 %9 285 428 800 1156 1299 1251 847 554 364 340 7918
1L DORADO NN IS 154 127 135 202 378 547 614 592 a0t 262 172 161 3745
SURTOTAL 1523 1263 1338 2006 3753 5425 6004 S§71 3976 2601 1709 1598 37156
1999 BAST 076 893 945 1418 2632 3833 430 4148 2809 7838 1208 1129 26255
WEST 355 295 312 468 875 1266 1422 1370 927 607 399 373 8668
FL DORADO HILLS 216 179 190 285 532 769 864 333 564 369 242 227 5269
SUBTOTAL_ 1648 1367 1447 2170 4059 5868 6591 6350 4301 2813 1849 1728 40192
3000 EAST 1084 399 952 1428 2671 3861 ] 4178 | 28 1851 1217 1137 26446
WEST 363 301 319 478 894 1293 1452 1399 9438 620 407 381 8856 |
FL DORADO HUL IS 232 192 203 305 571 825 926 893 604 395 260 243 5649
SUBTOTAL 1679 1392 1474 2211 4136 5979 6716 6470 4382 2867 1884 1761 40951
3003 BAST 1130 937 592 1488 | 2983 | 4023 4520 4354 2049 192 1268 1185 27558
WEST 399 331 351 526 984 1422 1598 1539 1042 682 448 419 9743
FI. DORADO HILLS 346 287 304 456 853 1232 1384 1334 503 591 388 363 8441
SUBTOTAL 1875 15355 1647 270 4620 6678 1502 7227 4894 3202 2104 1967 45742
010 BAST 1178 977 1034 1581 2002 4195 4712 4539 3074 2011 1322 1235 2873
WEST 441 365 347 580 1085 1560 1762 1698 1150 752 494 462 10744
R DORADO HU IS 514 426 st 677 1266 831 2056 1981 1342 78 577 539 12539
SUBTOTAL 2133 1768 1873 2509 5253 7594 8530 8218 5565 3641 2303 237 52014
2013 ~ RAST 1216 1008 1068 1601 29935 4330 4863 4683 3173 2076 1364 1215 20633
WEST 460 382 404 606 1133 1638 1840 1773 1201 786 516 483 11222
EL DORADO HILLS 554 459 486 729 1364 1971 214 2133 1445 945 621 581 13500
SUBTOTAL 2229 1849 1958 2936 5492 7939 8918 8592 5818 3806 2501 2338 54377
21 A 1316 1092 1156 17 3243 4688 5386 | s073 3435 247 Tkl 1381 32107
WEST 513 426 431 676 1265 1828 2054 1978 1340 877 576 538 12522
FI.DORADO HILLS 662 549 581 872 1630 2357 2647 2550 1727 1130 742 694 16141
SUBTOTAL 2492 2066 2188 3282 6138 8872 9966 9602 6502 4254 2795 2613 60770
SOURCTE: EDCWA EXHIBIT 78, TABLE 3.1




13.0 ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC INTEREST ISSUES AFFECTING
EL DORADO’S PROPOSED PROJECT .

13.1 EID’S Proposed Project

Under pending filings, El Doradc 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.,1l.)

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 diversicn 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 Alcha and Caples and Silver Lakes, numerous
protestants 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 El 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 184) and (2) assume that El Dorado obtains some measure of
direct or indirect control over the operation of the project.

Assuming that PG&E maintains ownership of the El Dorado Project,
additional impacts to Lake Alcha and Silver and Caples Lakes
historjc levels are not foreseeable for the following reasons.
Any water appropriated by El Dorado for consumptive purposes
would be water released by PG&E pursuant to FERC License 184
operational constraints and its hydroelectric requirements.
Thus, unless El Dorado pays PG&E a premium to release water at
certain times of the year, the project proposed by El Dorado
would have no new impact on the operation of Lake Aloha and

Silver land Caples Lakes.

Tables 5-5, 5-6, and 5-7 provide a tabular summary of recorded
average releases from each lake, as measured by USGS gages

No. 11436000 (Silver), No. 11437000 (Caples), and No. 11435100
(Alocha-Pyramid Creek). Figure 13-1 illustrates the average
monthly releases from each lake and the average total monthly
release for the three lakes.

Assuming that El Dorado directly or indirectly obtains some
measure| of control over lake operations, historic lake releases
and available direct diversion water were compared to El Dorado’s
projected consumptive use demands to evaluate potential impacts
to the lakes. The purpose of this evaluation is to determine
whether historic lake release patterns and direct diversion
supplie§ could accommocdate El Dorado’s current and projected
demands, without a change in lake operations. As previously
noted, El Dorado’s current demands are being met by EID’s 1919
Agreement covering diversions from the El Doradc Forebay

(15,080 |afa), and future demands for water sought under
El Dorado’s applications and petition for partial assignment are
based upon 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). ' .

The relevant historic years (1923-1991) and critical water-year
(1977) data relating to lake releases, monthly recorded runocff at
USGS Gage No. 11439501 near Kyburz, EID’'s monthly 1919 Agreement
Water, and projected year-2021 monthly requirements (E1l Dorado
Hills Servige Area) are summarized by Tables 13-1 and 13-2.
Figure 13-2 illustrates a comparisdn'of EID’s year-2021 demand
for the El Dorado Service Area with the available South Fork
American River direct diversion water during average 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; .

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 (El1 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’sg 1919 Agréement
demands in all months, except July, August, and September;

1

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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1977, E
demand
months

r-2021 demand (El Dorado Hills) in all months, except
ember, July, August, and September.

ars, therefore, that during a critical water-year like

1 Dorado’s demands for 1919 Agreement Water and projected
for water within the El Dorado Service Area during those
identified above, must be met with water from EID’s

existing sources, such has Sly Park Reservoir or CVP Bureau

contrac

t water from Lake Folsom, or from storage from Lake Aloha,

Silver ?nd Caples Lakes. Since during a critical water-year
Bureau contract water is unlikely to be available, it appears

that EI
at Sly
/17
/77
/17
/77
11/
/77
/77
/17
/17
/177
/77
/17
/77
/17
/17
/77
/77
/77
/77
/77
/17
/77

would have to rely on the availability of water stored
ark or Lake Aloha and Caples and Silver Lakes.
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HYDROLOGIC DATA - HISTORIC AVERAGE CONDl'l"lONS

TABLE 13-1

{ACRE-FEET)

OCT

NOV

DIC

JAN

L3

MAR

APR

MAY

JUN

JUI,

AUG

SEP

TOTAL
ANNUAL

SH.VER (luble 5-5)
HSGS # 11436800

1521.3

1094.3

979.0

788.4

719.4

897.5

2461.8

7736.3

5013.)

1041.7

530.6

2315.1

251029

CAPLES (table 5-6)
USGS #1143700

2245.9

2434.8

25429

1592.5

1010.7

672.1

2065.2

2012.0

5054.0

2926.3

2945.9

210).4

527573‘8

ALOHA (table 5-7)
USGS #11435100

705.2

1140.4

940.5

991.3

910.3

1417.5

2305.2

5902.8

5582.7

4066.0

2753.3

911.6

27626.7

TOTAL COMBINED
RELEASLS

4442.3

4673.6

4462.4

3372.6

2640.4

2947.1

6832.2

15651.1

15649.9

8034.1

6229.7

5328.1

80303 .4

SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER
USGS GAGE # 11439501
1923-1991 RECORDED RUNOFF

(table 7-3)

6913.0

10047.2

13965.9

13615.2

14545.0

22028.8

43528.1

81216.8

56992.7

17866.2

9205.7

8106.4

298031.0

EID'S MONTHLY
DEMAND - YEAR 2021
EL BORADO HILLS SERVICE AREA
(uble 121

1130.0

742.0

694.0

662.0

549.0

581.0

872.0

1630.0

2357.0

2647.0

2550.0

1727.0

16141.0

EID'S MONTHLY
1919 AGREEMENT WATER
(SOURCE: Exh. 78, p. 13)

533.0

416.0

430.0

615.0

555.0

1230.0

2082.0

2152.0

2082.0

2152.0

21520

15080.0

ACCOUNTING SUMMARY

FOR DIRECT DIVERSION
(RECORDED RUNOFF - TOTAL COMBINED RELEASES)

2470.7

5373.6

9503.5

10242.6

11904.6

19041.7

36695.9

65565.7

41342.8

9832.1

2976.0

2778.3

217721.6

WATER AVAILABLE
FOR EL DORADO SERVICE ARBA
YEAR - 2021 DEMAND
(DIRECT DIVERSION WATBR - 1919 WATER)

1917.7

4957.6

9073.5

9627.6

11349.6

17811.7

34613.9

63413.7

39260.8

7680.1

824.0

21173

202647.6




HYDROLOGIC DATA - CRITC

TABLE 13-2

AL WATER-YEAR 1977 AVERAGE CONDITIONS

(ACRE-FEET)

OCT

NOV

DEC

JAN

FEB MAR __ APR

JUN

JUL

AUG

SEP

TOTAL

ANNUAL
LA s

LOL

SILVER (tabic 5-5)
USGS # 11436000

2024.9

1443.2

63.5

46.7

213 89.8 38.5

8s5.1

82.1

103.9

2902.3

6991.5

CAPLES (tablc 5-6)
1ISGS #1143700

346.3

1926.5

2840.9

937.9

140.8 - 15.5 201.9

78.7

262.0

5193

5615.3

2101 .4

15106.5

ALOHA (table 5-7)
LSGS #11435100

885.5

258.0

1i8.6

254.6

272.3 431.6 1686.6

1811.7

1549.2

3493.7

2107

576

11036.1

TOTAL COMBINED
RELEASES

3256.7

3621.7

3023.0

1239.2

602.9 1927.0

1974.6

1896.3

4155.1

5929.9

5061.3

331341

SOUTH FORK AMERICAN RIVER
USGS GAGE # 1143950}
1923-199) RECORDED RUNOFF
{tabic 7-5)

5581.9

4878.5

3904.4

2702.6

2128.3 3294.9 10555.4

12711.8

11571.1

6076.6

6524.7

$371.5

75301.7

EID’'S MONTHLY
DEMAND - YEAR 2021
EL DORADO HILLS SERVICE AREA
(table 12-1)

1130.0

742.0

694.0

662.0

549.0 581.0 872.0

1630.0

23570

2641.0

2350.0

1722.0

16141.0

EID'S MONTHLY
1919 AGREEMENT WATER
(SOURCE: Exh. 78, p. 13)

353.0

416.0

430.0

615.0

355.0 1230.0 2082.0

2152.0

2082.0

21520

2152.0

15080.0

ACCOUNTING SUMMARY

WATER AVAILABLE
FOR DIRECT DIVERSION
HECURDED RUNOEE - TOTAL COMBINED RELBASES)

2325.2

1250.8

881.4

1463.4

1687.9 2692.0 8628.4

10737.2

9674.8

1921.5

594.8

3)0.2

42167.6

WATER AVAILABLE
FFOR EL HhORADQ SERVICE AREA
YEAR - 2021 DEMAND
(DIRECT DIVERSION WATER - 1919 WATER)

1772.2

834.8

451.4

848 .4

1329 1462.0 6546.4

8585.2

7592.8

-230.5

-1557.2

-350.8

22087.6
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AVERAGE MONTHLY QUANTITIES (ACRE-FEET)

FIGURE 132
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13.3 Potential Environmental Impact of El1 Dorado’s Proposed
Project on the Streams Below Lake Alcha, and Caples and .
Silver Lakes, and on the South Fork of the American River

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 El Dorado seeks to directly divert and redivert
water released from storage only at Folsom Reservoir, E1l 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 Alocha
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. Obviousiy, such modifications would
have to be made within the general operational constraints of
FERC License 184. As noted above, rather than draw on Lake Alocha
and Caples and Silver Lakes to meet projected summer demands,

El Dorado may be able to rely upon existing sources of water

supply for water deliveries during critical summer months.

However, without terms to pfévent a recperation of these lakes
for water supply rather than hydropower, impacts to uses around

the lakes could occur.
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13.4 volution of the Proposed Project and the Environmental
ocuments Prepared for the El Dorado Project

EDCWA in preparing a water resource development and management
plan, to meet long-term needs of local water districts within its
jurisd#ction, and prepared a draft EIR evaluating a proposed
water program. The draft EIR was released for public review on
September 30, 1992.

The draft EIR evaluated nine alternatives, each consisting of a
combination of five individual projects. The draft EIR proposed
to serve as a "Programmatic EIR" for ECDWA’'s Water Program and a
project EIR for the project alternative called the "El Dorado
Project". (93,EDCWA 29, 2-2 to 2-3.) In the final EIR, the
preferred alternative was described as Alternative 1la.
Alternative la consists of the following individual project
elementls: the El Dorado Project and the Folsom Reservoir Project
with the White Rock Project. (93,EDCWA 29,3-19.)

The E1 Porado Project relies primarily on obtaining consumptive
use rights to water stored in PG&E reservecirs. The El Dorado
Project| proposed to make use of existing waterways, tunnels,
canals, | and storage facilities to provide water to EID customers.
Under the preferred alternative, project water would be delivered

to the EID service area in three ways:

1. Water could be diverted from the El Dorado Forebay to the EID
canal and primary conveyance facilities through Hazel Creek

as ﬁ point of diversion.

2. Water could be diverted through the Hazel Creek Tunnel to
Sly |Park Reservoir and EID’'s primary conveyance facilities.

3. Water could be taken at Folsom Reservoir and pumped to the
El Dorado Hills water treatment plant to serve the El Dorado

Hillf area.
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If the White Rock Penstock Project was constructed, water from
the El Dorado Project could alsoc 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 Dcrado 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 diversicn 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,1, 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 and ‘economically feasible to redivert
all of the water for the proposed project from Folsom Reservoir.
(SWRCB,1,A-29919; 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
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In addition to reformulating the project and amending the
applicacicns 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
El Dorado Project, EDCWA released for public comment a draft
Supplement to the FEIR (SEIR) for the El Dorado County Water
Agency "Water Program"/El Dorado Project on August 8, 1995. The
draft SEIR evaluated an E1 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 (1lb), 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 El 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.
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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.)

FERC 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
menths, 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’Ss
operation of the lakes is more fully described in section 6.0,

supra.

PG&E’'s witness further testified that the El 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
longer than is historically the case since this benefits
racresation and water cannot be used at the El Dorado Powerhouse.
Z&E has chosen not to repair the powerhouse but to seek a buyer
Zor Project 184. He further testified that an "Asset Sale
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Dexrado Irrigation District" for the sale of the El Dorado Project
to EID was executed on September 1, 1995. (95,PG&E,1:1-2.)

Agreement By and Between Pacific Gas and Electric Company and E1

During the 1995 hearing, the major objection to the approval of
El Dorado applications or petition focused on how such approval
might affect future lake levels during the summer recreation at
Lake Alcha and Silver, Caples, and Echo, Lakes. This concern is
well dotumented in written comments to the 1992 draft EIR (93,
EDCWA,28:6,Comments and Responses to Comments), draft SEIR (95,
EDCWA,A: II & III Comments and Responses to Comments), and by
saveral | of the protests filed with the Board relative to the

El Dora%o applications and petition. (SWRCB,1,A-29919, A-29920,
A-23921 |and A-29922 and Petition S5645(8).) 1In its environmental
documents, EDCWA steadfastly states its proposed project will not

impact recreation because they will only take water that is
released during the normal hydroelectric operations of
Prciect |184 and that PG&E will not reoperate its upper watershed
reservoirs or alter diversions. (93,EDCWA,29:4-2.) In the
response to U.S. Forest Service comments in the 1593 £inal EIR,
EDCWA states that it is willing to include a formal agreement in
the terms of any water rights permit issued by the Board that
wculd limit operations of Caples, Silver and Aloha Lakes’
releaseﬁ to the PG&E historical operations criteria and lake
{93,EDCWA,30.)

The public controversy changed slightly from the 1993 hearing to
the 1995 hearing with the proposal by EID to purchase the

L Project. On April 3, 1595, EID prepared a Notice of
Examption (NOE) for the acquisition and continued operation and
rezair of Project 184. (95,ECDWA,96:Appendix E.) The NOE is
based on| the statement that EID does not seek to change or expand
overations beyond those currently permitted by FERC License 184.
Hcwever, | the NOE does not include an operation plan against which
Such asslUrances can be measured. (95,T,I,160:10-161:2.) During

EIl Dorad
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the 1995 hearing, counsel for El Dorado, represented that it was
relying upcn PG&E’s historical operations. (95,T,I,175:1-176:21; .
95,T,I,178:2-22.)

Interested parties remain concerned, however. Mr. Passe, a
private landowner and descendant of an 1853 family that
hemesteaded 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 El Dorado is confusing and parameterless. Thus,
the Board will include conditions in any permit issued to

El Dorade which will prohibit the rediversion of water released
from storage for consumptive use purposes if: (1) El Dorado
obtains scme measure of control over how the lakes are operated
and (2) the water levels in Caples and Silver Lakes falls below

established levels.?®

x Such a condition cannot have any effect on the manner in which PG&E
Or a successor in interest operates the hydropower project subject to
License 184.
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13.5.2

Cumulative Impacts to the American River and Sacramento
River and Delta

The hearing record contains considerable testimony regarding the

potential impacts of El Doradc’s proposed project on: (1) the

Bureau'ls

operation of Folsom Reservoir and (2) natural resources

of the San Joaquin-Sacramento River Delta and Bay Estuary.

The cumulative 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 Stat
Project
signifige
the lowe

e Water Project (SWP) by 22,600 afa. The El Dorado

was found to contribute to an already existing

ant cumulative impact on fisheries and water quality on

r Sacramento River and Delta. In addition, the draft EIR

found that the project would additionally contribute to the

cumulati

ve loss of wetland habitat on the American River below

Folsom reservoir.

The ﬁingl EIR (EDCWA,29,Chapter 1:6} refers the reader to the

draft EI
from th
ignores
EIR and
project
by 17,00
resource
the diff
to quest
understa

R for the detailed descriptions of the impacts resulting
proposed El1 Dorade Project, however, the final EIR

the cumulative impacts previously identified in the draft
discussed above. The final EIR finds that the proposed
will reduce flows in the lower American River and Delta

0 afa and have an insignificant impact on fishery

s and water quality. No explanation is provided as to
erences in the findings from the draft EIR. Responding
ions, a witness for El Dorado testified that, to his
nding, relative to the propocsed mitigations for impacts

in the draft EIR, that El Dorado only committed to mitigate the

direct i
157:11.)

The dra
watexr

mpacts of the El Dorado Project. (93,T,1I1,155:18-

t SEIR made the same finding of no significant impact to
ality and fisheries in the lower American River, lower
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Sacramento River and Delta resulting from the diversion of

17,000 afa at Folsom Reservoir. (EDCWA,96,III:A-8,IV:C-6.) 1In .
comments on the draft SEIR, Board’s staff disagreed with the

findings of no significance. (SWRCB,1,A-29919, September 21,

1995.) In responding to this comment, the final SEIR states

"this disagreement among experts is acknowledged".

(EDCWA, 100,III-15.)

