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Cc: Jim Mitrisin <edc.cob@edcgov.us>, Lillian Macleod <lillian.macleod@edcgov.us> 

Dear Supervisors-

Please consider the attached public comments [Dixon Ranch_ Van Dyke public 
comment_water_3/17/16] and include them in the record for the Dixon Ranch project 
(Legistar file 14-1617). 

I've also attached Cheryl Langley's comments submitted for the 3/8/16 BOS hearing on the 
project because I referred to them and wanted them easily accessible for you (they should 
already be part of the record) 

thank you! -Ellen Van Dyke 

2 attachments 

t9 Cheryls Dixon Ranch comments_March 8, 2016 .pdf 
1200K 

~ Dixon Ranch_Van Dyke public comment_water_3.17.16 .pdf 
" 792K 
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Board Members: 

-

Public Comment 
Board of Supervisors 

March 8, 2016 
Agenda Item# 34; 
File No. 14-1617 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Dixon Ranch residential project. I have the 
following concerns about water supply and water quality. 

Water Supply 

El Dorado Irrigation District's (EID) water supply is inadequate to serve this development. It has been 
made clear in the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) by EID that " ... water supplies would not be 
sufficient to meet EID's existing water demands and the buildout water demands of the proposed 
project..." 

l ntp:tct UTL~ I: A degr ee of un cer tainty i~ inhl'reut ill EIH's :lbHHy w mecllon.g·lerm 
tumula U 1.' water supplil!s, whil'b could result in U1c nced to tonstruct uew ur expand existing 
watl'r faciliti es, th e construction of which could en use signillcunl environmentnJ effects, nnd/or 
co11ld requi re new or cX"I):UJded entiUements for wa t<! r supplit!S (S). 

As uoH:d, EID ' s ~xis ting \Va ter supplits :Jn: reasonably certain to be avalluble lu serve EID 's exis ting 
\\ ll tl"f demi~Js (i.e .• eum.:nt CUSlOmerS a nd US~$) ll nd the WU t~r d~mands of" lh L" prop O!:il!d p rojec t. 
1-low~.:ver , a!> dl:.sl!ribo.:d in the WSA . .EID"s ~::xis ling wmo.:r s,uppl io.:5 \•.'t.l uh..l not b ~: sufli dcnttu m.: o.:L 
EID 's exis ting wa l·~r d emands a11 d tbc bu ~l dou t water demands uf tbc proposed proJ o.:CL whmL 
~.:ombin~:d with tl ll oth~.: r past, present nnJ rcnsunably pru bahh.; futur.: usc!> . 

Source: Dixon Ranch draft Environmental Impact Report, page 307. 

The safe yield shortfall is estimated to be about 69,000 to 74,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) at buildout 
of the 2004 General Plan. 

I- I ,_ 
• Under long term safe yield planning assumptions, newl$iupplies are needed for all West 

Slope purveyors at build out of the 2004 General Plan, with approximately 69,000 AFY of 
additional water supply needed for the entire West Slope. 

~I 

• The climate change hydrologic regime scenario confirms safe yield is the appropriate metric 
for assessing long term water supply need. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development 
and Management Plan, (December, 2007); November 2014, page 123. 
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Table 7-2 

ElDorado 
Irrigation 
District 

Georgetown 
Divide PUD 

Grizzly Flat 
CSD Total 

Other 
County 
Areas 

Western 
Slope Total 

West Slope Additional Surface Water Supply Need with State Mandated 
Conservation - Considering Safe Yield Supply (acre-feet) 

Exfstlng 
Additional 

Urban Agricultural Total Demand Water Supply 
Safe Need 

- Yield 
Supply 2012 2030 

Build-
2012 2030 

Build-
2012 2030 

Build-
2030 

BuDd-
Out Out Out Out 

59,955 40,237 51 ,403 79,316 7,977 9,515 19,218 48,214 60,919 98,534 964 38,579 

10,541 3,001 4,120 9,581 7,121 7,621 10,349 10,122 11 ,741 19,930 1,200 9,389 

165 153 187 313 - - - 153 187 313 22 148 

- - - 12,336 - - 17,476 - - 29,812 - 20,560 

1,';:1 1=1-.-
- - - 101,546 - - 47,043 - - 148,590 2,187 68,677 

Reference Chapter 4 and 6 for detailed demand and supply projeCtions by purveyor/area. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development 
and Management Plan, (December, 2007}; November 2014, page 120. 

Table 7-4 

ElDorado 
Irrigation 
District 

Georgetown 
Divide PUD 

Grizzly Flat 
CSD Total 

Other County 
Areas 

Western 
Slope Total 

West Slope Additional Surface Water Supply Need Considering Safe Yield 
and Potential Climate Chanae lmoacts (AFY) 

Existing 
Additional 

Urban Agricultural Total Demand Water Supply 
Safe Need 
Yield 

Build- Build- Build- Build-Supply 2012 2030 
Out 

2012 2030 
Out 

2012 2030 
Out 

2030 
Out 

56,216 40,237 52,688 81 ,299 7.977 9,991 20179 48,214 62680 101 ,478 6,464 45,262 

9.487 3,001 4.223 9,821 7,12"1 8.002 10,866 10.122 12,225 20,687 2,738 11 ,200 

149 153 187 313 - - - 153 187 313 39 164 

- - - 12,336 - - 17.476 - - 29,812 - 20,560 

,_, li"J-
- - - 103,777 - - 48,522 - - 152,298 9,246 74,103 

'--. 
Reference Chapter 4 and 6 for detailed demand and supply projections by purveyor/area . 

Note: 1) 25% of Other County Area urban demands and 100% of agricullul?ll demands are included in the "Additional 
Water Supply Need." 2) 2012 agricultural demands do not include demand supplied from ground water or riparian sources. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development 
and Management Plan, (December, 2007}; November 2014, page 122. 
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But there is another issue that impacts this documented shortfall: The Dixon Ranch project is not the 
only project on the planning horizon. The Senate Bill (SB} 610 report! (Water Supply Assessment, or 
WSA} lists the following proposed projects which-including Dixon Ranch-total approximately 5,600 
residences: 

- ·· 3-;-2- -e·nu~'""RGURRFNt't.-Y-PROJ'0SED PROJ.Eers 

As mentioned in Lhe previous section, El Dorado Cowlly is the Lead CEQA Agency for four 
additional proposed development proje.cts and has requested EID to prepare WSA 's for each 
development concurrent with Lhis Proposed Project WSA. EJD is currently drafting three of 
these four WSAs. 1 ~ The estimate of water demand for each WSA follows the same methods used 
in Section 2 of this WSA, with specific unit demand factors applied to each unique land use 

element. The olher projec ts are: 

• Central El Dorado Hills - located along El Dorado Hills Blvd north of Hwy 50, this 
projects is a planned infill mixed development with primarily residential units and some 
commercial space. 

• Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan - located adjacent to the Village of Marble VaJJey, this 
development is a planned residential community with a variety of lot sizes and housing 
types. 

• The Village ofrvlarblt: Valley Specific Plan - located soulheast of the Propose Project. 

this development features many additional complex water use elements such as 
vineyards. schools. parks. a large lake, and a diverse mngc of housing types and lot sizes. 

Source: 58 610 Water 
Supply Assessment for 
the Dixon Ranch 
Residential Project, 
page 3-2. 

Importantly, the list of proposed projects in the SB 610 report is far from complete. The following 
projects-to name a few-are on the planning horizon as well. (Source of proposed project 
information: El Dorado County Web site: "Pending Projects," "Planned Developments," by District, 
available at: http:ljedcapps.edcgov.us/Pianning/Projectlnquiry.asp.} 

• San Stino's Mill Creek, 632 units 
• Piedmont Oak Estates, 81 units 
• McCann Subdivision, 72 units 
• Stonehenge Springs, 331 units 
• Diamond Dorado Subdivision, 109 units 
• Durock Road Condos, 10 four story units that include 210 residential units 
• Montano Master Plan, unspecified number of units 
• Habitat for Humanity Condos, unspecified number of residential units 

These projects add over 1,400 additional (mostly residential) units; this total is in addition to the 
approximate 16,000 residential-zoned parcels currently developable under ministerial rights in the 
County. And this figure likely does not include that portion of 10,000 homes south of Highway 50 in 
Folsom that EID is planning to supply water to, as well as other commitments to supply water out-of­
county that may be established as a result of that precedent-setting commitment. Now we're talking 
about approximately 23,000 planned residences, minus the portion of the Folsom homes that EID has 
committed to serve. 

1 Tully & Young. 2013. 58 610 Water Supply Assessment for the Dixon Ranch Residential Project. August, 2013 
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Furthermore, the Targeted General Plan Amendment/Zoning Ordinance Update (TGPA/ZOU) EIR 
acknowledges EID based its water usage estimate on "2004 General Plan land use assumptions ... " 

Source: ICF International. 2015. ElDorado County TGPA/ZOU Final Program EIR, December, 2015, 
page 3.10-20. 

But the TGPA/ZOU "intensifies" land use zoning and land uses-and associated water demand-over 
2004 General Plan demand levels. Thus, the EID-baseline used for the Dixon Ranch project SB 610 water 
usage assumptions is flawed-it underestimates demand. 

Minus even this additional demand on water supply, the SB 610 for Dixon Ranch, and the Dixon Ranch 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) reveal the water simply isn't there to support Dixon Ranch when 
combined with past, present, and reasonably probable future uses. Where is the water to support this 
development going to come from? Residents are rationing water now. 