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 project in conjuncticn
with other reascnably foreseeable projects as was examined in the
draft EIR. (93,T,I,152:17-22.) 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 cutflow would be minor". However, the same expert witness

later stated "the incremental effect ¢f 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,1,156:20-157:7.) An expert witnesses for

El Doradc who prepared the 1992 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.
(93,7,I1,145:10-146:14.) An expert witnesses for the USFWS

testified that the El Dorado Project did pose a potential adverse
affect on Delta outflow and that the USFWS was concerned with the
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ential impact on the Delta cannot be dismissed. Although
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him that the combined effects of big and small water
are factors that have caused the major declines of the

Ts in the Delta. (93,T,IV,43:14-46:7; 93,T,1IV,53:12-

since the above testimony was presented, the Board has
and implemented new water quality and flow requirements
Bay/Delta Estuary contained in the 1995 Bay/Delta Water
Control Plan and Water Right Order 95-6. The Board takes
notice of these documents for this proceeding. These
dards provide significantly better protection for fish
They do so

4

life resources over the previous standards.
xpense of water supply exported from Bay/Delta estuary.
se new Bay/Delta requirements in'place, the concerns

to the cumulative impact expressed at the hearing of this
have been greatly reduced. The Board sees no need to

ditional terms to address the concerus.
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1 this context a “difference in magnitude" refers to a large
such as a diversion by a unit of the CVP and the 17,000 afa which
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,1.) An expert witness for Westlands Waterxr
District (WWD) testified that in most critically dry, dry, or
below normal years, the entire amount proposed for diversion by
El Dorade 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,1:1-3.) 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 of El Dorado’s Proposed Project on State and
Federally Listed Species or Species of 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 effeqts on the environment.
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- State or federal listed species or species-of-special concern, or
the habitats in which those species are found, will be affected
by water delivered to the proposed place of use. In the 1992
draft EIR and 1993 FEIR for the EDCWA Water Program and EID

El Dorado Project, it was found that the preferred

Alternative (la) would have significant secondary adverse and
una#oid%ble growth inducing impacts such as: a substantial
increasI in population (human), conversion of land suitable for

agricultural uses, conversion of vacant land and timberland to
urban use, and the loss and degradation of existing vegetation
and wildlife habitat. (23,EDCWA,30,1-3; 93,EDCWA,29,1-4.) The
draft EIR discloses that the projected growth will result in the
conversion of approximately 24,000 acres of vacant and
agricul%ural land to various residential uses within the westermn
service area of EID. An additional 40,000 acres of existing open
space 14 projected for conversion to developed land. The draft
EIR states that the potential exists for the substantial loss or

degradation of the following biological resources:

1. Sensitive biclogical communities, particularly vernal pcols
riparian areas, other wetlands, Pine Hill chaparral, and oak

woodlands;

2. Special-status plants, invertebrates, and amphibians in
vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands; and

3. Spec%a}-status plants in the Pine Hill chaparral. Some
species may be designated as threatened or endangered under
the Iederal or state Endangered Species Acts as a result of
deve#opment. (93,EDCWA, 30,9-20.)

graowth inducing because providing water to the EID service area

The fina£ EIR declares that the water program is considered
would reIove an obstacle to growth. A correction in the final

EIR revigses a section pertaining to population growth by stating
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that "prcjected growth is expected to occur if the water program .
is implemented". (93,EDCWA,29,5-7.) 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 seccondary 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,29,1-5.)

In the final SEIR for the El Dorado water program, the findings
for the new preferred Alternative (1b) 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 evaluated in detail in the draft EIR on the
proposed E1 Dorado County 2010 General Plan. (95, EDCWA, 96-A,
ES:3-4.) The final SEIR does include general mitigation and
monitoring recommendations specific to the El1 borado Project

water delivery infrastructure segments and are listed in
Table V-1, ES-31 through ES-42. (95,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.
/77

/77

/17

/17

/17
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pecies are:

bins’s morning-glory
Hill ceanothus
Hills soaproot

Hill flannelbush

Calystegia stebbinsii
Ceanothus roderickii
Chlorogalum grandiflorum

Fremontodendreon decumbens
Galium californicum ssp.

orade Bedstraw
. sierra

Helianthemum suffrutescens
Senicio layneae
Wyethia reticulata

)]

Bisbee Peak rush-rose
e’s ragwort

orado Co. mule ear

ecies are primarily found within the unuéual "gabbro"

n which covers nearly 40,000 acres in westexrn ELl Dorado
within the proposed place of use. (95,SCLDF,MS-1,1-2.)

e lists the Stebbins’s morning-glory as endangered, while
1 ceanothus, Pine Hill flannelbush, Layne'’s ragwort, and
¢ 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 El1 Dorado
were proposed as endangered species and the Layne’s

(aka butterweed) was propcocsed as a threatened species by

S pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act.

F,MS-1,3; SCLDF,MS-2,59, Federal Register 18774,

, 1994.) The USFWS proposal noted that urbanization and

habitat fragmentation was the primary threat to the

The present status of the USFWS

ensuing
survival of the species.
proposed listing is unknown.

Within recent years, attempts have been made to establish a
or preserves to protect the gabbro-chaparral habitat.
Plant Advisory Committee was established to identify
funding mechanisms, and management

es for the preserves. An initial report was completed in

1591. The report identified 12 potential preserve

preserve sites,
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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-C;
95,EDCWA, 96-B; 96, EDCWA,96-B:3.) No consideration was given,
hewever, to the unavoidable adverse impacts to rare plants
resulting from the secondary growth-inducing impacts of the water
procgram. 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
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could lfad to the extinction or preclude the recovery of one or

more of
during t

the next three to five years.

the rare plants occurring on the gabbroc soils complex
(95, SCLDF,GC-2:2-3.)

- Cn Janu%ry 23, 1996, the El Dorado County 2010 General Plan was

adopted

(95, SWRCB, 21.)

County

threate

by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors.
The General Plan includes Objective 7.4.1: Rare,
i The objective states: "the

hall protect State and Federally recognized rare,
ed, or endangered species and their habitats consistent

with Fe#eral and State laws". According to the glossary to the

General
that is

be achie
In addit

adopted

clear in
and thei
these po

Plan "an Objective is a specific end, condition or state
an intermediate step toward attaining a goal. It should
vable and, when possible, measurable and time-specific".
a series of policies were

The policies indicate a

ion to Cbjective 7.4.1.,
to guide future decision making.
or endangered species

Selected examples of

tent tec protect rare, threatened,
r habitats within El1 Dcrado County.

licies follow:

PoliLy 7.4.1.1

The

endemics and their habitats

ight sensitive plant species known as the Pine Hill
(specifically identified

gabbro and serpentine soils) shall be protected in
perpetuity through the establishment of four preserve

sites.
County’s overall open space plan.

These preserve sites are integrated into the
Components of this

program include but are not limited to:

A.

A A et v St

ocordination with the DFG and USFWS, and other
ppropriate agencies.

c
a

evelopment of mechanisms for the establishment of
reserve site(s) such as clustered development,
ransfers of development rights, mitigation banking,
nd conservation easements.

Vsl s lw)

velopment of programs with the DFG to fund the
irchase of fee title acguisition, conservation
sements, and operations and maintenance of preserve
ites.

h ooy
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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 discretiocnary development threatening
these listed species and their habitats. (95,SCLDF,GS-2:6;
95,8CLDF,MS-1:8-9; 93,T7,II,210:10-25; 93,T,IV,649:11-25;
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 Cbjective 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 prcposed
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 El Dorado. Because (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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inappropriate 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
may result from the construction of pipelines and related works
for delivering water to the service area, any water right permit
issued to El Dorado should contain conditions to protect,
conserve, avoid, or mitigate potential adverse impacts to the

environment.

14.0 STATE FILED APPLICATION 5645(8) CAN BE ASSIGNED TO

State filed Application 5645 was filed in 1927 to appropriate
water for irrigation and domestic uses. The place of use is for
210,000 |acres within Township 8 North to Township 11 North,
inclusive; and Range 8 East to Range 13 East, inclusive; a place
of use mostly within El1 Dorado County and EID’s existing service
area. he application includes a point of direct diversion and

EL DORADO
14.1 State Filed Application 5645

diversion to stcrage at a point above the existing Folscm
r not far below the City of Coloma. The maximum rate of
direct diversion is 700 cfs and the maximum amount that could be

Reservo
diverted to storage in any one year is 70,000 af.

14.2 The California Water Plan
Although the Department of Water Resources has published numerous
updates, the 1957 California Water Plan is the basic State Water

Plan. he plan states in part:

"The 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 technolegy improves, as conditions

F0UOO

ange through the years, and as future patterns of
velopment become more easily discernible, more

Q.0 -y
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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, f£ish, wildlife, and recreation
resouxrces 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 8A 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 SFA 5645 (8)

El Dorado’s petition proposes to divert water to storage at Lake
Alocha 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
' s0 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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e Petition for Assignment is Not in Conflict With the
California Water Plan or With Water Quality Objectives

As discussed in the preceding sections, the authors of the

Califo 1a Water Plan intended that the plan be nc more than a
general planning document and that more feasible plans would have
to be d%veloped at a later date. Thus, El Dorado’s petition
cannot be in conflict with the State Water Plan. Although, there
is no conflict with the plan, it is important that the petition
seeks to appropriate water for purposes of use and a place of use
that is| consistent with the purpose for which Application 5645
was initially filed. Fundamentally, Application 5645 was filed
to assure a priority claim on the right to divert and use water
from th% South Focrk American River to supply the future needs of
El Dora#o County and some adjoining areas. In general, the Board
should lock favorably upon petitions for release of assignment of
state filed applications so long as the petitiéner seeks to
appropriate water for purpcses of use and places of use
consistent to the state filed application.

By virtLe of the operation cf 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
historically and El Dorado will only divert water from the river
at Folspom Reservoir. Below Folsom Reservoir, the Bureau and the
Department are required to operate the units of the CVP and the
SWP in a manner which assures that water quality objectives in
the Sacramento River and the Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta are
protected. (SWRCB, Decision 1485; Order 95-6.) Thus, approval
of El Dhrado's petition for assignment of SFA 5645(8) is not in
conflict with established water quality objectives.

7/
/77
///
/77
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14.5 Amador and Alpine Counties Will Not be Deprived of Water
Necessary For Their Development .

Water Cocde 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 apprcve El Doradc’s petition for partial assignment
of Application 5645 (8) unless a condition is adopted expressly
reserving to these counties the right to appropriate 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 Doradoc 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 Alcha 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 tc appropriate conditions to protect the counties of
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origin,
partial
Folsom
13.0,

16.0

Reservoir should be approved.
and 14.0,

and the environment the petition for
to directly divert water from
8.0, 10.0,

public interest,
assignment of SFA 5645 (8)
{(Sections 4.0,

supra.)

L DORADO’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

OLSOM RESERVOIR SHOULD BE CONDITIONALLY APPROVED
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Amador
5645 we
requisi
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appropriation.
nt to purchase PG&E’s El Dorado Project under License 184.
h the contract is subject to the approval of the PUD and
t provides some basis for an expectation that El Dorado

agreeme
Althoug

FERC, i

Counties.
re denied because they could not demonstrate an essential

te for the appropriation of water,

do has no more control over the lakes than do Alpine and

The counties’ petitions for assignment of SFA

i.e., any means or

t of exercising control over the water sought for

(Section 9.2.) El Dorado, however, has an

may acquire the right to exercise contrel over the water sought

for app
approve
Applica
Silver

storage
El Dora
diverti
Caples

at the

the\Boa
manner

operate
determi
approva
countie

(Sections 4.0,

ropriation.

cion 5645(8)
and Caples Lakes

the Board will conditicnally
El Dorado’s petition for partial assignment of
to divert water to storage at Lake Alcha and

Accordingly,

and to redivert water released from

at the lakes to Folsom Reservoir. The permit issued to

o shall include a condition prohibiting El Dorado from

g any water to storage at Lake Aloha and Silver and

akes and from rediverting any water released from storage

akes until they have demonstrated to the satisfaction of

d that they have some real measure of control over the

n which Lake Alocha and Caples and Silver Lakes are
Further, by this decision the Board will delegate this

ation to the Chief, Division of Water Rights. The

should alsoc be subject to conditions to protect the

of'origin, public interest, and the environment.

9.0, 10.0, 13.0, and 14.0, supra.)
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17.0 TERM 91 SEOULD NOT BE MADE APPLICABLE TO EL DORADO’S
PETITION FOR PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT OF STATE FILED APPLICATION

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, Mockelumne, Calaveras, or San Joagquin 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.
(SWRCE,Decision 1629,p. 23.) 1In general, the term prohibits the
diversicn 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 Bocard previously impocsed 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. 1In its fairly recent approval of the Los Vagueros

Project the Board states, in part, that:

"Under Term 91, water is not available for diversion
when satisfaction of inbasin entitlements requires that
the CVP and the State Water Project release
supplemental Project water. Inbasin entitlements i
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
zhe 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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entitlements requires that the CVP and SWP release
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te filed application for the Los Vagqueros Project
6)
and the Department are operating the CVP and the

is junior to the permitted applications under which the
SWP.
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rights required the application of Term 91. By contrast,

iled Application 5645 is senior to many if not most of the
ed applications under which the Bureau and the Department

the CVP and the SWP. FPFurther, Water Code section 11128

provides that the watershed of origin protection shall apply to
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and Departmental operations of units of the CVP, as

by the Water Code, irrespective of the priority of the

permitted applications under which the projects are operated.

Finally,
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ication 5645,

at this time, it would be inequitable to apply Term 91
because the Board has not imposed Term 91 on

many permitted applications which are junior to Application 5645.

Notwith
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%
:
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the season of diversion to conform to later findings of
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via the language of standard condition 80, to

San Francisco Bay.

ATORY CEQA FINDINGS
purpcse of considering whether to approve the proposed
the Board is a responsible agency under CEQA.
Resources Code section 21069.) When approving a project,

agency must: (1) adopt conditions to aveid or
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mitigate significant adverse environmental project effects within ‘
the scope of its responsibility; (2) £ind 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, 21081l; 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 sSignificant Effects Identified in the Supplemental FEIR
The final SEIR identifies the following significant unavoidable

impacts from the project:

1l. Short-term construction related emissions: Ozocne

Precursor, Sox, and PM10Q;

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 Significant.Effects-Within the Jurisdiction of the Board

Acting
petitio

appropriiate water,
regulate significant effects 1,
particular circumstances,
the fifith effect,

as a responsible agency when approving applications or
%s for assignment of state filed applications to

the Board does not have responsibility to

2, 3, 4, and 6. Depending upon
the Board may have responsibility owver
i.e, the loss and degradation of existing

- vegetatiion and wildlife habitat.

18.3 g

As lead
program

easures Adopted to Aveoid or Mitigate for the Loss and
egradation of Existing Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

agency, EDWCA relied upon El Doradec County to adopt a
to mitigate the project’s growth-inducing effects of the

proposed project, including secondary effects on vegetatioﬁ and

wildlifle habitat.

Primary
(2)
plan,

from approved development within the

will

approving develcpment consistent
and (3) mitigating the effects

not adopt conditions to address

The Board finds that El Dorado County is the
‘ (1) land use planning,

with the county’s general
of development resulting
Thus, the Board

these secondary

agency responsible for:

county.

envirowmental effects.

The Board’s approval of the proposed project may have some direct

effect
effects
deliver

of use.

on existing vegetation and wildlife habitat.

These

may result from the pipeline which will be constructed to-

water diverted at Folsom Reservoir to the proposed place
Conditions 22 and 23 of this decisiocn will avoid or

mitigatle the effects to vegetation and wildlife habitat which may

result

1s.0

from the construction of the pipeline.

CONCLUSIONS

Application 30204 by Kirkwoed PUD to appropriate water from

Capiles
supra.)

Lake for consumptive use should be denied.

(Section 9.1,
Application 30219 and the petition for partial

assignment of SFA 5645(9%9) by Alpine County for the direct
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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 5645(10) by Amador County for

the nonconsumptive use of water for recreation in Silver Lake

shculd be denied. (Secticon 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 Doradeo 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 Alocha 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 El1 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:

‘Petition for partial assignment of state filed
Application 5645(11) by Kirkwood, Inc.;

1=

2. Application 30204 by Kirkwood PUD;

W

Application 30219 and petition for partial assignment of
state filed Application 5645(9) by Alpine County;

132.




Application 30218 and petition for partial assignment of
stare filed Application 5645(10) by Amador County; and

Applications 29919, 29920, 29921, and 29922 by El Dorado.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that El Dorado’s petition for partial
assignment of state filed Application 5645(8) is approved subject
to standard permit terms 1, 2, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 80, and 119 and
special| conditions. Any portion of El Dorado’s petition for
partial| assignment of SFA 5645 (8) not expressly approved by this
order is denied. The assignment of SFA 5645(8) shall be subject
to the following special conditions:

All water appropriated under this approval is subject to the
county of origin preferences as required by Water Cocde
section 10505. Any water appropriated under this approval
is| subject to the right of Amador and Alpine Counties to
obtain appropriative rights to water necessary for their
development from the water originating in their respective

counties.?®?

Permittee shall make up to 200 afa of storage available in
Silver and Caples Lakes for existing and future uses in the
immediate vicinity of the lakes in the counties of origin.
This condition does not require the Permittee to obtain the
approval of PG&E or pay PG&E for the right to store water in
the lakes on behalf of applicants in the counties of origin.
In |the event that Permittee obtains ownership of PG&E’s El
Dorado Hydrocelectric Project, Permittee shall make up to 200
afa cf storage available in Silver and Caples Lakes without

cost to applicants in the counties of origin.

? This reservation does not and cannot grant water right applicants in
the counties of origin the right to divert and use water directly diverted or
diverted tc storage under PG&E’s rights at Caples and Silver Lakes.
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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.

The Place of Use is located within the Townships 8 through
11 North, inclusive, and Ranges 8 through 13 East,

inclusive, as defined in Application 5645; and within the
service area of El Dorado Irrigation District (excluding
service zones 9, 1l4,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 El1 Dorado Irrigation District" on file with the
Board.

No water shall be diverted under this approval until El1
Dorado has installed devices, satisfactory to the Board,
which are capable of measuring instantanecus 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,
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. Silver Lake, and Lake Aloha, and for computing water
available for direct diversion from Folsom Reservoir:

CAPLES LAKE USGS 11436900 RESERVOIR STAGE RECORDER ON
PGSE A5 CAPLES LAKE
CAPLES LAKE USGS 11437000 RATED STREAMFLOW RECORDER
OUTLET NEAR PG&E A6 BELOW CAPLES LAKE OUTLET
KIRKWOQD
SILVER LAKE USGS 11435900 RESERVOIR STAGE RECORDER ON
PG&E A8 SILVER LAKE
SILVER LAKE USGS 11436000 RATED STREAMFLOW RECORDER
OUTLET NEAR PG&E A9 BELOW SILVER LAKE OUTLET
KIRKWOOD
LAKE ALOHA PG&E At RESERVOIR STAFF GAGE ON
ALOHA LAKE
PYRAMI USGS 11435100 RATED STREAMFLOW GAGE
CREEK A PGEA40 RECORDER REPRESENTING
TWIN BRIDGES _ OUTFLOW FROM ALOHA LAKE
SOUTH FORK USGS 11439500 RATED STREAMFLOW GAGE
AMERICA PG&E A12 BELOW EL DORADO DIVERSION
RIVER NEAR DAM
KYBURZ (RIVER
ONLY)
. SOUTH FORK USGS 11439501 RATED STREAMFLOW GAGE IN EL
AMERICAN PG&E A11 DORADO CANAL BELOW EL
RIVER NEAR DORADO DIVERSION DAM
KYBURZ
(TOTAL FLOW)
EL DORADD PG&E A18 RATED STREAM GAGE IN EID
IRRIGATION CANAL MEASURING PG&E
DISTRICT DELIVERIES TO EID
DELIVERY
FOLSOM LAKE EID'S EL DORADO HILLS WATER PUMPED WATER CALCULATED
TREATMENT PLANT : FROM FLOW METER .
MEASUREMENT ]

5. No water shall be used under this approval until all
necessary federal, state, and local approvals have been

obtained.