Sources of Water Supply 
While EID is hoping to acquire water rights to cover shortfall with the acquisition of multiple "planned 
water assets," there is no promise that EID will be able to acquire these assets. And, even if some or 
all of the water rights sought are acquired, it is uncertain if total acquisitions will be adequate to 
support Dixon Ranch when combined with "past, present, and reasonably probable future uses." 

The SB 610 consultant could only say EID "should" have sufficient water available to meet the needs 

projected under the Dixon SB 610 through 2035lf: 

The conclusion lh<~t EID should have sufficient water availuble to meet the nc..:ds ufth..: Pmpuseu 

Proj~c!, in addition to the other demands in its service area through 2035 , rests on thL• following 

set of assumptions: 

~ 
• EID. EDC\V A. ami EDWPA successfully execute thl' contracts and obtain the water right 

pennit approvals for curn:nlly unsecured wat..:r supplies tlist:LL~s..:d in Section 4. Absent 

ihcse s teps; the water supplies currently hdd by ELD anti rceognizcu to be divertcu under 

existing contmcts and agreements would be insuFficient in .2.035 to meet the Proposed 

Prujet:r demands along with all other existing and planneJ future uses. 

• EID will commit to implement F<Jcility Capacity Charge.s in an amount sufficient to 

assure the financing is available <JS appropriate to construct the ncccssury infmstructurc as r-'----------, 

detailed in the March ~013 EID lmegrated Water Resources Master Plan. Source: SB 610 Water 
• Demand in single-dry years includes <Ill additional 5 percent of demand over the normal Supply Assessment for 

year demand during the same lime period. This consen'ative assumption accounts for the Dixon Ranch Residential 
likelihood that EID customers will in·igate earlier in the season to account for dry spring 

conditions. This hypothct1c<tl demand augmentation nmy or muy not m<tnifest in d1y 

year:; . but this conservative assumption further tesl> the suHiciency of water supplies 

during dry conditions. 

• The estimated demands include 13 percent to account for non-revenue water losses (e.g. 

distribution system losses). 

4 
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Section 4 descriptions (mentioned in the preceding excerpt) of these unsecured water rights include 
pre-1914 water rights. However, pre-1914 appropriative rights-while relatively common-are also 
difficult to establish, and require evidence of original use prior to 1914 and continued use thereafter.2 

The appropriative right is lost by non-use; continuity of use is as important as the origin of the right. 

And;-regard lng other ;,planned water assets/' what is the likelihood EID will be successful in its bid to 
acqu ire additional water rights in the face of competing interests within the State? Is EID likely to win its 
bid to support rooftops over other needs/interests? There is keen interest-statewide-in EDC's water 
supply: 

Finally, while not a purpose of this 2014 Update, Chapter 6 notes that there may be value in a 
spedfic climate change vulnerabiltty assessment- of both supplies and demands- for the American 
River Basin supported by .all water users reli <IJ)"il on sucll supplfes. This includes all downstream 
water users (including environmental uses). It is clear that there is statewide interest in water 
supplles generated Wlthin the American River watersl1ed. As noted in the 2007 report on climate 
change vulnerability by the California Urban Water Agencies, the combined effects of decreasing 
water supplies and increasing water demands are serious challenges for the future. 

Source: El Dorado County Water Agency. 2014. 2014 West Slope Update Water Resources Development and 
Management Plan, (December, 2007); November 2014, page 123. 

It is highly likely that EID will not be able to acquire water rights to support additional growth in the 
County because of need elsewhere in the State (especially in light of over-allocation and persistent 
drought). 

A recent article in the Sacramento Bee describes this over-allocation issue: 

"The state of California has handed out five times more water rights than nature can 
deliver ... California's total freshwater runoff in an average year is about 70 million acre­
feet... but the state has handed out junior water rights totaling 3 70 million acre-feet." 3 

In the face of water shortage, numerous California jurisdictions have denied development projects 
based on a lack of reliable water supply: 

Water authorities and other government agencies scattered throughout the state ... have 
begun denying, delaying or challenging authorization for dozens of housing tracts and other 
developments under a state law that requires a 20-year water supply as a condition for 
building. The water in our state is not sufficient to add more demand, said Lester Snow, 
the director of the California Department of Water Resources. And that now means that 
some large development can't go forward. 4 

Likewise, because El Dorado County does not have the necessary water resources to support 
this high-density project, it should not go forward. 

2 Sawyers, G.W. Undated. A Primer on California Water Rights. Available at: 
http:/ /aic. ucdavis.ed u/ events/ outlookOS/Sawyer _primer.pdf 
3 Weiser, M. 2014. Water is Way Below Allotments. Sacramento Bee, August 20, 2014, pages B1 & B3 . 
4 

Steinhauer, J. 2008. Water Starved California Slows Development. New York Times, June 7, 2008. 
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Violation of General Plan Objective and Policies 

A General Plan objective-and multiple policies-are violated when discretionary projects are granted 
approval in the absence of an adequate water supply. These include: 

• · Obje-ctive 5.2.1: County-Wide Water Resources Program. "Establish a County-wide water 
resources development and management program to include the activities necessary to ensure 
adequate future water supplies consistent with the General Plan." 

• Policy 5.2.1.1: "The El Dorado County Water Agency shall support a County-wide water 
resources development and management program which is coordinated with water purveyors 
and is consistent with the demands generated by the General Plan land use map." 

• Policy 5.2.1.2: "An adequate quantity and quality of water for all uses, including fire protection, 
shall be provided for with discretionary development." 

• Policy 5.2.1.4: "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 5.2.1.9: "In order to approve the tentative map or building permit for which the [Water 
Supply Assessment] was prepared the County must find ... the water supply from existing water 
supply facilities will be adequate to meet the highest projected demand associated with the 
approval on the lands in question. " This water supply will only be deemed adequate if " ... the 
total entitled water supplies available during normal, single, dry, and multiple dry years within a 
20-year projection will meet the highest projected demand associated with the approval, in 
addition to existing and 20-year projected future uses within the area served by the water 
supplier ... " 

• Policy 5.1.2.2: "Provision of public services to new discretionary development shall not result in 
a reduction of service below minimum established standards to current users ... " 

Approval of the Dixon Ranch project will violate these General Plan policies and the objective; therefore, 
the project must be denied. 

Implementation of SB 610 and SB 221 
The applicant's SB 610 report is inadequate. According to the Guidebook for the Implementation of 
Senate Bi/1610 & Senate Bi/1221 of 2001, 5 SB 221 also applies to the Dixon Ranch residential project, 
and yet the requirements of SB 221 have not been met. Under SB 221, approval of residential 

5 California Department of Water Resources.2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill 610 & Senate 
Bill 221 of 2001 to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities, and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning. October 
8, 2003. Available at: http://www.water.ca.gov/pubs/use/sb 610 sb 221 guidebook/guidebook.pdf 
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subdivisions requires an affirmative written verification of sufficient water supply. 6 SB 221 applies to 
"subdivisions," as defined below: 

Government Code section 66473.7 
. _ (l!)_ F.!!T thqpurpo!!_~ g[thi!i_ §f!clion. th(!iQijgwing dejinitip1rs apply · 

( I) · 'Subdivision ' · memrs a proposed residential del•elopment of more than 500 dwelling units, except that for a 
public water system that hasfell'er than 5,000 service connections, · 'subdivision ·· means any proposed 
residential development that would accmmtfor mr increase of 10 percent or more in the number of the public 
water system ·s existing service connections. 

Source: Government Code section 66473.7{a){l}. 

And, Dixon Ranch is not exempt from the requirements of SB 221. An exemption applies only in the 
following instance: 

Go,·ernmcnt Code section 66473.7. 
(I) This Sec/ion shull1w t appzv to any residential project proposed for a site that is within wr urbanized area and has 
been previouslv developed for urban uses, or where the immediate contiguous properties surrowuling the residential 
proj ect site are. or previouszv /rave been. developed for urban uses. or /rousing proj ects that are exclusively for J!e(l' 

low and low-income lrouselw lds. 

Source: Government Code section 66473.7{i) . 

The Dixon Ranch project is not in an urbanized area, as defined under Public Resources Code section 
21071, which defines "urbanized" as: 

(A)Completely·surrounded b y·one·or·more·incorporated ·cities, ·and both ·of the following ·c1iteria · 
are·met :'j 

Source: Public Resources Code section 21071{b){l){A). 

Nor is it-despite its recent inclusion in a Community Region boundary line-located in a region that 

"allows urban uses on one side of the boundary and prohibits urban uses on the other side." 

(B)Located -..vi thin ·an-urban·gro\vth ·boundary·and has ·an-existing -residential -population ·of -at · 
1east·5,000·persons ·per·square-mile. ·For·purposes ·ofthis·subparagraph,·an·'·urba..n·grov.'1:h · 
boundary" -means ·a ·provision ·of -a ·locally · adopted -general·plan -that -allo\vs ·urban ·uses ·on ·one·side· 
ofthe·boundary-andprohibits ·urban·uses ·on·the·other·side.'j 

Source: Public Resources Code section 21071{b){l){B). 