6. The| total quantity of water to be diverted to storage at
Lake Alcha, Caples and Silver Lakes shall not exceed 32,931

acre-fest per annum. The Permittee is limited to a maximum
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10.

rediversion of 17,000 acre-feet of water stored in the lakes

in any one year. The maximum quantity of water represents .
the total quantity of supplemental water from PG&E sources

which may be rediverted under this permit.

No water shall be diverted to storage for consumptive use
until El1 Dorado: (1) has an executed agreement with PG&E
which gives El Dorado a measure of control over the
operation of Lake Alcoha 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 El Dorado in writing that he finds
that the agreement provides El Dorado with sufficient
contrcl over water which would be diverted to storage to
accomplish an appropriation of water within the meaning cof

the California Water Code.

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 any one year from November 1 through July 31.

The total quantity of water to be diverted by direct
diversion at Folsom Reservoir during any one year shall not
exceed 15,000 acre-feet, and will be limited to water
originating in the South Fork American River upstream of the
El Dorado Canal diversion near Kyburz.

The total quantity of water to be diverted in any one year

‘by direct diversion and rediversion of stored water shall be

limited to 17,000 acre-feet.
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11.

12.

13.

1l4.

The water appropriated at Lake Aloha shall be limited to the
gquantity which can be beneficially used and shall not exceed
350 acre-feet per annum toc be collected from November 1

through July 231.

The water appropriated at Caples Lake shall be limited to
the quantity which can be beneficially used and shall not
exceed 21,581 acre-feet per annum to be collected from
November 1 through July 31.

The permittee shall maintain the release, bypass, and lake
capacity reguirements imposed by FERC License 184,

Exhibit S. Jurisdiction is reserved to adopt conditions to
protect inlake and instresam beneficial uses of water if
permittee obtains ownership of PG&E’'s El Dorado
Hydroelectric Project and abandons the operation of the
licensed hydroelectric project. Permittee is required to
put the Board on notice at such time as it commences any
proceeding to abandon the project. Upon abandonment,
Permittee shall continue to cperate the components of the
hydroelectric project as if the FERC license requirements
for

still in effect. Permittee shall continue such operatiocns

protecting inlake and instream beneficial uses were

until such time as the Board exercises its reserved
jurisdiction and adopts conditions to protect in lake and
instream beneficial uses of water. In exercising its
reserved jurisdiction, no condition will be adcpted without
notice to El Dorado and other interested persons and the

oppocrtunity for a hearing.

To protect Caples Lake’s summer recreational uses, El Dorado
shall not redivert water released from the lake for
consumptive use, excluding nondiscretiocnary releases
reguired by FERC License 184 or the State Division of Safety

of| Dams, unless end-ocf-month (EOM) lake levels are at or
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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 undexr FERC License 184 during defined water-
year cypes:

Caples Lake

Minimum End of Month Lake Level Requirements

e —
JUNE JULY AUGUST (g‘ég?ERMg‘;‘;)
WATER-YEAR EOM EOM EOM o
TYPE GAGE HEIGHT | GAGE HEIGHT | GAGEHEIGHT | . .=OH -
(FEET) (FEET) (FEET) e
CRITICAL 45.9 44.8 43.1 43.1
DRY 56.0 559 482 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 appropriatad at Silver Lake shall be limited to
the quantity which can be beneficially used and shall not
exceed 5000 acre-feet per annum to be collected from
November 1 through July 31.

16. To prctect Silver Lake'’s summer recreational uses, El 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 Licénse 184 or
the State Division of Safety of Dams.

17. Conditicns 14 and 16 seek tc assure that the use of water
from Caples and Silver Lakes for consumptive use purposes
will nct have the effect of increasing the releases from the
lakes prior to Labor Day of each year, consistent with the
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nondiscretionary okligations imposed upon the operations of
these lakes by FERC License 184. Under Water Code section

"1394, the Board reserves jurisdiction over this permit, for

a periocd of ten years after El Dorado cbtains some measure

of

control over the water impounded in the lakes, to revise

these conditions or to promulgate other conditions which may |
more effectively assure the maintenance of the levels of
these lakes as high as possible through Labor Day consistent
with historical lake operation. Either El Dorado or other
interested persons having an interest in how the lakes are

operated may petition the Board to revise the tables or

propose other conditions for the maintenance of lake levels;

however, the proponent of such changes shall have the burden

of

producing evidence to support the requested changes. No

changes will be made to these conditions without notice to

El

Dorado and other interested persons and the opportunity

for a hearing.

Construction work shall begin within five years of the date

of

this permit and thersafter be prosecuted with reasonable

diligence.

Construction work shall be completed by December 31, 2006.

Complete applicacion of the water to the authorized use
shall be made by December 31, 2015.

The Board shall have continuing authority to revoke all or

any portion of the partial assignment of Application
5645(8), if El Dorado fails to diligently construct and
place water to beneficial use in accordance with conditions

18, 19, and 20. All or any portion of the revcked
assignment shall return to the Board and be available for
the reslease or assignment to E1 Dorado or others consistent

with the regquirsments of Water Code sections 10500 et sed.
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23.

24,

Prior to the £f£inalization of the route for the
pipeline/water delivery system identified in the £inal SEIR, .
EID shall conduct, in consultation with the DFG and USFWS,
reconnaissance surveys for state and federally listed
species-of-special concern. The surveys shall, in part,
guide the determination cf 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 surveys. 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 repcrts shall constitute the analysis and
mitigation/monitoriﬁg program for the subsequent

environmental assessments pursuant to the El 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

El Dorado Project and listed in Tables ES-1, revised (page

ES-5 through ES-27 and Table V-1, revised (page ES-31

through ES-43) specifically mitigation measures B-3, D-1

through D-19, F-9, F-10, F-16, and H-1 through H-12. (95
EDCWA/EID 96-A.)

El Dorado shall enter into a Warren Act Contract with the
Bureau for the use of Folsom Reservoir 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.

/77
///
/77
/17
///
/17
///
i/
///

inety days after obtaining approval to acquire PG&E’S
interests in the El Dorado Project from the California
FBublic Utilities Commission and the Federal Energy

- Regulatory Commission, permittee shall submit a written

report to the Board setting forth the legal basis under
which 15,080 afa of water is diverted into the El Dorado
Qanal and supplied to EID for consumptiVe use from the South
Fork American River, Lake Aloha, and/or Caples and Silver
Lakes. The report shall be accompanied by proofs necessary
30 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 continucus diversion and use.

he Board shall retain continuing jurisdiction to revise the
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
consider whether special conditions should be imposed upon
the rediversion of water released from Lake Aloha to protect
th2 benef:zial uses made of the water in the lake. Other
persons having an interest in how the lake is operated may
petiticn the Board to adopt conditions to regulate the
lake’s lavel; however, the proponent of such conditions
shall have the burden of producing evidence to support the
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requested condition. No condition will be approved without .
notice to El Dorado and other interested persons and the .

opportunity for a hearing.

A\

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 i o he
State Water Resources Control Board held on BﬁTﬁBER nﬁ2‘ﬁ9§

AYE: John P. Caffrey
John W.Brown
Marc Del Piero
James M. Stubchaer
Mary Jane Forster

NO: A None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

Administrative Assistant to the Board
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WATER SUPPLY & DEMAND REPORT - UPDATE 1996

1.0 SUMMARY

Demand: Total actual water demand in 1995 decreased 3,908 acre feet from 1994. The 30,062 acre
feet total actual demand in 1995 represents use of 72% of the District’s firm yield supply.

District water 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 consumption also decreased in 1995 to 25,373 acre feet, down from 26,307 acre feet used
in 1994. The most notable change in 1995 water demand was the 15.6% of unaccounted-for water,
down 7% from 1994,

Supply: All qLour of the District’s supply sources were relied upon in 1995. Because of several breaks
in the El Dorado Canal, the Forebay supply was reduced to 5,402 acre feet. Sly Park and Folsom
Lake were oxgerated to make up the difference, with 19,602 acre feet taken from Sly Park and 4,357
acre feet (an all time high) diverted from Folsom.

1995. Total potential demand is calculated to be 36,800 acre feet. This results in 4,900 acre feet of
unallocated supply. Using 0.6 acre feet per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) as the basis, this 4,900
acre feet ofjmallocated supply equals 8,166 EDUs.

1996 Water L;Availability: The system firm yield supply remains at 41,700 acre feet, unchanged from

2.0 BA&KGROUND

In Septemb%r 1991 a four-member Water Advisory Group issued the initial Water Supply and
Demand Report which presented that group's study of District supply and demand from 1984 througn
1990. This 1996 Update, like the annual updates before it, documents District water demand for
previous years as well as reports proposed system firm yield supply adjustments, if any. The updated
reports are based on actual prior year water use by District customers, established Board policy,
analyses by District staff, and input from the community. The format of this update is generally
consistent with that of the initial report.

3.0 CONCLUSIONS
Following are the conclusions which have been reached regarding the District's supply and demand

condition as of the end of 1995. The bases for these conclusions are presented in Section 4.0 of this
report.

3.1  Conclusions Regarding Supply

(a) The current system firm yield is 41,700 acre feet, an amount equal to that determined
in the 1995 Update Report.

(b) | 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-




WATER jUPPLY & DEMAND REPORT - UPDATE 1996

3.2 Concl

(a)

(®)

3.3 Conclusi

By maintainin
demand at 36
EDU, this 4,

4.0 BAS]

>

»

D00 acre feet of supply represents 8,166 EDUs.

usions Regarding Demand

Total actual demand in 1995 was 30,062 acre feet, down 3,908 acre feet from the
prior year’s total of 33,970 acre feet.

* 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.

on Regarding Supply/Demand Linkage

g 41,700 acre feet as the annual system firm yield, and setting the current total potential
800 acre feet, this yields 4,900 acre feet of unailocated supply. Using 0.6 acre feet per

ES FOR CONCLUSIONS

Listed below [are the key elements and refated criteria relied upon by District staff in developing the
conclusions presented in the preceding section.

4.1 BaseL
(@)

(®)

For Conclusiocns Regarding System Firm Yield Supply

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 of Directors 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.” '

The current firm yield supply of 41,700 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 Sly Park (how assumed at 2,000 acre feet)
were readjusted by the District in 1995, continue unchanged. In addition, the
hydrologic record now spans the water years 1908 through 1995. Included later in
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-




WATER SUPPLY & DEMAND REPORT - UPDATE 1996

4.2

©

(d)

Bases

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Other than the changes mentioned in (b) above, the system model! constraints and
protective contingencies included in the Abraham model have remained unchanged.
These model constraints (e.g. 2,000 acre feet minimum at Sly Park, limiting user
deficiencies to 20% annually, etc.) enhance the system's reliability to present
customers beyond the established 95% probability level.

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 of Reclamation had authorized the District to take up to 5,000 acre feet
of water from Folsom Lake in 1993 in part due to the Cleveland Fire's impact to the
District's Forebay supply).

For Conclusions Regarding Demand

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.

Latent water demand increased to 2,563 acre fest which is 187 acre feet more than
the prior vear.

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 135.

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 sample
average. (Note: because 1995 was an abnormal year in terms™f 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. Table
2B pertains to averages for the contiguous district for all user categories.
Table 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 average
consumption. The annual metered consumption remains unchanged and is
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.

- -




GLOSSARY
WATER TERM DEFINITIONS

| .
The following are water term definitions tailored to reflect EID's needs. It should be noted that
normal water| quantity measurements are gallons per day (gpd), cubic feet per month and acre feet
per year. 1

ACTIVE WALTER ACCOUNT: _

Any account established after September 1987 where the meter has been installed and the account
is charged a minimum monthly billing, regardless of recorded water use; or any account established
prior to September 1987 which has recorded water use or has changed ownership since 1987
(excluding those accounts temporarily disconnected for non-payment of a bill or seasonal accounts).

ACTIVE WATER METER: ) .
Any installed‘ water meter which has recorded water use during the prior year.

CURRENT ACTUAL WATER DEMAND: _ _ _ )
The quantity of water presently supplied by the District for all its uses, including all unaccounted-for
water. (This‘ excludes latent water demand.)

EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNIT (EDU): ) . o . .
The average water demand for a detached single family dwelling unit which 1s:typ1ca11y measured in
gallons per day or acre-feet per year but which does not include unaccounted-for water. (Should be
further defined when used, as to whether demand applies to an average dwelling unit for the District
or an averagF dwelling unit in a specific zone in the District).

INACTIVE WATER ACCOUNT: _ ;
Any accounq with a meter installed prior to September 1987 which has no recorded water use an -
has not changed ownership since 1987; 2 meter that has been temporarily disconnected because o
non-paymen% of a bill; a meter idle due to a change in ownership; or seasonal accounts.

The combined anticipated demand for water by all inactive accounts and uninstalled meters, if and

LATENT WATER DEMAND:
when placed%in service.

METERED ‘WATER CONSUMPTION: ) ) )

The total amount of measured and billed water which is delivered to EID customers. Th1§ could be
measured and totaled daily, weekly, monthly or yearly; but is usually measured and billed once every
two months.

POOL: ) o
The lowest Jolume of water required to be held in storage (at Sly Park) as determined by the District
Board of Directors.

NORMALIZED CONSUMPTION:

A calculated |annual amount of water consumption which is based on normal, unrestricted water use.

PROJECTED WATER DEMAND: ) .
Potential water demand plus the anticipated demand resulting from growth occurring through some
specified time in the future.

POTENTIAL SYSTEM FIRM YIELD: | o |
The quantity of water the integrated water system can potentially provide with fully assured Folsom
(7,550 af) and Crawford (4 cfs) supplies and associated infrastructure reinforcement.

| 5
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POTENTIAL l‘JVATER DEMAND:
The total amount of normalized water consumption, plus latent water demand and unaccounted-for
water. ’

SAFE YIELD _ ' )
The maximum annual quantity of water that can continuously be made available without deficiency,
each and every year, under hydrologic conditions similar to the most critical dry period of record.

SYSTEM FIRM YIELD:

-In EID’s Policy Statement No. 41, Water Supply Reliability, Firm Yield is defined as the annual

quantity of water which 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 will be accepted. Firm Yield of a source is assumed to be measured
at the point of water release.

UNACCOUNTED-FOR WATER: )
Water that is taken into the system from all of EID's main sources (Sly Park, Forebay, Folsom and
Crawford) but which is not delivered to the consumers or otherwise accounted for.

UNINSTALLED WATER METERS: ]
A meter which has been purchased to serve a parcel of land, but has not been installed nor has an

account been set up for billing purposes.

WATER SUPPLY MATRIX AND TEMPORARY WATER SHORTAGE RESPONSE
MEASURES: _
An adopted management program which establishes required water conservation measures to be
adhered to by District customers when water storage levels are below seasonal norms. The measures
are grouped into stages, with the stages becoming more burdensome as the water storage levels
decrease.

WATER YE&LR: o
A continuous|12-month period during which a complete cycle occurs, arbitrarily selected from the

© presentation of data relative to hydrologic or meteorologic phenomena. The U. S. Geological Survey

uses the period October 1 to September 30 in the publication of its records of stream flow.

ﬁjrc:05:22:96:upd:xtr.96




.ABLE 1

ELL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

TOTAL ANNUAL ACTUAL SYSTEM WATER

DEMAND AND CONSUMPTION

3
 Unaccounted |
1995 30,062 25,373 4,689 26,407 1.14 acre feet 0.961 acre feet
1994 33,970 26,307 7,663 22.6% 26,058 1.30 acre feet 1.010 acre feet
1993 30,324 23,897 6,427 21.2% 25,501 1.19 acre feet 0.937 acre feet
1992 32,220 25,273 6,947 21.6% 25,099 1.28 acre feet 1.007 acre feet
1991 30,642 22,053 8,589 28.0% 24,582 1.25 acre feet 0.897 acre feet
1990 30,770 22,193 8,577 27.9% 23,428 1.31 acre feet 0.947 acre feet
1989 30,947 20,729 10,218 33.0% 21,891 1.41 acre feet 0.947 acre feet
1986 38,004 16,912 21,092 55.5% 17,653 2.15 acre feet 0.958 acre feet

SOURCE: Data for 1989 through 1995 taken {from Annual Water Delivery and Consumption Reports.
SOURCE: Data for 1986 derived from 1986 EID Report to State Water Resources Coantrol Board.

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 District customers.

Column 3 - represents amount of water taken into system but not measured and billed (o customers.

Column 5 - represents the total number of active accounts, including residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural and municipal.
The City of Placerville has 9 municipal accounts serving more than 2,400 city accounts.
Excludes satellite water systems and associated customer accounts (i.e. Swansboro, Strawberry and Outingdale).

* Note: These values represent trends in overall water usage and must be used with care to avoid misunderstanding and misrepresentation.

Table_1.wk4:saf:22-Apr-96



TABLE 2A
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
AVERAGE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION PER ACTIVE ACCOUNT
(Excluding Unaccounted for Water)

~ Metered:: Consumptio
(in-acrefeet}:

989 f - - 1995 =199 995 -
Single-Family Residential 17,783 | 19344 | 20423 | 20937 ’ 21,071 | 21.530 | 21,765 61225 | 68324 | 7.442.6 | 85754 | 8.620.4 | 9.522.0 | 94246
Multi-Family Residential 189 194 200 203 \ an 484 482 7967 | 8G2.3 | 3612 | 990.8 | 1.152.8 | 1279.8 | 12387
(% of units served ) 3.475) | (3.53%) | (3.839) | (3.869) | (4.459) | (3.467) | (4.469
Domestic Irigation 2,837 | 2760 | 2,736 | 2,704 | 2,686 | 2.743 | 2,73 3233.0 | 3353.0 | 3354.9 | 4.132.4 | 3,8182 | 43164 | 43046
Agricultural Metered Irrigation ‘ 223 231 228 230 234 236 221 55231 | 5.859.6 | 5.6763 | 63402 | 53475 | 5.798.4 |3.882.1
Recreational Turf Services (1) ! — — ae - - - 33 - - - - . - 14434
Commercial 660 749 730 307 813 855 876 12284 | 1,389.7 | 1500.8 | 1.636.7 | 1,7802 | 2,028.9 | 1,527.7
Industrial 16 17 14 14 14 14 8 455.1 | 2863 | 2635 | 2674 | 119.1 144.7 | 2521
Municipal-City of Placerville 3 3 8 3 8 9 9 11281 | 11468 | 1,1022 | 13247 | 1,336.8 | 1.430.8 | 1,440.0
(# of accounts served ) 263) | 2391) | 2.414) | £2.416) | (2.435) | (2467 | (2476)
Ditches (2) 110 125 128 131 133 122 102 2.075.5 | 22915 | 1.767.1 | 1,908.8 | 1,654.5 | 1,702.2 | 1,7519
Construction Meters 65 63 65 65 65 65 65 167.0 | 231.0 | 849 96.6 | 674 84.0 | 1075
i ! -
CONTIGUOUS TOTALS 21,891 | 23423 | 24.582 | 25,099 ] 25.501 | 16,058 | 26,407 20,729 | 22,193 ; 22053 | 25273 } 23,897 | 26307 | 25373

User Categor
©1992 11993

.ﬂgl&F amily Residential 033 0.36 0.41 041 044 | 043 043
Mulli-Family Residential 422 413 4.31 4.38 2.42 .64 237 2.54
Domestic [rrgation 1.14 121 123 1.53 142 1.57 1.55 1.51
Agricultural Metered Irrigation 24.77 | 2537 | 24.90 27.57 | 2285 2457 | 1157 2531 (3)
Recreational Turf Services (1) - - - - — - 1739 oy
Commercial 1.86 1.36 1.92 2.03 .19 2.37 174 2.10
Industrial ‘ 28.44 16.84 18.82 19.10 3.51 10.33 14.01 1122

| |
Municipal.City of Placerville 141.01 | 14335 | 137.77 | 165.59 ‘ 167.10 | 15898 | 160.00 ‘ 161.33
Ditches (2) 18.87 18.33 13.31 14.57 12,44 13.95 17.18 14.31
Canstruction Meters 257 3.55 1.31 149 1.04 1.29 1.65 133
SOURCE: Anoual Consumption Report by Zone and User Category.