Thus, the requirements of SB 221 apply. But there is no documentation in support of compliance with 
SB 221 in either the Dixon Ranch EIR or SB 610 report. SB 221 is mentioned in the draft EIR for Dixon 
Ranch, but the project applicant does nothing to satisfy SB 221 requirements: 

6 Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bil/610 and Senate Bill of 
2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 2003, 
page iii. 
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Senate B ill 61 () twd SB 11L ln 2003 , SbrtaitJ Bill (SB) 610 anJ SB 121 were signed i.mo law by 
Governor Gruy Duvis. SB 610 requires public water systems that supply watt:r ro proposcd projects 
t.lctenni.nc whether the projctted water tlc.maud (assoc.:iatc:J wilh th~ propo::.ed project) could be mel 
when ~xi sting and! planned future llS c s :trc c.onsidcr~d. For lht: purposes. of SB o I 0, Wmcr Code 

.:~ec~i_~n 1 09~ ~ (a)(ll rcg_ui~_cs aU~ .e_~ojc-cts \~~i~ a ~a ttlr ~cnumtl cq~ival~n l to 500 or m~r~ Jwt!!Ung 
uniL<>, or whic.h incluJc. over 250,000 squnrc !eel of commcrciul office bui lding to obtain u Wutcr 
Supply Assessment (WSA). In addition, SB 610 r~quir~.s n qurmtifieation of wukr received by the 
wa t~r pro\~cr in prior years fi"om water rights, water supply tlnlitlemcnts, auJ water service 
cm1tmcrs. UnLici' ' B .211, uppr val by oit~ or county uf certain reSidential .:ubJi\1isiuns rc:q_t~in:s an 
ufrirrua~1\!c wnttun crl.lic.:atiou of s unidtnt \\ wr supply. 

Source: Dixon Ranch draft Environmental Impact Report, page 294. 

Because of this omission, determination of sufficient water supply-as required under SB 221-is not 
adequate. According to the SB 610 and SB 221 Guide, an agency " ... shall not approve any final map 
prepared for the subdivision until the agency governing body has received a written verification that 
satisfies the condition regarding a sufficient water supply ... " 

Under SB 221, the definition of "sufficient water supply" is as follows: 

Step One: Document]ng supply 

Govl!rnmc.rlt Cud!' SI!Cliun 66473.7 

~ 
(a ) ( J) · 'St{ljlcient water supply · · I IIi! OilS the total q'ater supplies aw1ilable tluriug uorm al, single-d.FJ!J and multip/e-

dr:r yeurs within a 20- ycur projectio11 tlwt ll'i// meet the projected Jcmund associated with the propoJ;cd 
subdivision, irr a.lftiilirm /u C'.xistlng and plamred_tiuure uses, inclucll.ng , but 11oi limitc'd to, agricultural and 
indu. ·tria/ uses. ln determining ' 'srgficiem vater supply, ·'all of theJollowingja tors shall be considered~ 

( 1.1 Tire £1\'ai/abilit\' o( water supplies over a histnrica l reeord o(at leasllO Fears. 
(BJ Tire applicability oj an urban water shortage crmtingenc_t• mralysis prepared p111:mant to Sectirm !0631 of 

th e IV mer Code tlrat irrcludes action~ to be !1/ldertakeTI by tire public lHIIer .~ystcm in response to water 
supp~v shortages. 

(C) Tire rcductiorr in ll'ater supply af/oc:ared to a .I]Jecijlc water use sec/or purslllmt 10 a resolwion or 

ordincm ce. adopted. or a contmcl eutered into, by tire public water system, as long as tlwt resolution. 
onlirumce. or cant nrc I does n ot cor!flict ll'itlr Section 354 af t he Wutcr Code. 

(D) Tire amou11t ot'wme.r tlrw tire tt•ater supolier ca11 rea.wnabll' rell' w r receh·imr ti·om or lr er ll'ater swmlv 
prolt:ct. ·. such as coniwrcthe use. reclaimed II 'Wer. \l'ater consermtia11. and wmer lranskr. includinf! 
pror<ranrs identified under (ederaf. stale. amllot·ul wa ter initialil'l:.s such as CA Ll· ED und Colorado River 
lelllal'il'e mzreemeut. ·- to th e e.'Cti!Jri that these t\'Gter sunplies meet tire criteria o(subdit·fsioll (l/) 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill 610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 50. 

When, as is the case with Dixon Ranch, it is determined the water supply would not be sufficient to meet 
existing water demands (past, present demands) and "reasonably probable future uses" {this term 
equals "planned future uses" in the definition above), the sufficiency analysis must follow the steps 
outlined below. 
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Water Cod~ s~ction 1091 I 

~~ 

(a) Jj; a.r a re.Yull of its assessmeTII, the public water .!t:vstem concludes that its wurer .rupplies are. or m ·/1 be. 
Uh~u{iicieni .. the public ~i·a ter .. n •slem .slra /1 provide ld the ell!' or G'OWJI\ ' Its pkms for acauirfn !! adrlliional 1t'aler 
supplies. sell fngforth lire measures that are being w1d£•rlaken lo acquire twd (ievelop those \i"Oier supplies .. £{the city 
arcmmty: ij either i.f tcquin!d to com[Jiy 1i'ith li~ part p fftsuanr to subdivision (b) . carrcludes a.\' u result of its 
assessment, that waler supplies ,v ·e, or will be, irm.1_{fieie111, the city or cowl/_!' sir all in d ude br its water assessment its 
phmsfor acquiring additionalH•ater supplies, settingjorrh tire measures that are being rmdertaken to acqtrire and 
develop those water supplie.!L 7'/rose plans may un·lude, bm are: not limited 10. b(/armmiou c•oncemilrg all of/he 
Jollm¥IJ1g: 

( iJ Tire estimated Jowl costs. and /Ire proposed method ojjinancing th e casts. associated wUh acquiring tire 
1~1 additional water s upplies_ 
(.!) Allfedrmll. state. nnd local permits. approvals. or entitlements lira/ tiT"E an!iCijJalcll to be reqtrired in order to 
~ acquire aud rlc'l'elop the additio11alwale::r s upplies. 
(3) Based on the con.vidLYalioTis ser.fbrth in paragraphs (1) and(!). the estima ted tinu_yram cs ll'ithin which the 

pub/it: ~t·ater .1:1'stem, or tire city or cormty ~(either is required to comp~l' with this part pursrwlll to wbdfl'ision 
(h), e.""tpec/.\' to be able to acquire additional water supplies. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003 . Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill 610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 34. 

And, when a project is subject to SB 221, the written verification must meet the requirements of 
Government Code section 66473.7{d): 

rd) /}'llelrthe ll'ritle.n n•rificatimr pur.'fltcmt. to subdh,ision (b) relies on projectedwa1er .mpplies that m'!' nf!( C11rrentZ1 
available lo I he public water !lJ'S l f:' //1 , w prcll'ide a suj}lcie/11 ll'aler supp ly to !he subdil ·ision. i11e written l'er!fiL'atio ll as 
fO ll:ffiJc projected wuter .wppliC's slta/1 be based ari all of the.follan·ing elemenls. to the e.rtem each is app/icablf!: 

( I ) IVI'itte11 contnrc ls or o ther praofafmlid rights /o th E' identij'iecl water .mpp~\' rlral iden tiji· the terms and 
if-:1 conditions w uler whiclr the wa:e.r 11 ·ill be m •ailable Ia se.rve the proposed .wbdil•ision. 
( .!) CopiE's f!(a capital ow lay program forjinmrcing the delivery ofu SI~O'icierrt lr<ller supply that lw.r been 
1~1 adop1ed by tire applicable grJI'eming bady. 

(3) Securing ofapplicablefedera/. stale, am/ !om! permits/or corr.rlnrctimr afncas.mry i1ijrustntct t1re associated 
1~ with supp~1·ilrg a srdficielll li'o/er supp~l' . 

(4) Any neces.mry rcgulutory apprm·als tlrat are n'cjllired in order to be abli! 10 COIII 'l'J' or delh ·er u su)jicient 
walcr Sltpplv to the subdil'isiaii. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bi/1610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 50. 

But there is an "out" here. Even if the water supply is deemed insufficient, a "local agency" may make a 
finding that additional water supplies not accounted for will be available; but this finding must be made 
on the record, supported by substantial evidence. The following excerpt identifies the relevant 
Government Code section requirements: 
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Section 15- Code citations If the projected supply is determined to be insufficient 

Gov&:-rntnent Colle section 66473.7 

~ 
(b) _(3) 1/'the wriuen veri teat ian ravided b · the (l]Jplicab/e_public Jrtllcr .mstem indicates tltattlte public waters ·stem 

is unablr= 10 prol'id£• a .suj]ic:iCJIIII'a.tCJ· supp~l ' that wlllmeetllte pmjcctetl demmula.vsodatr!d with the 
propa!!·cd subdivi.,·ion. 1he11 the local agency f[fil)' make a finding, after consideration of the wrillelll'L'l'i/icatian 
by lite applicahl f! public 1ra/er system, that. additional water supplies not accowllr!dJor by l11e public water 
.vy.m!llr are. or will be, uwlifable prior to completion o) the .vubclivcdfnr tlwt wil! .mtisfi • the requirements of this 
seclion. TltL~ _l/mlr11g shall be made on the record and supported by .substantial e1•idencL'. 