(1) The Reereational Turf Services category was added in May 1995. Asa consequence, 4 Single-Family, 9 Domestic Irrigation. 9 Agricultural Metered

Irrigation, and 57 Commercial

were T

(2) The actual number of ditch accounts that were active during the year is more accurately identified starting in 1995,

(3) The Agricultural Metered Irri

(4) Average Use for each category

d to this new category. In additon, 4 new Recreational Turf accounts were also added in 1995,

.‘ The 1995 Agricultural Metered Consumption exctudes 473 acre feet of water used in 1995 by 9 reclassified Recreational Turf Services accounts (see footnote 1 abave).

Table_2A.wkd:f:17-May-96
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Average Use is calculated based on use during the period 1992-1994 because 1995 was an abnormal year in tenns of rainfall and crop preduction.
is calculated using the total metered consumption for the 3-year period, divided by the total number of active accounts for the same period.




TABLE 2B

(Excluding Unaccounted for Water)

EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
AVERAGE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION PER ACTIVE METER

umber Of Active- Meters
(As'af December:31st) -
o 1 994 5
Single-Family Residential 19,133 19,676 20,078 8.620.4 9.522.0 9.424.6
Multi-Family Residential 475 473 479 1.152.83 1279.8 1238.7
(# of units served ) (4.449) (4.437) (4.45%)
Domestic Irrigation 2672 2732 277 3.8182 43164 4304.6
Agricultural Metered Irrigation 27 229 216 53475 5,798.4 3.882.1'
Recreationa! Turf Services (1) — — 32 - - 14434
Commercial 781 820 828 1.780.2 2.028.9 1,527.7
Industrial ’ 13 ‘ 13 17 119.1 144.7 252.1
Municipal-City of Placerviile ‘ 7 T 8 8 13368 1430.8 1.440.0
(# of accounts served ) 2.435) (2.467) (2.476)
I

Ditches (2) 133 120 100 1,654.5 1,702.2 17519
Construction Meters 65 65 63 674 84.0 1075
CONTIGUOUS TOTALS 23,506 ‘ 24,141 I 24.644 23,397 26,307 25373

i

J
gle-Family Residential

|
Multi-Family Residential 2.43 2.68 | 2.59 2.56

i
Domestic Irrigation 1.43 1.58 1.55 1.52

—

Agricultural Metered [rrigation 23.56 25.32 17.97 26.02 (3]
Recreational Turf Services (1) o - 17.60 ﬁ' o
Commercial 2238 247 1.85 220
Industrial 9.16 11.13 14.83 12.00
Municipal-City of Placerviile 190.97 178.85 180.00 182.94
Ditches (2) 12.44 14.19 17.52 14.47

I
Construction Meters 1.04 1.29 1.65 1.33

SQURCE: Annual Consumption %;
(1) The Reercational Twf Servicey

rt by Zone and User Category, REVISED for the 1996 Update to the Water Supply & Demand Report.

category was added ia May 1995. As a consequence, 4 Single-Family, 9 Domestic Irrigation, 9 Agricultural Metered

Lrrigation, and 57 Commercial accounts were reassigned to this new category. In additon, 4 new Recreational Turf accounts were also added in 1995.
(2) Theactual nunber of ditch accounts that were active during the year is more accurately identified starting in 1995,

(4) Average Use (or cach categol

‘ The 1995 Agricultural Met

Table_2B.wk4:saf:17-May-96

(3) The Agriculturai Metered I&:éf
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tion Average Use is calculated based on use during the period 1992-1994 because 1995 was an abnormal year in terms of rainfall and crop prodsxcziou.
is calculated using the tatal metered consumption for the 3-year period. divided by the total number of active meters with usage for the same period.
Cousumption excludes 473 acre feet of water used in 1995 by 9 reclassified Recreational Turf Services accounts (see foomote 1 above).




. QBLE 3 , .

CITY OF PLACERVILLE

Total
Aécounts | facrefeet)
915 2,154 432 322 1,347 2,476
(.43 affacct) (1.34 af/acct)
898 2,153 528 34 1,426 2,467 0.578 1,431 80.55 -75.55 -5.3% 0.580
(.42 affacct) (1.68 affaccl) (7) {7)
809 2,124 421 in 1,230 2,435 0.505 1,337 74.64 32.36 2.4% 0.549
(-38 affacct) (1.35 affacct) '
833 2,104 387 312 1,220 2416 0.505 1,328 74.64 30.36 2.3% 0.548
(.40 alfacct) (1.24 al/acct)
833 2,097 366 3 1,199 2414 0.497 1,102 75.14 See See See
(.40 affacct) (1.16 alfacct) (4 Note Note Note
734 2,077 378 314 Lil2 2,391 0.465 1,147 25.04 See See 0.480
, (.35 affacct) (1.20 af/acct) Note Note
S - —
' 653 1,953 332 ji0 985 2,263 0.435 1,128 17.40 108.20 9.6% 0.499
(.33 affacct) (1.07 affacct)
626 1,864 307 308 933 2,172 0.430 1,050 44.12 72.88 6.9% 0.483
(.34 affacct) (1.00 affacct)

(1) SOURCE: Letter to the District dated January 25, 1996 from Steve Calfee, Interim Conununity Development Direclor, City of Placerville.

(2) SOURCE: El Dorado Irrigation District billing records for 9 City meters,

(3) The total demand per account includes unaccounted for walter.

(4) The 1991 1otal number of accounts represents a 23 EDU increase taken from the 1990 Crawford Allocation of 105 EDUs.

(5) Estimated City Use includes water used by municipal buildings and irrigation of landscaping and Cily parks. This use is metered by the City, however,
inoperable meters and erroneous meter reads have contribuled to the tluctuations in usage between years. These numbers should be used with caution.

(6) Asof July 1991, the City reclaims filter backwash water at their main water treatment plant, which saves approximalely 25 acre-feet of
unaccounted for waler annually. It is recognized, however, that the unaccounted for water statistics may be suspect.

(7) The estimated Cily waler use in 1994 has been adjusted since the 1995 Update. The City determined that erroneous meter reads contributed to the
overstated usage, however, the resuliing unaccounted for water values are still questionable.

Note: Reconciliation of the 1991 City consumption report with the District's 1991 billing records uncavered a discrepancy whereby the City consumed more
water than was actually measured and billed by EID. Investigation revealed that two six-inch compownd meters were operating improperly and measuring
less than actual deliveries, which may have been a trend beginning in 1990. Repairs ta these meters were initiated immediately upon discovery.
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QLE 4A

EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
AVERAGE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION PER SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ACCOUNT
BASED ON 5% SAMPLE OF TOTAL ACCOUNTS

-'['[-

WESTERN SERVICE AREA
02 El Dorado Hills 0.66 0.70 0.73 0.70 0.54 0.56 0.56 0.55 0.58 0.62
04 Cameron Park 0.55 0.54 0.50 0.53 0.38 0.37 0.39 0.38 0.42 0.43
05 Shingle Springs 0.51 0.51 0.56 0.53 0.35 0.40 0.38 0.38 0.33 047
10
CENTRAL SERVICE AREA
06 El Dorado 0.43 0.61 0.72 0.59 038 0.39 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.40
07 Diamond Springs 0.51 0.48 0.49 0.49 030 0.37 0.39 0.35 0.39 0.44
18,28 Placerville 0.32 0.44 0.44 0.40 0.27 0.32 0.37 0.32 0.32 0.34
03 Coloma/Lotus 0.56 0.50 0.70 0.59 © 031 0.36 0.56 041 0.33 0.60
10 Camino 0.31 0.33 0.40 0.35 0.25 0.26 0.32 0.28 0.32 0.35
11 Pleasant Valley 0.52 0.57 0.46 0.52 0.29 0.37 0.30 0.32 041 0.30
oag | | ods 34
EASTERN SERVICE AREA
12 Sly Park 0.23 0.24 0.26 0.24 0.21 0.24 0.20 0.22 0.26 0.28
13 Pollock Pines 0.26 0.23 0.25 0.25 0.19 0.25 0.20 0.21 0.23 0.24
o
049

(1) 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 in the source for said data.
Shaded areas contain weighted averages which reflect total sample size (i.e. not arithmetic averages).
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EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
AVERAGE ANNUAL METERED CONSUMPTION AND ACTUAL NUMBER OF ACTIVE ACCOUNTS
FOR ALL ACTIVE SINGLE FAMILY ACCOUNTS
(In Acre Fecet)

1993:1995

WESTERN SERVICE AREA
02 El Dorado Hills 0.70 044 047 046 054 052 058 0.56 0.56 3,387 3,876 4,363 4,591 4,791 4983 5058
04 Cameron Park 0.53 035 037 037 042 043 045 043 0.44 3,767 4,040 4,333 4,390 4,435 4,609 4,800
05 Shingle Springs 053 039 041 041 048 047 051 048
CENTRAL SERVICE AREA
06 El Dorado 0.59 035 033 034 041 043 0.46 0.45 290 347 355 354 357 359 358
07 Diamond Sprgs 0.49 038 036 035 042 042 042 0.43 2,512 2,788 2,867 2924 2,868 2873 2,842
18,28  Placerville 0.40 034 035 037 038 038 (141 0.40 1,643 1,736 1,759 L7281 1,741 1,756 1,775
03 Coloma/Lotus 0.59 034 038 039 046 046 0.46 0.46 402 455 472 482 482 501 488
' 10 Camino 1 035 033 032 033 037 034 (.38 0.36 LUS 1,202 1231 1,281 1,265 1,275 1,262
:(\_)‘ t Pleasant Valley 0.52 031 033 036 040 038 0.39 0.41 511 5317 558 575 569 585 589
0367 00 ga0r 0y o || oar 7| |
EASTERN SERVICE AREA
12 Sly Park (2) 0.24 019 017 023 020 022 024 027 0.24 1,164 1,227 1,305 1,312 1,319

13 Pollock Pines (2) 025 021 018 023 020 022 023 027 0.24 1,948 1,996 2,033 2,045 2,046

§ -
SOURCE: Sample Averages from Table 4A. Actual Water Use and Actual Numbcer of Active Accounts from the Annual Consumption Report by Zone and User Category.

(1) 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 in part (o the additional conscrvation imposed by the Cleveland Fire Emergency during the last quarter of 1992,
(3) In 1993 the actual number of accounts 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 boundarics have changed slightly depending upon their source of waler supply.
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TABLE 5§
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
ESTIMATED LATENT WATER DEMAND
as of December 31, 1995

Single-Family Inactive Accounts 74 . 145 68
Single-Family Uninstalled Meters 1,418 69 14
Total Single-Family Residential ] 1,492 214 82
1993-95 Average Unit Consumption

per Active Meter 0.56 0.44 0.25

Latent Demand in Acre Feet 836 94 21

Commercial Inactive Adccounts 14 2.20 31
Commercial Uninstalled Meters ' ' \ \
Meter/Public (1) 13 2.20 28
Meter/Private (1) 63 2.20 139
Business Park (1) : 8 2.20 13
Potable Landscape 7 2.20 15
. EDUs per EDU
Multi-Fami!ly Inacrivel Accounts 6 255 0.28 7
Multi-Famiiy Uninstalled Meters 105 517.75 0.28 145
Industrial Inactive Acpounts 3 12.00 36
Industrial Uninstalled Meters 2 12.00 24
Imigation Inactive Accounts
Domestic Irrigation 23 1.52 35
Agricultural Irrigation 21 26.02 (3) 546
Ditches 34 14.47 492
Agricultural Irrigation Uninstalled Meters 2 2602 (3) 52
Municipal
City of Placerville (1) 79 0.544 (2 43

(1) Latent demand for these categories is estimated by converting equivalent dwelling units into a corresponding number of meters.
(2) Refer to Table 3 for City of Placerville consumption data.
(3) The Agricultural Irrigation, Average Unit Consumption, is calculated based on water use during the period 1992-1994

because 1995 waslr;l abnormal year in terms of rainfall and crop production.

o 12
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EL DORADO

TABLE 6A
IRRIGATION DISTRICT

199§ NORMALIZED CONSUMPTION AND POTENTIAL DEMAND

Western Service Arejz
Central Service Are
Eastern Service Are

11,086
7,314
3,365

Multi-Family Units (482 connections) 4,469
Domestic Irrigation 2,786
Agricultural Metered Irrigation 221
Recreational Turf Services 83
Cammercial 876
Industrial 18

unicipal (9 connecrions) (1) 2,476
Ditches 102
Construction Meters 65

0.28

1.52

2602 (3)
17.60

2.20

12.00
0.544

1447

1.33

3

| +Subtotal All Other Categories

TOTAL NORMALIZED CONSUMPTION (single-family and all other categories)

UNACCOUNTED FOR WATER (1993/1994/1995 average) (2)

jadnbsat AW AT ksl nd o
QLA LVt Ll

4:’5;.#' EMAND (fom Table 5)

TOTAL POTENTIAL

DEMAND (before rounding)

(1) Municipal per unit co
(2) A 3-year average has
(3) The Agricultural Mets

because 1995 was an gbnormal year in terms of rainfall and crop production.

Table_6A.wk4:saﬁiZ-MaJ/-96
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psumption is not an average and is taken from Table 3, City of Placerville Water Use Statistics. ]
been calculated to normalize the unaccounted-for water number and provide stability against annual fluctuatons.
tred Irrigation, Average Unit Consumption, is calculated based on water use during the period 1992-1994



TABLE 6B
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
SINGLE- FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SUMMARY
AVERAGE CONSUMPTION BY SERVICE AREA

Western Service Area 4,987.0 55985 | 55035 16,089.0
Central Service Area 2,895.5 3,135.8 3,021.5 9,052.8
Eastern Service Area 737.7 787.6 899.6 2,424.9
DISTRICT TOTALS 8,620.2 9,521.9 9,424.6 27,566.7 |

Western Service Area 9,139 9,598 9,963 28,700
Central Service Area 6,346 6,910 6,904 20,660
Eastern Service Area . 3,148 3,168 3,211 9,527
DISTRICT TOTALS 19,133 19,676 20,078 58,887

1 10,824

Western Service Area 10,45 11,086 32,361
Central Service Area 7,282 7,349 7,314 21,945
Eastern Servide Area 3,338 3,357 3,365 10,060
DISTRICT TOTALS 21,071 21,530 21,765 64,366

Western Service Area 0.56 0.50
Central Servige Area 0.44 0.41
Eastern Servige Area 0.25 0.24
DISTRICT 4 VF:"RAGE 0.47 0.43

SOURCE: Annual Consuprtiou Report by Zone and User Category, Revised for the 1996 Update to the Water Supply & Demand Report.
(1) Thbe 1993 - 95 average unit consumption is calculated using the total metered consumption for the 3-year period, divided by the total
number of active meters with usage, or the total gumber of active accounts for the same period.

-15-
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EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
AVERAGE METERED CONSUMPTION BY CATEGORY

1986 - VS - 1995

-9‘[—

All Domestic Meters
includes single-family, multi-fumily (1) 16,694 9,324.6 0.56 25,033 14,967.9 0.60 7.1%
and domestic irrigation (2)
Commercial Meters (2) 448 513.7 1.15 876 1,527.7 1.74 51.3%
Industrial Meters 16 129.4 8.09 18 252.1 10.33 27.7%
Agricultural Irvigation Meters (2) 251 5,584.4 22.25 221 3,882.1 17.57 -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 Water Resources Control Board.

(1) Refers to number of meters serving multi-family complexes (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 and Ditch categories because they are not germane (o the comparative analysis in this report.
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TO:
FROM:
VIA:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

The analysis

1 Dorado Irrigation District

MEMORANDUM

Rob Alcott EMO0396-043
Sharon Fraser /{/

David Powell Xﬂ

March 21, 1996

1996 System Firm Yield

of the system firm yield for 1996 has been completed using the Abraham Model.

As the attached table indicates, the modeling parameters have not changed since last year with the
following exception. The hydrologic record has been updated through the 1995 water year, which

includes Qctg

The resuits of’

ber 1994 through September 1995.

the computer modeling confirm the system firm yield to be 41,700 acre feet, which

is unchanged from 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 this firm yield. The El Dorado Hills water treatment plant must be expanded to 20
MGD; the Reservoir A water treatment plant must be upgraded and expanded; and the Oakridge

pump station
required.

must be expanded or some other source for pumping into Cameron Park will be

If you have any questions or need additional information please contact me at extension 4112.

5A£ULQ_V) m

Sharon Fraser
SF:alm

Attachment

-17-
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Memorandum No. E0396-043

March 21, 1996 d‘diﬁ* Q'Mi)ﬁii b }‘%’ g
Page 2 of 2 / (}1 01/\, C JJM:;‘,\\\ ’}j

g

_8'[-

/SYSTEM FIRM YIELD

/’IL\ INPUT PARAMETERS

p —

:DESCRIPTION: :
PG&E Forebay Reservoir . 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 0 cfs 0cfs 0 cfs 200 af @ 200 af @
Sly Park Minimum Storage I evel 4,000 af 4,000 af 4,000 af 4,000 af 2,000 af 2,000 af
Reservoir A Max. Delivery Rate } 80Fcfs 77 cfs 77 cfs 77 cfs 77 cfs 77 cfs
EDHWTP Max. Delivery Rate 10‘ cfs 8.8 cfs 8.8 cfs 8.8 cfs 18 cfs® 18 cfs
Hydrologic Record (Water Years) 1921 - 1990 1921 - 1990 1908 - 1992 1908 - 1993 1908 - 1994 1908 - 1995

(1) Model runs indicate 200 acre feet results in a flow to Reservoir 7 of approximately 1 cfs average for April, May and June.
(2) The El Dorado Hills Water Treatment Plant underwent an expansion from 8.8 cfs to 18 cfs in 1994,



EJI Dorado Irrigation District

MEMORANDUM
TO: Rob Alcott EMO0496-062
FROM: Sharon Fraser/Dave Powell
VI1A: Dale Bohnenberger
DATE: Apnl 11, 1996

SUBJECT: | 1995 Unaccounted-for Water Analysis

Background

The purpose of this memorandum is to discuss the underlying causes contributing to the considerably
lower unaccounted-for water realized in 1995. As shown in the table below, the unaccounted-for
losses in 1995 were 15.6 percent, a decrease of 7.0 percent from 1994.

cars of Data | “ Unaccountéd-for | Unaccounted-for = Dec1"3a5‘3/Ianease i
-Available | Water Annually Water Percentage | ~from Previous Year. .
1995 4,689 af 15.6 % 7.0 %
1994 7,663 af 226% +1.4%
® 1993 6,427 af 212% -0.4%
1992 6,947 af 21.6% -64%
1991 8,589 af 28.0% +0.1%
1990 8,577 af 279 % -5.1%
1989 10,218 af 33.0% : -22.5%
1986  21,092af 55.5 %

Our investigation revealed not only positive factors that contributed to the reduction of losses in
1995, but also unavoidable circumstances that caused the 1994 number to be considerable higher than
“normal.” District staff has calculated the estimated savings or losses based on observations and
general assumptions. These numbers are presented to illustrate the magnitude of the savings or loss.
Caution should be exercised in using these values beyond the scope of this memorandum.