I~ 

(tO If lwn the wriuen l'crifictllian pursuant w :wbclivision (b) relies on projected wcuer supplies lluu are noJ currently 
m rallable Ia tl1e public water system. to prm·ide a sr,rf!Jden.l ll 'uler .wpp~~- 10 tll(• subdivision. the written ,·e.r[{ication as 
to tliffij e projected water supplies .rlw/J be bused an cr/1 of the )ollm~>ing elt:mt•nts, to tire extent each is applicable: 

( 1 j Wl'illelr comrac f.l' or 01h e.r proof of valid rig/us to the ident({Ied water supp(1· that idenlij_~· lire terms a11d 
~ conditio/Is under 1rhich the muer will be available Ia serve the proposed subdivision. 
(:!J Copies of a capital outlay programfor_/wancing th e d<!lil'f.'FJ' o(a su_l)lcient 1\'ate.r supply tlwi has been 
~ adopted by the applicable go1•eming ba~1'-

t3) Securing of applicable federal. stale, ctmllocalpermits j or con.rtmction ofnece.rsury inji·astruclllre associated 
~~ u·ith supp(n'ng a . -~~lJicient r.-ater supply. 

14.) .-Jny nece.1:\'£/1:\' rcgulutory uppraml.1· that are required in orcler to he uble Ia co11vc•y or de/h ·er a .n!fjicienl 
wat ..:r supp(1· to the subdiFision. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 76. 

The following excerpt identifies the relevant "agency action": 

Section 15 If the projected supply is determined to be insufficient 

Agency Action 

~ ~ 
If Uk• wnucn v~rifica tion provitkd by th~ water supplier, or by th~ ag.:ncy , indicates that thl! \ u to.~r ~ upply b 
Ul!mnicienL to me·et thl! projected demand a.";Sociakll wtlb U1e proposed subdivi,;ion, then the agem:y may make a 
tinding, aJlcr considcrat.ion,~' th.: written vcrifir:ation, that additional water supplies nul acwunt.:d fur in thr: 
wrilication <rfil. or will be. vailablc prior to completion of the subdivision that willm.:ct th.: demands of the 
subdivision, This iiniliJI!;! must bl! made on U1e record and supported by sub:~nliaJ evidence. Generally, if an agcnt:y 
identities a supply th~ l~was not accounted for in the verifica tion it will be a supply thnt is not current! _ available or not 
cum:mly being used . In th is ~ituatiun, the substantial evident<: supportiltg tl1e fi111.ling s hould wmply with Government 
Code 66473.7(d) . 

Tha'~;t;tcans U1al th.: agency would ba\'L' to pro vide infonnatioo relating to: 
t I J Written contmct.s or o th.:r proo f o f valid rights to the identified water ~upply which identify th.: Lr:nns and 
lj=j conditions under wbich the water will be available to s..:rve U1c proposed subdi vis ion . 
(1) Copi..:s of a c:.~pital outlay progrom for financing the deli very of a suffi cient W:lt.:r supply thm has been arlopt.:d 
~~ by the applicable govcrni11g body. 
l3 J Securing of applicabh: fi:dcral , stat.:, and loca l p.:rmits for construction of necessary in fru strut.:turc associated 
~ with supplying a surticicnt water :Hlpply. 

(4) Any nct i.!Ssary regu.l atory approvals that ar.: I'Ctjuired in order to be able to con vey or dc-livt:r u ull'ident water 
supply to the subd ivi. ion. 

Source: Department of Water Resources. 2003. Guidebook for the Implementation of Senate Bill 610 and Senate 
Bill of 2001; to Assist Water Suppliers, Cities and Counties in Integrating Water and Land Use Planning; October 8, 
2003, page 77. 
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Such findings have not been made in the case of the Dixon Ranch residential project. EID has not 
provided the necessary documentation to support "substantial evidence in the record" that additional 
water supplies not accounted for will be available. 

F_oE in_sjance, it_ has ~~~-n s_!_atec;!_ in the Dixon Ranch SB 6~0 that contracts are yet to be negotiated and 
executed, regulatory approvals and permits are pending, environmental compliance efforts are 
unsettled, and-in some instances-judicial action will be required . There is simply not an adequate 
water supply to support this project; no "substantial evidence" exists. 

Water Quality 

Failure to Comply with NPDES Requirements 

The requirement that the project comply with State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Order 
No. 2013-0001-DWQ has been wrongly eliminated. 

*NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) 

GENERAL PERMIT FOR 
WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS (WDRs) 

FOR 
STORM WATER DISCHARGES FROM SMALL MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM 

SEWER SYSTEMS (MS4s) 

ORDER NO. 2013-0001-DWQ 
NPDES NO. CAS000004 

This Order was adopted by the State Water Resources Control 1, .~ 

February 5, 2013 Board on: ~ 
This Order shall become effective on: J~lY 1, 2013 
This Order shall expire on: June 30, 2018 

Source: SWRCB NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements; 
Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ; February 5, 2013; pagel. 