Detailed below are the findings of our analysis, based upon information and data collected from
Engineering, Meter Services and Operations & Maintenance.

<=19-
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Memorandum
April 11, 1996
Page 2 of 3

Findings

The following
in unaccounte

D

2)

4)

3)

6)

7

8)

%)

No. E0496-062

factors contributed to an increase in unaccounted-for water in 1994; or a reduction
d-for water in 1995,

In 1994, the Main Ditch between Forebay and Reservoir 1 was in operation for 12 months. In

1995 this

same segment of ditch was in operation for only 7 months (water was pumped from

Reservoir A to Reservoir 1 the remaining time). Using estimated loss rates from the Handbook

of Water C

onveyance, losses in this section of ditch are calculated to be 1,143 acre feet in 1994,

and only 597 acre feet in 1993, a difference of 546 acre fest. It is significant to note that over 380
acre feet of the 1995 savings occurred during 2 summer months when losses are the greatest.

O&M estimates that losses are approximately 50% for the remainder of this ditc}% system, which
includes the Main Ditch below Reservoir 1, the Iowa Ditch and the Gold Hill Ditch. Using the
water treatment plant daily log sheets, the ditch flows bypassed at Reservoir 1 were calculated

to be 3,4¢
factor, in 1
acre feet,

8 acre feet in 1994 and 1,457 acre feet in 1995, Therefore, applying the 50% ]os§
994 the loss was 1,734 acre feet, and only 729 acre feet in 1995, a difference of 1,005

In 1994, an estimated 60 acre feet of loss occurred due to high start-up losses in the segment of

ditch betw

een Forebay and Reservoir 1. This additional loss was a result of the ditch being so

dry from lack of use during the PG&E canal outage and below normal rainfall. In l99§, there
were minimal start-up losses because the ground was aiready saturated due to record rainfall.

In 1994, approximately 152 acre feet of water was required to fill Blakeley Reservoir, which was

empty due

to the PG&E canal outage. Blakeley Reservoir was already full at the beginning of

the 1995 ditch irrigation season.

An aggres
savings of
Programs

sive meter testing program by the Meter Services Division resulted in an estima?ed
1,204 acre feet in 1995. Source: Memorandum No. MS0396-2460, “Meter Testing

(Large & Small) Status Report,” dated March 27, 1996.

Due to above normal precipitation in 1995, an estimated 562 acre feet of rainfall was added to

the piped
uncovered

system at uncovered reservoirs, including Bass Lake. Likewise, evaporation at
reservoirs was considerably reduced. The annual evapotransporation rate in 1995 was

almost 7 inches less than in 1994, which equates to approximately 73 acre feet of additional

water.

The Reservoir A Water Treatment Plant began operating on automatic floats in 1995. "I'his
reduced operational spills at Reservoirs 2 and 2A to approximately 2 acre feet in 1895, a savings
of 135 acre feet from 1994.

Capital improvement waterline replacements in 1995 saved an estimated 33 acre feet of water.

In 1995, th

e District terminated the Sly Park Intertie flushing to Clear Creek from the Reservoir

1 Water Treatment Plant. In 1994, O&M released 482 acre feet, which was reduced to 390 acre

feet in 199

5, a savings of 92 acre feet.
-20-



Memorandum No. E0496-062
April 11, 1996
Page 3 of 3

As illustrated above, annual unaccounted-for water numbers can be affected by many factors. Despite
diligent effort from District personnel, losses can fluctuate from year to year simply because of
changes in system operations and abnormal weather conditions. In 1995 it appears that both
favorable operation and weather conditions combined to create the low unaccounted-for water.
However, thesg circumstances will not necessarily occur in future years on a consistent basis.

Engineering staff 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 higher losses that are inherent to normal operations and drier weather patterns.

Three different options are proposed for consideration in Table 6 of the Water Supply & Demand
Report. Attached are draft copies of Table 6 showing the resulting Total Potential Demand using
each option. In order to maintain the operational contingency described above, staff recommends the
adoption of either Option 2 or Option 3.

‘Option 1 he prior year’s unaccounted-for water number has been used to determine’the
potential demand. This option is consistent with previous report updates. The
unaccounted-for water number has not been stabilized by 3-year or 3-year averaging.

Option2  Uses a S-year average to “normalize” the unaccounted-for water number. A 5-year
average would provide the greatest stability when annual fluctuations occur in
unaccounted-for water due to operational changes, acts of nature or abnormal weather
conditions.

Option3  Uses a 3-year average to “normalize” the unaccounted-for water number. A 3-year .
average would also provide stability, but reacts more quickly to ongoing decreases in
unaccounted-for water attributed to factors other than operational changes and
abnormal weather conditions.

Please advise if we can be of further assistance.

haron Fraser Dave Powell

SF/DP:Imp

Attachments: |Table 6 - Option 1; Table 6 - Option 2; Table 6 - Option 3

cc:  Bruce Adams John Kingsbury
Reggie Beaulieu Ken Meyer
Steve Hutchings Gary Meyers
Ron Jones
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TABLE 6-OPTION 1
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1995 NORMALIZED CONSUNMPTION AND POTENTIAL DEMAND

Sample Actual ‘ Sample Actual
Average Averaze Average Average
Location: 1984 - 86 1993 -95 1984 - 86. 1993 - 95
Western Service Area 11,086 0.60 0.50 5,543
Central Service Area 7,314 0.46 2,999
Eastern Service Area 3,365 0.24

Multi-Family (482 connecgtions) 4,469

Domestic Irrigation 2,786

Agricultural Metered [rriTalian ' ' o : ' 4,807 4,807
Recreational Turf Serviczr ' 1,443 1,443
Commercial 1,840 1,840
.u.rtrz‘al 202 202
Municipal (9 conne 1,347 1,347
Ditches 1431 1,460 1,460

1.33

zSubtotal All Other Meters 5_

Construction Meters

TOTAL POTENTIAL DEMAND (before rounding)

TOTA4L POTENTIAL DEMAND

(1) Municipal per unit consumption is not an average and is takeu from Table 3, City of Placerville Water Use Statistics. ] )
(2) The 1993-95 average is used in both nomnalized consumption columas for the All Other Categories section because 1984-86 data is unavailable.

|
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1995

TABLE 6-OPTION 2
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT .
NORMALIZED CONSUMPTION AND POTENTIAL DEMAND

Location:
Western Service Area
Central Service Area
Eastern Service Area

Sample

Average

1984 -86
11,086 0.60
7,314 0.46

3,365 0.24

Actual
Average
1993 - 95

Sample
Average

Actual
Average
1993 - 95

5,543
2,999
808

Domestic Irrigation
Agricultural Metered Irr
Recreational Turf Servic
Commercial

ndustrial
Municipal (9 connection
Ditches

Construction Meters

Multi-Family (482 conn :

ctions)

igation

9

es

1431

1.33

“Subtotat All :O{iié}'_;&[etér;'r:;‘i | g

TOTAL POTENTIAL DEMAND (before rounding)

36,788

(1) Musicipal per unit consumption is not an average and is taken from Table 3, City of Placerviile Water Use Statistics.

(3) A five yearaverage has

(2) The 1993-95 average isF;ls
1+

TABLE_S, OPTION_Z.MT :safi29-Mar-96
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TABLE 6 - OPTION 3
EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1995 NORMALIZED CONSUMPTION AND POTENTIAL DEMAND

Sample Actual

Actual

Average Average Average

Location: \ 198+ - 86 1993-95 1993 - 95
Western Service Area 11,086 0.60 0.50 : 5,543
Central Service Area 7,314 0.46 54 2,999

Eastern Service Area

808

Multi-Family (432 connections) 4,469 1,207 1,207

Domestic Irrigation 2,786 ,207 4,207

Agricultural Metered Irrigation . 221 4,307 4,307

Recreational Turf Services 33 1,443 1,443
Commercial 1,840 1,840
ustrial 202 202
Lunicipal (9 conn 1,347 1,347
Ditches 1,460 1,460
Construction Meters 1.33

" Subtotal AU Other Meters ™| -

ER (1993/1994/1995 average) (3)

ND (from Table 5)

TOTAL POTENTLAL DEMAND (before rounding)

(1) Municipal per unit consumption is ot an average and is taken from Table 3, City of Placerville Water Use Statistics. . .
(2) The 1993-95 average is \ted in both normalized consumption columas for the All Other Categories section because 1984-86 data is unavailable.
(3) A three yearaverage has been calculated for this update due to the abnonmally low 15.6% unaccounted for water experience in 1995.

TABLE_SG, OPTION_3.wk4:5af:29-Mar-96 -24-




El Dorado Irrigation District

MEMORANDUM
TO: Rob Alcott MS0396-2460
FROM: Regis Beaulieu
/
VIA: Bruce Adams @'
DATE: March 27, 1996
SUBJECT: Meter Testing Programs (Large & Small) Status Report

BACKGROUND:

From mid 1994, the Meter Services Division, ran a series of AWWA accuracy tests of small meters
(3/4" and 1") that have been measuring water consumption during the past fourteen to eighteen years
to determine losses or unaccounted water. The staff also found twelve older and larger meters (both
Rockwell and non-Rockwell) that were too large for the application required. Two examples found
- were a 4-inch Sparling which would only measure accurately with water flows of more than 60
GPM ‘and a 6-inch meter whose lower end accuracy was at 100 GPM. In 1995, these meters were
replaced or a smaller bypass meter was installed to measure lower flows with greater accuracies.

- FINDINGS:

The smaller meters ( 3/4 to 1 inch) were tested in accordance with AWWA criteria and resulted in
losses of 2% tg 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 compound meters (two to 6-inch) testing commenced in February 1995 and fire hydrant
meters (3-inch) followed in May 1995. It should be noted that neither of these large type meters
were ever tested for accuracy since being installed, some dating as far back as 1979. The District's
large meter maintenance program, prior to 1995, was to repair meters when they were found to be
stuck or replaced when found to be outdated or lack spare parts for repairs.

Forty-eight large 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 compound meters, of six inch capacity, are not included in the stated loss estimate - both
testing within AWWA accuracies. The forty-eight compound meter test results are further detailed
in the attached memo MS0895-073 (Attachment A).

ACTION TAKEN:

As a result of all the tests conducted in 1994 and 1995; Meter Services has continued to repafr or
replace large and 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-
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four and six-in

installed during
was installed at

ch range, to more accurately measure low flow water usage. Two 12 inch meters
the 1960's at Sierra Pacific Lumber were replaced and one two-inch "Turbo" meter
Sly Park Headquarters facility to measure its usage as well as at the wash-rack and

campsites - contributing to the decrease of unaccounted for water losses in 1995.
It is estimated
replacements an
compound met

that 1,204 acre feet (AF) of water is now accounted for from th.ese meter
d the recently installed bypasses required for the testing, repair and recalibration of
ers and testing of the fire hydrant meters.

TOTAL ACRE FEET ACCOUNTED FOR

Meter

Sizes AF Estimates Replaced Meters
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 propeller meter used by the City of Placerville is not included in the these figures-while the meter

finally passed AWWA standards; the erratic nature of its performance, during testing, makes loss estimates
inaccurate.)

CONCLUSIO

Upon completipn 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

(1 2 to 6 inch range) which cannot be tested in the field are under review. A 1997 CIP plan of

action to address these 'turbo’ meters will include the building of a meter test site at Reservoir #3
- where an additional 1,225 AF to 1,500 AF of water could be accounted for . Completing the

compound meter testing program could further lower the unaccounted for water rate by an

additional 233 acre feet.

Regis Beaulieu

gp

David Powell
Sharon Fraser

cc:
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El ?orado Irrigation District

MEMORANDUM
TO: Bruce adams MS0895-073
FROM: Regis Beaulieu
VIA:

DATE: August 22, 1995
SUBJECT: Large Meter Tésd.ng Program(s) Status Report

BACKGROUND

During the late fALI of 1994, staff with the help of O&M’s welder, fabricatcc? an up to da.tc
resetable portable Jarge meter tester units and comrmenced to become proficient with the test units

testing compound rmeters.

On February 6, 1995, staff worked on identfying existing compounds where required by - passes
were needed (compounds are required to have by-passes in order to keep the customer(s) with
water during meter testing) and were able to install 16 by-passes.

Upon conclusion of the these installadons, staff started the Dismict’s new large meter test
trograrn testing 48 wo inch, three inch and four inch meters. It is noted that these meters have
ot been tested since they were installed from 1979 through 1994.

FINDINGS:

Staff found that of 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 of all test, repairs and re-calibrations are attached (Anachment A).

Swff also found that there are currenty 70 compound meters that are in need of by-pass
installadons in order 10 test the remaining meters in the sysiem at a cost (in house O&M crews)
of $105,000 materials and labor.

Because of the prolonged winter rains and short time since repairs were made, there is
insufficient usage data on those meters tested/repaired/recalibrated to determine what the revenue
gain would be un?cr normal conditions.

It also has been fo#md that by checking newer installations - low to moderate usage, that the ume
span (years) for the compound meter to start to lose accuracy is not long - four to six years,
sometimes sooner,
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Page 2 of 2

WWA recommendation is that it is considered advisable to provide for more frequent test of

ge meters, on the logical premise that an error in their regiswaton affects revenue to 2 much
greater extent. Further more, compound meters may under or over register to a much greater
degree than positive - displacement meters.

The testing interval of continuing mult-testing programs have long been advocated by AWWA
and are required by the California Public Service Commission Regulations rule nuxtnber 103 of
1967 for all sized| meters. As the characteristics of water vary, it becomes obvious that an
arbitrary number of years is not the criterion to use for determining the length of dme between
test - the utility’s own test results should be used to determine the length of time its meter should
remain in service berween tests.

It is inexplicable why meter maintenance is, in too many instances, considercd. of secondaxjy

importance, as something that is done only when other work that cannot be readﬂy‘defcrrcd is

out of the way. Only when meters are formally recognized as the only means by Whlfth revenue

is equitably obtained to operate the system will the necessary time and stmudy be.gwen to the
- questicn of how aften it is necessary to test meters for most efficient and economic results.

Staff inidated a fire hydrant meter testing, repair and re-calibration program this spring and found
that ever the newly purchased fire hydrant meters were inaccurate and re-calibrated these meters
to required accuracy standards by AWWA.

.RECOMMEND TION:

Staff recommends that more time and resources be allocated to the large meter maintenance
program of repair, test and re-calibradons udlizing two swif personnel for the Dism‘c_t’s 1,000
+/- meters.  To allocate funds to install by-passes for 70 compound meters for maintenance
purpeses (testng, repairs and re-calibradon) for calendar year 1996 either by O&M stwaff or
conftract outsource. O&M believes that work can be accomplished during the winter season.

Staff also requests that the Diswict posidon of Large Meter and Backflow Technician of
performing water audits usage (85%) tme and (15%) of ime working with large n:xctcr and
backflow prevention for towal time (full me) be allocated to the large meters maintenance
program(s) and dnotheér pesition budgeted for strictly domestic water audits in 1996.

CONCLUSION:
Staff is hopeful that this report helps to explain and continue to justify the District’s large meter

test, repair and Ire-calibration mazintenance program(s) and their conmibution to reducing the
Distmict’s unaccounted for water loss.

= 'Q

‘ Regis'Beaulieu

~
vcﬂuﬂm,g

br




.CHMENT A

| METER NUMBER | NUMBER AVG. PERCENT | AVG. PERCENT | AVG. PERCENT OVERALL WEIGHTED
SIZE TESTED INACCURATE | LOSSES LOSSES GAIN (HIGH FLOW) | TO LOSSES

1 (LOW FLOW) | (HIGH FLOW)

2" a6 11 44.03 NONE 31.9 (4) 12.13%
3" 10 8 22,51 6.63 (3) 1.28 (4) -27.86%
4 2 1 6.00 NONE NONE -6.00%
f TOTAL AVERAGE LOSSES 15.33%
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| EL DORADO COUNTY PUBLIC WATER PLANNING ORDINANCE

. APPRQVED 1995 UPDATE .- WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND REPORTY

‘ WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND SUMMARY

1 Page 10of 2
} Public Waler Service
Calegoty EID? GOFUDY GrreshY Tolals
. Existing §L!DuML2&U_I§Qd_Q_@1ﬂ. acre-feelyoar
A Entillement 49,130 NIA NA 49,130
B. Supply Es!iw{av(e 44,100 11200 |, 127 55,427
C. Demand Estimate
« Single Farhily Residential 10,267 1,336 142 11,745
o Mulli-Famiy Residential 1,251 - - 1,251
o Subagricultural 4,235 - - 4,235
& Agricullural 5,750 4,529 - 10,279
» Recreatioral Tuif Services 1,461 - - 1,461
e Commercial 1,927 037 - 2,164
¢ Indusyial 216 - - 216
» City 1,347 - - 1,347
e Dilches 1,476 - . 1,476
s Construction 88 - - 86
e Unaccounted-for/lasses 6,260 2.421 - 8,661
» Lalenl 2,563 860 - 3423
TOTAL (Demand Estimale) - 36,800 9,383 142 46,325
D. Supply Balanc , 7,300 1,817 -15 9,102
It N &(jﬁﬁﬂg_&lﬂggﬂ?!% Vacant Pareals and Projecls
A. Single Family Residential
o Parcels Less Than § Acres 4,346 718 71 5833
+ Parcels 5 Agres or Larger / 1,995 898 20 2913
Sublotal (Single Family Residential Parcels) 6,341 1,614 781 8,746
8. Mulll-Family Residential 83 8 0 a9
C. Commarcial 248 18 1 267
D. Industrial 238 1 0 239
TOTAL (Existing Unserved Vacanl Parcels and Projects) 6,910 1,639 792 9,341
Estinated Polenh | Waler Need, acre-leaVyear 5,190 1,990 330 7,510
lil, Increa Mﬂ#ﬂwww acre-fecVyesr 2,934 0 Q 2.934
V. Parcels jp Approved Tertative Mahg
A. Single Family Residential
¢ Approved Patcels Within EDH Development Agreement 1,419 N/A N/A 1,418
» Approved Parcels Qulside EDH Development Agreement 3,729 249 o | 3,978
Sublotai (Single Family Residential Parcals) 5,148 249 Y 5,397
B. Muli-Family Regidential 0 ] 0 0
C. Commerciat 18 6 Y 24
D. Industial 169 0 0 168
TOTAL (Parcels jn Approved Tentalive Maps) 5.334 255 0 5,589
Eslimaled Potential YValer Need, acre-feetyear 3,220 300 0 3,520

€ Dorado County Public Water Planning Ordinance
1985 Updale — Water Supply and Demand Report

Post-it* Fax Note 7671

Dater, /45 4 [degts> 2

T snz . el ”\J" ot
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Ca. LL/C [’(//

Fhone # 62/“5—34?—'

Phone #
Fax # 3.—70/7 Fax # {,?./—‘ZZ =
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EL DORADO CQUNTY PUBLIC WATER PLANNING ORDINANCE

APPROVED 1995 UPDATE -- WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND REPORTY

WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND SUMMARY

ﬂ Page 20f 2
‘ Public Water Service
Cateqgory EIDT GDFUDY GFCEDY Tolals
V. Balauce of Polsntiol Single Farily Parcels Yithin EDH Development Aguit, 4415 NIA N/A 4415
Estimated Potenuial Water Need, acre-feetlyear 2,860 0 0 2,860
Number of Pal{'zls and Projects (Categories I, 1l IV, &V} 16.659 1,894 792 19,345
Estimaled Polepitial Waler MNeed, acre-feetlyear (Categories i1, Itf, IV, & V) 14,204 2,290 330 16,824
VI. Parcels and Projects Being Procassed
Parcels Proposed in Tentative Maps
A, Single FamsiLy Residential 785 45 0 830
B. Muili-Fawmily Residential 0 0 0 0
C. Commercial 14 0 0 14
D. Industrial 8 0 0 8
TOTAL (Parcals and Projects Being Processed) 807 45 0 842
Estimated PoTl Walar Need, acra-feetyaar . ‘ 500 190 0 690
V. Specific Plan Projects Belg Processed
A. Singla Family Residential
« Specific Plans Within Exisling Water Dislrict Boundaries .
1. Valley View 836 NIA NIA 836
2. Bass lake 114 NIA NIA 114
» Sperific Plans Requiring Annexation '
@ 1. Bass lLake 1,345 N/A NA 1,345
2. Carsdn Creek 2922 NIA - MIA 2,922
3. Prompnlory 1,395 NIA N/A 1.395
TOTAL (Specific Plan Projacts Being Processed) 6,612 0 a 8,612
‘ Eslimaled Molential Water Need, acra-feet/year 4,280 0 0 4,280
VL. Polential Supplies_acre-feelyear
A. Slorage - - 1 11
B. Weils L - - 40 40
C. ElDorado Project 17,000 - - 17,000
D. USBR(CVP - P.L. 101-514 Water) 5,625 5,625 - 11,250
E. ‘Reduclion in Unaccounted-for Waler 1,200 - .
F. Reclaimed Water Thrqugh the Year 2015 5,580 - - 5,680
G. Crawford Qitch 1,500 - - 1.800
TOTAL (Polenlial Supplies) 31,005 5,625 51 36,681

L

[

Dala adopted by the Et Dorado County Board of Supervisors on June 4, 1996,

Source: "1996 Updale o the 1891 Walar Supply and Demand Report”, approved by lhe EID Board May 29, 1996. The waler de@ands
represent norrmalized consumption, as shown in Tabla 6A of the report. EID defines 'latent water demand™ as the combined anticipated
demand for walter by all inactive and uninstalled melers, if and when placed in service. The lolal estimaled existing waler demand has

been rounded.

Source: GUPUD "1995 Year End Waler Supply and Demand Summary”, April 2, 1996. Tha demand shown under Lhe agricullural use
calegory reprasents current irrigalion waler sales and includes agricultural and subsgricullural uses. GOPUD defines "latent wa.ler.
dernand” as the combined anlicipaled demand for waler by curren! inaclive muters plus unmetered parcels within assessment districts.

Sourca: GFCSD "Water Supply and Demand Information” presenied in a letter from Sandi Bush to Mr. Con(aq 8. i‘«ionlgom?r'y. daled
March 12. 1936, Estimaled potential water need does not include the addilional demand associaled with existing parcels shifting from part-

time lo (ull-ime occupancy.

El Dorado Caunly pblic Water Planning Ordinance
. 1985 Update -- Water Supply and Demand Report

Adopled Junzg 4, 1996
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(Draft

Impact 5.2.1
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E. WATER IMPACTS: RESOURCES, QUALITY, AND HAZARDS

CEQA Guidelines and commonly accepted professional practice, a significant
occur if:

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;

If increased development were allowed in mapped floodplains or floodways;

If increased flood risk occurred as a result of increased surface drainage from
new development;

If increased population was permitted in areas subject to inundation from dam
failure;

If impacts on surface water sources through construction activities and other soil
disturbances were increased; and

If groundwater quality impacts were created.

, P V.5-54.)

Based on the foregoing significance criteria, the Draft EIR identified the following significant
Impacts to water resources, water quality, and water hazards.

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.)

Original Project Description

The 1995 Final Water Supply and Demand Report (Appendix 2, and update of the Fourth
Review Draft provided in the Draft EIR) accurately describes the existing water supply,
available vacant parcels, demands of pending and proposed projects, and projected water
availabijlity for water purveyors in the County. Water supplies will exceed projected
demands for the year 2015, assuming that all the potential identified water supply
projects materialize. As explained below, if these projected supplies are not developed,
policies in the Original Project Description and in the County Public Water Planning
Ordinance (County Ord. No. 4325) will limit growth.

hort term, water supplies must be developed in the not too distant future to meet
rm demands. EID, for example, identifies sufficient water availability for
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ximately 11,500 new dwelling units, The GDPUD has sufficient water for
ximately 3,050 additional dwelling units. Combined, these two supplies will
an additional 35,000 to 38,000 population, which should be sufficient to meet
jected population to at least the year 2003 for EID and 2015 for the GDPUD. (Note:
Some infrastructure improvements are required to provide this level of service.) (Final
, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-103.) The Original Project Description directs
public water be used within Community Regions, and the Capital Improvement
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 more efficiently providing service.

e long term, water supply development is also necessary to meet the projected
demand associated with increased residential, commercial, and other uses. In the event
that\water supplies prove inadequate, additional growth could affect the ability of water
purveyors to provide service. There could be several impacts should the growth
associated with the Original Project Description occur without a concurrent increase in
the water supply. If growth excseds the available water for any of the water purveyors,
the following impacts could occur:

. Existing customers (inciuding agricultural accounts) may be requested or required
to further conserve during times of water shortage; and

i Purveyors could stop accepting new customers with resuiting impacts on property
owners and the local economy. '

The Draft and Final EIRs describe the long-term sources of additional water supply. The
County recognizes, however, that these supplies may not materialize for legal, economic,
or physical reasons. The Original Project Description therefore links growth to water
supply. Policy 5.1.3.1 provides that growth and public facility expenditures be directed
to Community Regions and Rural Centers. Public water is a requirement for all new

development in Community Regions (Policies 5.1.2.2 and 5.2.1.3). The Concurrency '

Policy 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
approved unless public services and infrastructure are available or can be made available
with a development project. In addition, the County Public Water Planning Ordinance
requires that purchase of a water meter is mandatory for approval of all new final parcel
or subdivision maps or development projects that require public water service. (County
Ord. |No. 4325, § 1.) These policies and the County Ordinance ensure that the
development of new supplies be assured prior to new growth creating additional water
demand. (See Final EIR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-69.)

Water supply availability is not a limiting constraint to growth in the portions of the

County within the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. The Regional
Water| Quality Control Board staff advises (1995) that the current TRPA Regional Plan
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couid allow more development at Buildout than the scenario on which the recommended
"zonal allocation" was based. The Draft EIR prepared by the State Water Resources
Control Board for proposed water policy revisions within the Tahoe Basin concluded that
additional conservation might be necessary to stay within the Compact limit if occupancy
in at the earlier projected level of development. Still greater levels of
con. ion or further restrictions on development could be necessary under current
TRPA growth projections. (Final EIR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-13.)

If new developments in rural areas are approved based on wells that do not provide
anticip yields on a long-term basis, there may be a need to supply those
developments with public water if alternative private water supplies are not available.
Public water supplies otherwise intended for Community Regions may not be available
to meet 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 likeiy to occur to the year 2015. This is premised
on the idea that market forces should not be unnecessarily constrained in directing the
location of growth. If public water supplies are not available to accommodate market
demands, the concurrency/phasing (Policies 5.1.2.1, 5.1.2.3, 5.2.1.2) provisions of the
General Plan would restrict the approval of discretionary projects until water supplies
were increased. If public water supply becomes a constraint, a closer accounting of the
remaining supply with the County General Plan and Capital Improvement Plan will
result. | This accounting will nesd to occur so that the growth increment to be
accommodated will strategically implement the General Plan. (See Growth Management

Council to Governor Wilson, Strategic Growth: Taking Charge of the Future (Jan. 1993),
p- 29.)

Buildout is not considered in this EIR discussion of water. The ultimate availability of
water supplies to serve Buildout population is unknown. As noted herein, there is no
guarantee that any of the water entitlements identified will be acquired. It is believed,
however, that most, if not all, of those entitlements will eventually be acquired. Under
any alternative or scenario, water is a potential limiting factor to the growth projected
in the General Plan. Should the water supply tap be turned off or reduced at some point
in the future, growth would stop. This shortage scenario may occur in five years, or
possibly 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.
Regardiess, it can be assumed with confidence that water will continue to be a scarce
resource, demanding and responsive to careful and attentive management. Careful
management is guaranteed by the annual review of water supply and demand as required
by the El Dorado County Public Water Planning Ordinance No. 4325. This annual
report will help to maintain public awareness of the supply and demand issue and will
set the stage for possible future amendments to the General Plan should the possibility
of future supplies become bleak. As noted throughout the Draft EIR section on Water,
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Policy 2.10.2.1 requires five-year reviews of the General Plan. During these reviews,
the County can reconsider the assumption that water will be available if conditions
t. (Final EIR, vol. II, Response to Comment WA-191.)

, this impact is considered significant for the Original Project Description. (Draft
, Pp. V.4-56 to V.5-58.)

2. nnotated i iption

The Thresholds Analysis describes the changes to the land use map between the Original
ject Description and the Annotated Project Description. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept.
18,/1995), § I, pp. 1-4.) Table 1 provides a comparison of the Project Description and
the Annotated Project Description by dwelling unit type and population. (Thresholds
cs%lysxs (Sept. 18, 1995), § I, Table I.) Generally, the Annotated Project Description
result in reduced population and reduced dwelling units. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept.
18,/1995), § 0O, p. 5; Plan Comparison (Jan. 9, 1996).) Population reductions for the
Am;otated Project Description are greatest in Regional Analysis Area 1, which is served
by EID. (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), § I, p. 5.)

3. Mitigation Measures

Original Project Description Mitigation Measures

The|following Original Project Description policies would partally mitigate the impacts
on public water supplies and infrastructure:

Element Polictes

5.1.2.1-5.1.2.4.5.1.3.1,5.1.3.2.,
Public Services and Utilities 5.2.1.1-5.2.1.3

The County adopted the foregoing Original Project Descripﬁon policies without change,

In addition to the policies in the Original Project Description cited above, the Draft EIR
identified the following policy modifications or additions that would mitigate the impacts
to a less than significant level.
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L. Add the following policies under Objective 5.2.1 of the Public Services and
Utilities Element:

A.  Rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas
dependent on public water supply shail 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 reguiatory
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 suppiy.

The County adopted this mitigation measure in part to read as follows:

Rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas
depending on public water supply shall be subject to the availability of a
rmanent and reliable source of water.

The County will include this measure as Policy 5.2.1.4 in the Annotated Project
Description. The County has determined that this rewording of the mitigation measure
is consistent with the "Concurrency Policy” (5.1.2.1) and the County Water Ordinance.
That Policy and Ordinance ensure that adequate public water supplies will be available
to serve future development. Policy 5.1.2.1 requires project proponents to demonstrate
that they| have planned to meet future water demand prior to receiving discretionary
development approvals. The County Water Ordinance requires a project proponent to
obtain a water-meter for all new final parcel or subdivision maps or for development
projects requiring public water service. The County rejects as infeasible the language
from the proposed mitigation measure specifying the extent of water availability required
and the language on "certain availability.” This language would largely duplicate the
kind of showing required by Policy 5.1.2-4 and the County Water Ordinance. To the
extent that the proposed wording would create requirements more stringent than those in
the Concurrency Policy and Water Ordinance, the County rejects the language as
~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
providers could not show that water was already available (i.e., physically ready to
deliver) for "projects found by the Board of Supervisors to be likely to develop.”

As a practical matter, water purveyors often will not make the capital investments
necessary to physically obtain water supplies for new development until the planning
process for such development is far advanced. At early points in the planning process
(e.g., approval of specific plans), landowners will commit themselves to creating funding
mechanisms that will allow the purveyors to make the investments needed to eventually
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obtain water for subsequent development; but such investments typicaily cannot be made
in advance of such preliminary planning approvals. After these preliminary approvals
are ted, capital is created for the purveyors to build physical facilities needed to
obtain and deliver water. By the time later planning approvals (i.e., final subdivision
maps 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. (See Letter from Craig M. Sandberg, Law Offices
of Craig M. Sandberg, to Chairman of El Dorado County Board of Supervisors (Jan. 9,
1996) (explaining process for financing public infrastructure projects); Letter from
Mic J. McDougall, Palisades Properties, Inc., to Mark Nielsen, El Dorado County
of Supervisors (Jan. 3, 1996) (same); Letter from Norm Brown, N.C. Brown

- . Development Inc., to Mark Nielsen (Jan. 10, 1996) (explaining time lag between

tentative map approval and actual building of residential projects); Letter from Kyle
Smith, Dorado Land & Development, to El Dorado County Board of Supervisors (Jan.
10, 1996) (explaining difficulty in obtaining financing for project infrastructure until
entitlements exist).) Policy 5.1.2.1 will allow this complex process to work in an
efficient fashion. The rejected language from the proposed mitigation measure might not
have done so. That language is therefore infeasible as being inconsistent with Project
Objectves 1, 4, and 5. By failing to recognize the realities of funding capitai facilities
needed to deliver water to new customers, the language would thwart the County’s
efforts to achieve economic growth through new businesses. The policy could also
thwart efforts to facilitate the construction of affordable housing. (Annotated Project
Description (Aug. 17, 1995), p. 99; Thresholds Analysis (Sept. 18, 1995), p. 25; County
Water Ordinance No. 4325, § 1; Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 118 (Policy
5.2.1.4); Final General Plan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 94 (Policy 5.2.1.4); Final EIR, vol. I,
Letter LG-11; Final EIR, Vol. IV, 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.

The County rejected this mitigation measure as unnecessary. The County has determined
that the “Concurrency Policy" contained in Policy 5.1.2.1 and the County Water
Ordinance both recognize the potential water supply/demand problem in the County and
in adequate policies to ensure that supply meets demand. Further, the County has

nses to Comments WA-294, WA-310, WA-315. See also Housing Articles and
; Letter from Michael McDougall, Palisades Properties, Inc., to Mark Nielsen,
El Darado County Board of Supervisors (Jan. 3, 1996); Letter from Craig M. Sandberg,
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Law ffices of Craig M. Sandberg, to Chairman of El Dorado County Board of

Su rs (Jan. 9, 1996) (explaining process for financing public infrastructure
projects).) Nevertheless, the County adopted the following language, as a new Policy
5.2.1.3, 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 County notes that comments on the Final EIR, as well as oral and written tesnmony
directed to the Board of Supervisors in January 1996 questioned the conclusion in the
Draft EIR and Final EIR that additional water supplies may be available in the future
through the El Dorado Project proposed by the County Water Agency. As explained in
the Final EIR, the El Dorado Project has the potential to provide a safe yield of 17,000
acre feet annually. (Final EIR, vol. IV, Response to Comment WA-300; See 1995 Final
Water \Supply and Demand Summary, Final EIR, vol. V, App. 2.) The El Dorado
Project 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
environmental 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
agency with substantial technical expertise and responsibility for weighing public trust
considerations.

The following 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 Agency’s mitigation measures for those impacts:

. El 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)

L El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El Dorado Project for the
El Dorado Irrigation District Service Area, Final Envxronmental Impact Report
(March 1993)

° Draft Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El
Dorado Project EIR (July 1995)

. Final Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency: Water Program and El
Dorado Project EIR (Oct. 1595)

o El Dorado County Water Agency, Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding

Considerations for the El Dorado County Water Agency Water Program and El
Dorado Project (April 1993)
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o El Dorado County Water Agency, Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding
Considerations, Adoption of Mitigation Monitoring Program, and Approval of
Preferred Alternative Relating to Supplement to El Dorado County Water Agency
Water Program and El Dorado Project EIR (Oct. 23, 1995).

These ents are available for public review with the County Water Agency. The

County emphasizes that the analysis in the Draft and Final EIRs regarding the El Dorado
Project is not contingent on the Project being built. Rather, the Draft and Final EIRs
note that|the El 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. (See Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 115, Policy 5.1.2.1; Final
General Plan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 91, Policy 5.1.2.1; County Public Water Planning
Ordinance No. 4325.)

Cc 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.

The County adopted this policy (now 5.2.1.5) with the following language changes:

Approval of development projects requiring annexations to water
districts in Rural Regions may only occur if groundwater sources

not available to serve, or are unable to continue serving the
development, or if existing infrastructure abuts the property, and
sufficient water is available to serve the annexed area.

The County determined that the first sentence of the proposed measure was unnecessary
because it was a statement of existing law. (Thresholds Analysis (Sept. 18, 1995), p
25; Annotated 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).)

D.  Priority shall be given to discretionary developments that are infill or
where there is an efficient expansion of the water supply delivery system.

The County 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 5.2.1.6); Final General Plan (Jan. 23, 1996), p. 94 (Policy 5.2.1.6).)

E. In times of declared water shortages, the Board of Supervisors shall give

priority to approvmg affordable housing and non-residential development
projects.
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The County has adopted this mitigation measure as Policy 5.2.1.7. (Threshoids Analysis
(Sept. 8 1995), p. 26; Annotated General Plan (Dec. 21, 1995), p. 118 (Policy

1.
The Draft EIR explained that, given the geological nature of the County, where water
is typically found in rock fractures, water table levels and groundwater supplies simply

ough new dry wells are occasionally experienced, however, it is rare that a
proposed rural residential project has not been able to develop a well with acceptable

as follows:

Dmmona' anngs/ﬁl Dorado, and Plggrwllg Mgrkgt Areas): As noted in the

Draft EIR and Tables V-5-14 and V-5-15, 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

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
EL DORADOQ DOQES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

(UNCODIFIED)

EL DCORADQ CQUNTY PUBLIC WATER PLANNING
ORDINANCE

Section 1. New Parcels.

Upcn| passage cof this ordinance, the Ccunty shall make purchass
cf a water meter mandatory for approval of all new final parcsl or
subdivisicn maps or development srajects which reguirs puklic water
servica. |

Sec:#on 2. Qbtain Water Data.

With#n 180 days arftar the passage of this ordinanca, and
annually thersaftar the County shall do the following:

obtain water surply and demand data from the public water
agencies and districts within the Ccunty as set forth in California
Code Sec. 63352.5;

rovide for public review of the watsr data;

cld public hearings prior to acceptance of the water

Section 3. Water Plan.

12 months after passage of this measure, the Ccun@y
shall, after holding pubklic hearing(s), prepars a long term public
water plan, to be updated annually thereafter, that includes the

following:

1. n inventory of the projects and parcels being grccessed
by the County, within each public water district, and estimates of
their potential public water needs;

. 2. a inventory of all existing unserved parcels and
projects within each public water district and estimates of thelr
potential public water needs;

3. al water availability assessment for each public water

| EXHIBIT &



TS TS awha dtw a¥t ' : e o ] \J
Page 2 )

district that determines the adegquacy of existing and planned
future public water supplies to meet existing and planned future
demand on these water supplies, projected over the next twenty (20)
years, for all types of growth and development - residential,
commercial and agricultural.

Sectiocn 4. Public Netice.

The County shall annually mail a summary of the annual public
water availability assessment to all County property owners as
shown on the current property tax assassment roll.

Section 5. Severability.

If any section, subsection, santence, clause, phrase, part or
portion of this ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or
unconstituticnal by a final judgment of any court of ccmpetent
jurisdictiion, such decisicn shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions of this ordinance. It is hersby declared that
this measurs, and each sec=icn, sukbsecticon, sentanca, clause,
phrase, part or perticn therscf would have been adopted or passad
irrespective of the facz that any one o@r meore sactions,
subsactions, sentsnces, clausas, phrases, parts or porzicns ke
declared invalid cor unconstituticnal.

Section 6. 2Amendment or Rereal.

This| ordinancs may be amended or repealed only by a unanimous
vota of the tcoctal authecrized memtership of the Bcard of Supervisors
or by a majority of the votars voting in an election ther=cn.
Blanning Agencv Exclusicn.

Section 7. Tahoe Regional

. .This ordinance shall not apply to any projects or parcels
within the jurisdicticn of the Tahoce Regional Planning Agency.-

. Section 8. Pursuant to Elections Code section 40504 this
ordinance lshall take effect and shall become effective immediately
upon the adoption hereof.

Secticn 9. By adcoption herety the Board of Supervisors has
authorized the filing of a Nctice of Exemption for purposes of the
California Envirconmental Quality Act.
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Page 3

PASSED AND ACOPTZD by the Beard of Superviserg of the County of El Derado
at 3 regular meeting of said Bcard, held on the 5(-’7 day of M_'

1994, by the following vota of said Board: /
#* Ayes: &W@WW&Z&W A M

D it 3. wn , F Il T
ot T T

ATTEST

DIXIE L. ' Nces: ~PLLVLL

cl Absent: —FLENL

5y otbe < D
Chairman, Bearzd of Superviscrs

I CERrRTYIPY :

THE PCREGO G INSTRUMENT IS A CORRECT COPY QF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE

Datas

ATTEST E L. FPOQTE, Clerk of the Bcard aof Supervigors

©f the County of ElL Dorads, State of California.

Deputy Clerk
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NG. 22
apoerep November 10, 1981

REVISED

PALICY STATEMENT - December 9, 1981

September 12, 1984
October 21, 1991
April 27, 1992
SERVICE PROCUREMENT

o
O
@ :

COPE AND PURPOSE
This Policy Statement establishes the procedure by which an applicant, who is requesting an
extension of new water and/or sewer services, can obtain service from the District. The
purpose of this procedure is to establish a means by which potential District customers are

advised of conditions precedent to receiving water and sewer service,

Local law requires that an applicant submit evidence of water and sewer service prior to
Finai Map appruvai and also make approval of a Final Map contingent upon the applicant
entering into a contract with the District for extension of necessary facilities. The District,
pursuant to Pulicy No. 41, will not commit to serve properties when such service wouid
reduce the water supply reliability below the established firm vield. In arder to comply
with local development laws and to ensure consistency with District water supply policy, the
District will issue Facility Improvement, Meter Award and Department of Real Estate

Letters as specified below.

This Policy applies to subdivisions, commercial, industrial developments, and parcel splits.
In the|case where a parcel split requires a major extension of facilities, the requirements for

a subdivision may apply.

As they relate to counditions of and fees for extension of service, District Regulations and
Poiicies will apply as of the date of the fully executed Extension of Facilities Agreement. As
they relate to conditions of and charges for initiation of service and the an-going water and
sewer service pruvided to the customer, District Regulatiuns and Policies will apply as
adopted and amended from time to time by the District’s Board of Directors.

-1‘
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NO. 22
apoprtED November 10, 1981

REVISED

POLICY STATEMENT December 9, 1981
September 12, 1984

October 21, 1991
April 27, 1992

SUBJECT:

SERVICE PROCUREMENT

subdivided or split, and lands being rezoned or involving petition for amendment to the
County or City General Plan. The applicant’s request must be in writing, and must contain
the Assessor’s parce] number(s), current zoning, proposed zoning, General Plan land use
classification (existing and/or proposed), and other information regarding water and/or
sewer services as applicable. The appiicant must contact the local Fire Department to
inquire about fire flow requirenients. if fire protection is required, the appiicant’s request
for a Facility Improvement Letter must be accompanied by a letter from the Fire

Department specifying fire flow requirements,

In addition tu the above requirements, Commercial and Industrial developments requesting
a Facility Improvement Letter must submit specific water or sewer requirements. The
District will determine whether the applicant must prepare a Project Facility Plan Report

as specified below.

The Facility Improvement Letter will be valid for 2 years from the date of issuance. If the
project has not received Tentative Map approval within 2 years from the date of the letter,
a revised Facility Improvement Latter may be required,

For’ subdivisions, commercial or industrial developments, the Facility Improvement Letter

will contain the size, approximate location and remaining capacity of water and/or sewer

pipelines that will serve the project. This information will be sufficient for the preparation
of a Facility Plan Report (FPR). The FPR shall be prepared by a Registered Engineer
employed by the applicant.

o2-
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REVISED

POLICY STATEMENT December 9, 1981
September 12, 1984

SUBJECT; October 21, 1991
April 27, 1992

SERVICE PROCUREMENT

The FPR shall indicate the facilities that are necessary for service and shail comply with
District standards and requirements (See Sample, Exhibit B). The engineering report is to
be approved by the District Engineering Director or a registered engineer in the
Department designated by the Engineering Director.

For P
and extent of the water and/or sewer facility improvements reguired to serve a proposed

1 Splits, the Facility Improvement Letter specifies the size, 2pproximate location,

parcel spiit. However, if the proposed parcel split requires a major extension of water

and/or sewer facilities, the applicant may be required to prepare an FPR.

AWARD LETTER
ict will issue a Meter Award Letter (See Sample, Exhibit C) to eligible applicants.

/ To receive 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 Engineered Improvement Plans and associated fees
submission of all required environmental documents

all applicable water, sewer and other connection fees paid.

aplproval of Annexation; if required

all agreements approved by EID Board of Directors and signed

ail land rights being conveyed or guaranteed to be conveyed to the District

all Engineered Improvement Plans approved by the District Engineer
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aporTEr  November 10, 1981

REVISED

POLICY STATEMENT ~ December 9, 1981

September 12, 1984
October 21, 1991

April 27, 1992
SERVICE PROCUREMENT

- compliance with all construction and maintenance bonding requirements

all other District requirements being met

Water and/or sewer improvements have been compieted and accepted by the
District (Notice of Compietion issuance)

Applicant has supplied the District with parcel numbers, lot numbers and
addresses for such parcel.

JK:1d:5:1:92 o4




] EXHIBIT A
| SAMPLE

l

In reply refql‘ to: EQQ0Q0-000
‘ , 1992

John Doe
0000 Dartmouth Place
Somewhere Inn, CA 95630

Subject: Facility Improvement Letter
ssessar’s Parcel No, 000-000-00

Dear Mr, Doe:

District Policy Statement No. 22 which staté; the procedure agreed upon between the District
and the County to indicate water and sewer improvement requirements necessary to support
your proposed subdivision.

This letter i%wn'tten in response to your requestdated ________ and is pursuant to

Please be advised that the District manages its water supply under Policy Statement No. 41.
In the event the District’s water suppiy 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 facilities available to serve your project. In terms of supply, as of _(Date)
there were EDU's available. Your project, as proposed on this date,
would requife an estimated EDU’'s.

This letter i# valid for a period of two years. If your project has not received Tentative Map
approval within two years of the date of this letter, a revised Facility Improvement letter may
be required,

The balance of this letter will be dedicated to Engineering information specific to the
subject parcel.

If you have any questions, please contact Kyle Ericson at 6§22-4534,

B |
Y EID E@ineer RCE 00000

|
l

Improve-.sub




SAMPLE

ENGINEERING FACILITY PLAN REPORT

PURPOSE:

The District requires an approved Project Facility Plan Report (FPR) for subdivisions, and
commercial/industrial developments prior to issuing 2 Meter Award Letter. The purpose of the
report is to develop an understanding between the developer and the District on what system
improvements 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.

CONTENT:
The complexity of the report will depend on the size and number of phases in the project and

the extent of improvements that are required. The report shall at a minimum include the
following:

1) | A vicinity Map. ‘

2) | Name, address and telephone number of Engineer and owner/developer.

3) | A letter from the Fire Deparunent stating their required fire flow
and duration.

4) | A map showing the overall development boundary and major subdivision thereof.

5) | Topographic map with contour intervais of 20 feet ar less.

6) | Water demands and wastewater projections based on the equivalent dwelling unit
(EDU) concept and maximum flow demand criteria provided in the District
Standards.

7) | Existing or proposed sources of water.

8) | Existing or proposed locaticns for sewage disposal.

9) | Adjacent proposed developments on file or being proposed with the County, and
nurnber of EDU’s for both water and wastewater, ‘

10) | Existing and proposed pressure zone boundaries if applicable.

11) | The location, capacity and high water elevation of any storage facility.
12) | The location and size of any required pressure reducing station.

13) | Location and size of all water mains.

14) | Location, size and approximate slope of all sewers.

15) = The location, capacity and head for any pumping or lift stations.

16) | A statement of whether the property is within the District.

17) | Existing County zoning designation(s).

In conjunction with the submittal to the County of a Tentative Subdivision Map, the
developer/enginesr shall submit a Draft FPR to the Dismict. An inital screeming for
completeness of the FPR will be performed by the Engineering Department. If the report is not
complete, it shall be returned with comments for re-submittal.

Upon approval of a County Tentative Map, the developer/engineer shall obtain approval of the
Draft FPR from the District, and then can begin the process of preparing improvement plans.




ENG G FACILITY PLAN REPORT PAGE 2

The firse submittal of improvement plans for District review must be accompanied by an
approved Draft FPR. If, through the review process, changes are required to the improvement
plans which t the Approved Draft FPR, such changes must be rcflected in the FPR. In
conjunction with the approval of the final improvement plans, the developer/fengineer shall submit
a final FPR for approval. Draft and final FPRs shall be transmitted by the attached form.

Nots: A Meter Award Letter will not be issued absent an approved Final FPR.
|
|
|
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FACILITY PLAN REPORT TRANSMITTAL
| (Name of Development)

Contact Person
Address
Telephone # ( )
APN(s)

Date

Location (zone)

This|development will be constructed in ________ phases.

The properny reguires Anpexation to EID. Yes No.
The total acreage of the developmentis __ ___ acres.
The number of parcels proposed is
The number of EDUs requested is .
The estimated maximum day water demand is spm.

The (fire flow requirementis ________ gpmfor ________ hours duration.
Pressure reducing stations are required. Yes No.

The estimated average dry weather sewer flow is gpm.

The estimated peak wet weather sewer flowis __ ______ gpm.

Enginesr’s cost estimates sheet for all facilities to be built.

00NNV R NS

o

By .
De:vc:lcpe}E s Engineer

RCE___ —
‘[ EID Engineer, RCE#__

— ]

Final FPR Approved by

Draft FPR Approved by

5 EID Engineer, RCE #

NOTE: If project is to be constructed in phases, indicate nun'zbex of parcels, number of EDUs,
etc. for each phase.

jre:5:5:92:fpr



lic agency dedicated to sstisf{ying cuztomer needs [pr water/sewer and

recreation in an efficient and responsible mannmr,
EXHIBIT
SAMPLE

= W, = =

= [SUBDIVISION = PARCEL SPLIT =3 OTHER
act Work Order WNo. Tentatdive Parcel Map No.
ICANT/S WAME AND ADDRESS SERVICZ LOCATION

jﬂj&tﬂ? RAME or TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP APN/S:

nt asthorization attached. Lf applicable (Initial)

Nota: If the agent iz making the spplication., a duly motarised ssthorizatien
must de attached.

E== FOR SUBDIVISIONS - Apnlicant jas mec the follewing requirements:
Discrict has approved the final Faelilizy Plan Repert.

Applicant submits varificatienr af a valid Tentative Parcel Map from the
County/City, ‘

Appllcant has sactisfied 3ll applicable angineering, aenvironmental, right-
of-way, and bonding requirzemencs as specifiad in District Policy No, 22.

4. Applieant has paid all applicable water :nd sewer fmeg, connaction
charges, and 3dond jegregation Fees if applicable.

3. Applicant has sacisfiasd 3all other District rsquirements pursuane to Pelicy
Stasament Neo. 22,

C= FOR PARCEL SPLIIS - Applicant has met the following requirements fer a
Pazrcel Spiit:

1; Applicane submits Pacility Imprevement Lattar.

2. Applicant complates Water Service Application form,

3, Applleant submitz veriflcation of 3 valld Tentative Parcel Map from the
County/City.

Applicable water/sewar connection fees paid.
5+ Applicant pays Bond Segregation Fees: if applivablen.iv -

6. Bond Requiramants (e.g. Performanca/Guarantee) have dean met if
spplicabdle.

e Distzict hereby grants this award foz:
ATER: EDY's (Equivalant Dwalling Unie).
BWER EDU’'s (Equivalent Dwelling Unit),

eters are subjmet to Installation upon {ssuanca aof 3 Final Map, and if
ppilcable, upon systam i{mprovement completion and jezsptance by the Districe.

A TR TR R T

Date:
[Apﬁilcann/: Bignacurs businaesy Sarvice Representative
Wnits Copy - Prujeet 71is Tellow Copy - Applicems Pinx Copy - Audit Coldented - Somty/City
TENETRR-AY, - 3/9) NEPUT/7.40

C



EXHIBIT D
SAMPLE

In reply refer to:

State of Cali#omia
Department of Real Estate
2201 Broadwa
Sacramento, FA. 95814

Subject: ‘

oject Work Order No.:
Gentlemen: ‘

The water :ic/i sewer systems have been designed to mest the requirements for domestic use.
- All water served to this subdivision will be potable.

Meters have ‘been purchased for all parcels. System improvements have been constructed and
accepted by the District in accordance with the Regulations and Policies in effect and
approved by‘the Board of Directors of the El Dorado Irigation District.

The water @mn extension serving this subdivision has been sized to mest the fire flow
requnement% of the Fire Department (the agency rcsponsible for

fire protection in the subject area),

Sincerely,

John Kingsbury
Customer Services Supervisor

DRE (7/01/33)
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SUBJE

REVISED Qctober 21, 1991 &
POLICY STATEMENT May 11, 1992

WA’I" R SUPPLY RELIABILITY
-

SCOFPE AND PURPQOSE

The purpose of this Policy Statement is to establish standards and procedures by which
the adequacy of water supplies and the risks of water shortages may be determined.
This |will provide a basis for subsequent and ongoing efforts to maintain an
appropriate relationship between suppiy and demand.

This Policy is directed primarily toward management of water supply reliability as
applied to the primary and contiguous water distribution system of the District.
Application to sateilite systems or to ditch systems should not be assumed, and shail
be done with care and judgement.

Bég#GROUND

The District recognizes that the uncertainties associated with weather patterns resuit
in considerable variation from year to year in the quantity of water yielded by any .
watershed causing various degrees of shortage. Hardships caused in terms of the
degree and frequency of water shortages should be balanced against the hardships
associated with the zosts required to minimize such shortages. To provide sufficient
water shortage to eliminate shortages under all circumstances would involve
invedtments in rarely used capacity. Stated differently, providing a totaily risk-free
service is in general not realistic.

agriculture, the predominant user, could better absorb occasional shortages than costs
associated with major additional facilities. However, the changing character and
expectations of water users now makes refinement of supply risks a management

ity.

The gistrict has accepted considerable uncertainty of supply under the assumption that

prio
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NO. 41 [P ]

aoortep July 24, 1989

REvIsED Qctober 21, 1991
POLICY STATEMENT May 11, 1992

WATER SUPPLY RELIABILITY

system can theoretically make available 95% of the time. In the remaining §% 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.

Potential Water Demand; The iotal amount of normalized water consumption, 'plus
Iaten# water demand and unaccounted-for water.
\
' Normalized Consumption: A calculated annual amount of water consumption which
- s bag‘sed on normal, unrestricted water use.
Late‘ t Water Demand: The combined anucxpated demand for water by all inactive
and Immstalled meters, if and wihen placed in service. - |
\
Unaccounted-for Water: Water that is taken into the system from all EID’s main
sources (Sly Park, Forebay, Folsom, Crawford) but which is not delivered to the
consumers or otherwise accounted for.

WATER RELIABILITY POLICY

It is| the Policy of the EI Dorado Irrigation District to endeavor to provide water
supplies having a Systern Firm Yield greater than or equal to the normal, unrestricted,
water demands of the District’s system. Recognizing that System Firm Yield as
defined above may result in shortages in approximately 5% of the time, it is the Policy
of the District to accept such shortages in the system when available supplies are
insufficient to supply the unrestricted normai demands of the system, and to impose

’

2.
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NQ.
acorreoiuly 24, 1989
POLICY STATEMENT T ey
SUBJECT :(
WATj% SUPPLY RELIABILITY

|

|
such voluntary or mandatory conservation measures as it deems appropriate in the
circumstances. To mitigate these measures where possible, it is the Policy of the
District to give priority to and seek means for the provision of supplies over
curtailment of demands, in the implementation of this policy, in order that the needs
of the system may be best served.

The District will maintain adequate water supply and demand records to ‘ensure
accurate monitoring and reporting. The District Manager will prepare an Annual
Updaq‘ed Water Suppiy and Demand Report which will be submitted by April of each
year to the Board of Directors. This report will present an analysis of demand and

\ .

The District will endeavor to plan for, identify and implement supply enhancements
as required to maintain System Firm Yield in an amount greater than the normal
unrestricted demands of the system. The District may, if judged necessary impose
temporary restrictions on new connections in order to prevent or limit any firm yield
deficiencies. Any such restrictions will be established pursuant to Water Code Sec. 350
et. seq. of the California Water Code. Therefore, to effectively manage the District’s
water supply and to ensure compliance with applicable law, the District Manager shall
implement the following actions:

3-
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aocerenJuly 24, 1989

. Revised Qctober 21, 1991
POLICY STATEMENT May 11, 1992

WATTR SUPPLY RELIABILITY

/

(1) | monitorona daily basis the amount of remaining firm supply that can be ma.de
available to new customers through either issuance of meter award letters per Policy
Nao. 22 or meter sales per Policy No. 14

(2) | at any time the remaining firm supply is at or below 1,000 equivalent dweiling
units (j.e. 600 acre feet), a public hearing will be scheduled as saon as possible after
the 7 day notice requirement in (3) below is met.

ik , ,
3 tthe public hearing called for in (2) above will be noticed as soon as possiple‘per

the notice requirements of Water Code Section 352,

(4) | information and supporting data which describe the District’s supply and
‘ demand condition at that point in time will be assembled and distributed prior to the

the supply and demand data, take public comment and determine whether a Water ,
Sho

»

1d:5:13:92 o8-

\

|

AC-1 /
|

-_—

public hearing. .
(5) | theDistrict Board of Directors will convene the noticed Public Hearing, consider
ge Emergency shouid be declared pursuant to Water Code Section 350 et. seq.
|

-—
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EL DORADO COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
‘: 2850 Fairlane Court Phone: (916) 621-56355
Placerville, CA 95667 Fax: (916) 642-0508
NOTICE OF ADDENDUM

TO THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE CARSON CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN

Agency: County of El Dorado
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667

Contact: Roger Trout, Senior Planner
Planning Department

Project Name: Carson Creek

‘ Applicant Palisades Development, Inc.

The County of El Dorado is the land use authority charged with the preparation and review of an
Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Carson Creek Specific Plan.

A copy of the 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 Addendum is subject to public review and comment. A public hearing on the Addendum is
scheduled before the Board of Supervisors on February 25, 1997, at 2:00 p.m. Any person or
organization that desires to submit written comments that will be presented to the Board of
Supervisors must submit said comments to the Planning Department no later than 5:00 p.m.,




EL DORADO COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2850 Fairlane Co

rt Phone: (916) 621-5355
Placerville, CA 95667

Fax: (916) 642-0508

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The ME?MMM&MM will hold a public hearing in the Board Chambers,
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667 on February 25, 1997, at 2:00 p.m., to consider the
Environmental Impact Report/Specific Plan 94-02/Vesting Tentative Subdivision
-1317 (Carson Creek); request submitted by PALISADES DEVELOPMENT, INC.
(Agent: Cooper, Thorne and Associates) for the following: Certification of the Carson Creek
Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, with addendum; approval of the Specific Plan (SP94-
02) for the Carson Creek project which establishes zoning as shown below; rezoning of properties

following: ]

Map TM96-

in the prop
villages on
villages), 3

psed Carson Creek Specific Plan to allow up to 2,434 dwelling units in 20 separate
470 acres (with reserved sites for elementary and middle schools replacing two
| acres of parks, 14 acres of commercial, 48 acres of research and development, 3

acres reserved for mass transit, and 142 acres of open space; and vesting tentative subdivision map
with phasing 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 consistent with the land use designations in the General Plan for the Carson Creek Specific

Plan Area:

square fo

[CCSP/SF5
Residential |
[CCSP/R&I
identified by
710 acres, a
intersection

ingle Family (7,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF7000]; Single Family (6,000
minimum) [CCSP/SF6000]; Single Family (5,000 square foot minimum)
000]; Single Family (3,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF3000]; Multifamily
CCSP/MF]; Local Convenience Commercial [CCSP/LC]; Research and Development
D]; Open Space [CCSP/OS]; and Parks [CCSP/P] (see map below). The properties,
Assessor's Parcel Nos. 108-040-04, -05, -06, -07, -12, and 108-050-02, consist of
re located on the south side of White Rock Road, approximately 1/2 mile west of the
with Latrobe Road, in the El Dorado Hills area. The property is bounded on the

west by the El Dorado County/Sacramento County line. Immediately to the east is the El Dorado
Hills Business 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 Plan.

All persons interested are invited to attend and be heard or to write their comments to the Board
of Supervisars. 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., February 18, 1997. If you challenge the application in court, you may be limited to raising
only those items you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written corfespondence delivered to the Board at, or prior to, the public hearing. Any written
correspondence should be directed to Roger Trout, Senior Planner, 2850 Fairlane Court,
Placerville, CA 95667.

EL DORAL
CONRAD E

)O COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
3. MONTGOMERY, Director of Planning

Date: January 31, 1997




TICE OF P IC HE

The El Dorado County Board of Supervisors will hold a public hearing in the Board Chambers,
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667 on February 25, 1997, at 2:00 p.m., to consider the
following: Envyi ntal ific Plan 94- ing Tentati ivision
Map TM96:1317 (Carson Creek); request submitted by PALISADES DEVELOPMENT, INC.
(Agent: Cooper, Thorne and Associates) for the following: Certification of the Carson Creek
Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report, with addendum; approval of the Specific Plan (SP94-
02) for the Carson Creek project which establishes zoning as shown below; rezoning of properties
in the proposed Carson Creck 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), 31 acres of parks, 14 acres of commercial, 48 acres of research and development, 3
acres reserved for mass transit, and 142 acres of open space; and vesting tentative subdivision map
with phasing 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 consistent with the land use designations in the General Plan for the Carson Creek Specific
Plan Area: Single Family (7,000 square foot minimum) [CCSP/SF7000]; Single Family (6,000
square foot 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&D]; Open Space [CCSP/OS]; and Parks [CCSP/P] (see map below). The propetties,
identified by Assessor's Parcel Nos. 108-040-04, -05, -06, -07, -12, and 108-050-02, consist of
710 acres, are located on the south side of White Rock Road, approximately 1/2 mile west of the
intersection with Latrobe Road, in the El Dorado Hills area. The property is bounded on the
west by the El Dorado County/Sacramento County line. Immediately to the east is the El Dorado
Hills Business 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

of Supervis
presented to

p.m., Febru

only those i

terested are invited to attend and be heard or to write their comments to the Board

s. Any person or organization that desires to submit written comments that will be
the Board must submit said comments to the Planning Department no later than 5:00
ary 18, 1997. If you challenge the application in court, you may be limited to raising
lems you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in

written correspondence delivered to the Board at, or prior to, the public hearing. Any written

corresponde

Placerville,

EL DORAD
CONRAD E

MOUNTALII

1 time

nce should be directed to Roger Trout, Senior Planner, 2850 Fairlane Court,
CA 95667.

)O COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
3. MONTGOMERY, Director of Planning

N DEMOCRAT

Date: February 3, 1997
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Steven Proe
Utility Enterprises, Inc.
P.O. Box 94

('wood, CA 95635

John Hidahl

c¢/o EDH APAC

El Dorado Hills CSD

1021 Harvard Way

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

Jeffrey Pulverman, Chief
Office of Transpo/Metro Planning

Dept. of Transportation, District 3

P.O. Box 942874 - MS 41
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Ralph Friend, Superintendent
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Dennis Carroll, Chair
Board of Trustees

Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
X\Qel J. McDougall
Palisades Properties, Inc.

147 Tron Point Road, Suite A
Folsom, CA 95630

Brian K. Veerkamp, Assistant Chief

El Dorado Hills Fire Department
990 Lassen Lane
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

.erence 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

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762-4353

Lewis W. Archuletta, Supervisor
Environmental Resources

El 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

W.K. Smith, Fire Prevention
California Department of Forestry
2840 Mt. Danaher Road

Camino, CA 95709

®

Harriett B. Segel
2067 Wood Mar Drive
El 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
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SET LABELS + LIST)
ICATED ABOVE

L NUMBERS
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[] DELETE GROUP FROM FILE

(1 SET LABELS + LIST)
(2 SETS LABELS + LIST)
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SACRAMENTO cdﬁNTY

———

SECURED ROLL

ROGER G.F. FONG, ASSESSOR

€0 3owd

ONI ONILTIASNOD &0duy

8£9682:9916

— ——— e — e
APN:072-0070-001-0000 USE:HNASAB TRA:52030 ZONING:AG20 BK_PG:072007
NEIGHROR:
OWNER MAILING ADDRESS = == CODE
OWNER : KNAUER SSELL G/MARJORIE C 00
STREET:P O BX 1068 CARE QOF:C S NICOLES/CO
CITY:PLACERVILLE STATE : CA ZIP:95667
e —== SITUS ADDRESS — —_—
STR# : SUB#H : STREET:WHITE ROCK RD CITY: ZIP:95630
== VALUES —= EXEMPTIONS OTHER
LAND: 106345 TYPE: DEED TYPE:HWJTREC DT:781006REC# 310
IMPR: HO: REC DT:781006RECH#PAGE 310 HW
FIX: VET:
PP: OTHR -
BUS: ‘ TOT:
GROSS : 106345
NET: 106345 IMPR%
LAST 3 SALES ——=
OTT AMT DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT
1:
2:
3:
Grantor Grantee Deed Dt DD Type
1:
2:
3:
ADDITIONAL SALES =
? DTT AMT EC DT PAGE DTT AMT REC DT PAGE
: S:
5- 10:
6: 11:
7: 12:
8: 13:
CHARACTERISTICS
CLASS: HALL: TOT ROCMS: 1ST.FLOOR SQFT:
MODEL: DINING: BATHS : 2ND FLOOR SQFT:
STORIES: FAMILY: COND: CONV GAR SQFT:
FLOOR T: ‘ BEDS: BLT INS: TOT ADDNL SQFT:
CEN H/AC | UTILITY: GAR SPACES: TOT RES SQFT:
CON. YR: SUPP RM: TRAFFIC: BASEMENT SQFT:
EFF.DT: GARAGE SQFT:
LOT SF: NUISANCE: PATIO:
ACRES: SOLAR W/H: FIREPL:
ZONING: SOLAR HT: MISC. :
SPA/TUBR: ROOF TYPE: POOL:
USE TYPE POOL YR RBLT:
END OF RECORD

8B/ 96EI/E0/00
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———

, SACRAMENTO CQUNTY

SECURED ROLL ROGER G.F. FONG, ASSESSOR

T——

com—

APN:072-0070-~032-0000 USE:HNAKMB TRA:52043

ZONING:AG80
NEIGHBOR:

BK_PG:072007

OWNER: TSAKOPOULOS ANGELO K/ETAL
STREET: 7700 COLLEGE TOWN DR 101CARE OF:
CITY:SACRAMENTO

CODE
00

OWNER MAILING ADDRESS —===

STATE:CA ZIP:95826

.

=== SITUS ADDRESS

STR#:15125 SUB#: STREET:WHITE ROCK RD CITY: ZIP:95630
== VALUES ——= EXEMPTIONS OTHER

LAND: 3029255 TYPE: DEED TYPE:GD REC DT:950227REC# 1501

IMPR: 4044 HO: REC DT:950227RECH#PAGE 1501 GD

FIX: VET:

PP: OTHR :

BUS - TOT :
GROSS : 3033299

NET: 3033299 IMPR%

LAST 3 SALES
DTT AMT F‘ DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL $INT

1:
2:
3:

Grantor Grantee Deed Dt DD Type
1.
2

===—= ADDITIONAL SALES —= —

~l O U | w

DTT AMT REC DT PAGE DTT AMT REC DT PAGE

890911 1677 9:

10:

11:

12:

8: 13:

:::=====::=====:==+===:======== CHARACTERISTICS ——————————=——=——————= —

CLASS: | HALL: TOT ROOMS: 18T .FLOOR SQFT:
MODEL: DINING: BATHS : 2ND FLOOR SQFT:
STORIES: FAMILY: COND : CONV GAR SQFT:
FLOOR T: BEDS: BLT INS: TOT ADDNL SQFT:
CEN H/AC UTILITY: GAR SPACES: TOT RES SQFT:
CON. YR: SUPP RM: TRAFFIC: BASEMENT SQFT:
EFEF . DT: GARAGE SQFT:
LOT SF: NUISANCE: PATIO:
ACRES : SOLAR W/H: FIREPL:
ZONING: SOLAR HT: MISC. :
SPA/TUB: ROOF TYPE: POOL:
USE TYPE POOL YR BLT:

P 39vd

—— =

END QF RECORD

e o

00:/0 9661/60/30

ONI BNILTINSNOD &0d0ay 8£3082/9916



S8 3Iovd

ONI ONILINSNCD H0gay

8€3982.99716

eo:i0 QSST/SQ/QQ

——— —— ——— — ———
SACRAMENTO CqﬁﬁTY SECURED ROLL ROGER G.F. FONG, ASSESSOR
APN:072-0070-022-0000 USE:HNAMAB TRA:52030 ZONING:AG80 BK;PG:072007
NEIGHROR:
OWNER MAILING APDRESS —— CODE
OWNER :RUSSELL DANIEL H 00
STREET:P O BX 19%0 CARE OF:
CITY:SACRAMENTO STATE:CA Z2IP:95812 |
P, =———=—==x= SITUS ADDRESS === g‘
STR# - #: STREET: CITY: ZIP:95630
—— VALUES —== EXEMPTIONS OTHER
FEAND: TYPE DEED TYPE:GD REC DT:791121REC# 1331
IMPR : HO: REC DT:791121RECH#PAGE 1331 GD
FIX: VET
PP: OTHR
BUS : TOT
GROSS
NET 439 IMPR%
= —==————=— [AST 3 SALES
DTT AMT DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT
1:
2:
3:
Grantor Grantee Deed Dt DD Type
i:
3:
—— = ADDITIONAL SALES ==
DTT AMT EC DT PAGE DTT AaMT REC DT PAGE
4 ; 9:
S: 10:
6: 11:
7 12
8: 13:
CHARACTERISTICS =
CLASS: HALL: TOT ROOMS: 18T.FLOOR SQFT:
MODEL : DINING: BATHS : 2ND PLOOR SQFT:
STORIES: FAMILY: COND : CONV GAR SQFT:
FLOOR T: BEDS : BLT INS: TOT ADDNL SQFT:
CEN H/AC UTILITY: GAR SPACES: TOT RES SQFT:
CON. YR: SUPP RM: TRAFFIC: BASEMENT SQFT:
EFF.DT: GARAGE SQFT:
LOT SF: NUISANCE : PATIO:
ACRES: SOLAR W/H: FIREPL:
ZONING: SOLAR HT: MISC.:
SPA/TURB: ROOF TYPE: POOL:
USE TYPE POOL YR RBLT:
= e END OF RECORD w:_t__z_——_:———-—j




6 SACRAMENTO CC#UNTY

SECURED ROLL ROGER G.F. FONG, ASSESSOR

APN:072—0070—0j/5—0000 USE :HNAMAG TRA:52045

ZONING:AG80 BK_PG: 072007

STREET:10161 G
CITY:ELK GROVE

NEYIGHBOR -
OWNER MAILING ADDRESS === ————— CODE
OWNER :MOSHER MELBA OUIDA 00
TLINE RD CARE OF:
STATE:CA ZIP:95624

—_—_——
==

SITUS ADDRESS

STR# - SUBR#H : STREET:0LD PLCRVLLE RD CITY: ZIP:95630]
== VALUES =—=— EXEMPTIONS OTHER
F-LAND: 18536 TYPE: DEED TYPE:GD REC DT:6S5082SREC# 384
IMPR: HO: REC DT:690825REC#PAGE 384 GD
FIX: VET:
PP: OTHR:
BUS: TOT:
GROSS:: 18536
NET: 18536 IMPR%
LAST 3 SALES — ==
DTT AMT DTT CODE TYPE WOP REC DT PAGE REL %INT
1:
2:
3:
Grantor Grantee Deed Dt DD Type
1:
=—— ADDITIONAL SALES —— ———
REC DT PAGE DTT AMT REC DT PAGE
9:
10:
11:
12
13:
CHARACTERISTICS ——
CLASS: HALIL: TOT ROOMS: 18T .FLOOR SQFT:
MODEL: DINING: BATHS: 2ND FLOOR SQFT:
STORIES: FAMILY: COND : CONV GAR SQFT:
FLOCR T: BEDS : BLT INS: TOT ADDNL SQFT:
CEN H/AC UTILITY: GAR SPACES: TOT RES SQFT:
CON. YR: SUPP RM: TRAFFIC: BASEMENT SQFT:
EFF.DT: GARAGE SQFT:
LOT SF: NUISANCE: PATIO:
ACRES: SOLAR W/H: FIREPL:
ZONING: SOLAR HT: MISC. :
SPA/TUB: ROOF TYPE: POOL:
USE TYPE POOL YR BLT:
‘ END OF RECORD =———=— ——
9 Iy . S ——
vd ONI BNILINSNGD HOdaw 8€902/99T6  0B:/0 966T/68/30
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ARDOR CONSULTING INC

9166720638

88/89/1996 07:00
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Record of Suarvey,0.S.Bk. 48 Pg 13 (0-31-90)
0.8.8h27 Pg.7 (9-23-69)

: County of Sacramento, Colif.
NOJE—Asspston’s Block Numbers Shown ) Ellipeas,

Assessar’s Porest Nymbiers Shown in Circles,

]



El Dorado County
Environmental Management
Air Pollution Division

tion: Dennis Otani‘

El Dorado County
LAFCO

Attn: Roseanne Chaml{erlain

El Dorado County “
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Sam Bradle

El Dorado County
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Walt Shultz

El Dorado County Libr.
Oak Ridge High School Branch

El Dorado County Libr:
South Lake Tahoe Branch

EP.LC. |
PO Box 231 ‘
Rescue CA 95672

Steven Proe
PO Box 94
Greenwood CA 95635

John Hidahl

c/o EDH APAC - El Dorado Hills CSD
1021 Harvard Way
El Dorado Hills CA 95762

‘ey Pulverman, Chief
ce of Transpo/Metro Planning

Dept of Transportation 4 Dist 3
PO Box 942874 - MS 41
Sacramento CA 94274-0001

El 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

El Dorado County Library
Pollock Pines Branch

El 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 CA 95670-6006

Velma Gambiles, 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 CA 95634

State of California

Office of Planning & Research
1400 10th Street

Sacramento CA 95814

Harriett Segel
2067 Wood Mar Drive
El Dorado Hills CA 95762

El Dorado County

Department of Transportation

Attention: Natalie Porter

Tracey Eden, P.E.

El Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA 95667




Ralph Friend, Superintendent
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road

&'\gle Springs CA 95682

Dennis Carroll, Chair
Board of Trustees
Latrobe School District
7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs CA 95682

Michael McDougall
Palisades Properties, Inc.

147 Iron Point Road, Suite A
Folsom CA 95630

Brian Veerkamp, Assistant Chief

El Dorado Hills Fire Department
990 Lassen Lane
El Dorado Hills CA 95762

David Witter
El Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA 95667

erine C. McEfee
EIP Associates
1200 Second Street, Suite 200
Sacramento CA 958{4

PNTILE, [AOPENDENM
g,4 f,\ -40". -’a(&t AP %
\

one sheet Nubee oaly (onvei-pd)

{ Notiee *AD\):M').H:)

— Jop aL,Oﬂv

+4 &

o weled noder

William 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 Howard

El Dorado 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 CA 95709

Sharon Fraser

El Dorado Irrigation District
2890 Mosquito Road
Placerville CA 95667

"/C‘ (XQ/," (’A-JT)‘L*—""EA7

. w//r\ SUU/Z {TP

Lorraine Larsen-Hallock, Clerk
Board of Trustees

Latrobe School District

7900 South Shingle Road
Shingle Springs CA 95682

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

-~ Patrick Angell

- ESA
1930 9th Street, Suite 220
Sacramento CA 95814-7044
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