Following is a description of the reasoning behind the dismissal of this legal obligation. 
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During incorpomtion of public review coj~_rnents on the dmft ErR~ revisions were pr<>posed to 
Mitigation Measure H YD-1 that would require thl' pro,iec,t to comply with the State Water 
Resources ( 'ontwl BuanlOnlet No. 2013-0001 DWQ effective July 1, 20!3 
("Order"'). However, tmder Section E.l2.c uf the Order (Reb'lllated Projects) "Distretiun<Uy 
proj ects that have been deemed complete priur tu the second year of the effective date of this 

· -order·are-JTOl!illQ~crtcnhl'-Pma::-Om. tltrctiul!Stmnlard!;-lmmin. · ~ 

~ 
The DLxOTI Ranch project was deemed complete OTI April 2 , :::!0 13, prior to the e!Tet:t ive tim e of 
the Order. As such, staff recommends tlnll the proposed revisions in the !vlit.igalion Ivlonllorlng 
and Reporting Progmm and final EIR be rev ised again to reflect the language that was originally 
circulated with the Dmft ErR. The language in the Dmft EIR is sunicient to mitigJte the pn~ject 
imracts under CEQA. and would require that the proj ect comply with the El Dorado County 
West Slope Stonn Water Management Plan (SWMP). which was the controlling regulatory 
document in place al the lime Ure project applic;.stion was ueemeu complete. The proposed 
revisions consistent with the Drall ErR are indicated by strikeout/underline text, as follows: 

"Impact fiYD-1: The construction period and operation period of the proje~:t could n:sull 
in degradation (If water quali~' in Green Spring Creek und downstream rctci\'ing waters 
by reducing the quulily or stormwntcr runoff and incrensing erosion/sedimentation. 

Source: Staff Memo 46; December 14, 2015, page 1. 

But the actual language in Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ is as follows: 
I~ 

Effective Date for Applicability of Low Impact Development Runoff Standards to 
Re.Qulated Projects: By U1e second year of the effective date of the permit, U1e 
Permittee shall require these Post-Construction Standards be applied on 
applicable new and redevelopment Regulated Projects, both private development 
requiring municipal permits and public projects, to U1e extent allowable by 
applicable law. These include discretionary permit projects that have not been 
deemed complete for processln.Q and discretionary permit projects without vesting 
tentative maps that -Q'3,ve not requested and received an extension of previously 
granted approvals. Discretionary projects that have been deemed complete prior 
to U1e second year of the effective date of this Order are not subject to the Posl­
Construction Standards herein. For 'the Permittee's Regulated Projects. the 
effective date shall be the date their governing body or designee approves 
initiation of the project design. 

Source: SWRCB NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements; Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ; February S, 2013; page SL 

The Dixon Ranch project is not "complete," nor has the "project design" been approved. SWRCB Order 

No. 2013-0001-DWQ does apply, and must be implemented. And at one point in the process, the 

applicant agreed they must comply with the Order {in a response to comments from the Central Valley 

Regional Water Quality Control Board [CVRWQCB]): 

Rc:sponsc: A-1-2: The: prujc:cl i~ lm:Lltc:d c:nlirdy 1vi thin El DuraJo Counly and tlu:n:f\Jrt: 1\'uuiJ 
be ~ubj c:cl lu l11c: rcquin.:menls uf tho.: 'Wnsh: Di~charge Rc:qu iremc:niS (WDRs) 
for Storm water Di schargt:s from Small M 'ituicipa l Sc:paral!: S10m1 Sewer 
Syslems Gc:nemll'ermit No. CAS000004 (Ord.:'r ~0 - 20 13-0001-DWQ_) 
(Small tviS4 Pc:rrnit) adopted by the State Walcr Bos rd un February 5. 1013 . 
Seclion E.12 oi'tlu: Small MS4 l'c:rmit is lhc: "l'ost-Cunstruc:lion S!ormwotc:r 
M:.111agcmc:nt Program.' ' The proposed projccl qualitic:s as a "Rcgul:llcd Source: Dixon Ranch 
l'rojc:ct'' as ddinc:J in Sc:c.:ti<)n E. l2 .c ufthc: Order unJ lherc.:fun.: wi ll bc: Residential Project 
n:quirc:u to comply with tlu: s ta ndards provided in ti.H: Ordc:r. Bt:liJrc: 

Response to Comments approving any leotati\'e map. the Coullly (as penni lied will be responsible 
i'or ensuring tho.: prupusc:d project si lt: Je ign include:~ measun:s re4uirc:J Document, page 73 
under Sections E.12.a (Silo: Dcsign 1\ofcasures ~ - E.l2.d (Source Control (page 77 of 444). 
M.:rtsurc:s), E.l2.c: (LID Design Sranuflrds ). and 1::: . 12 .1' iHydrornodilicntiun 
l'vkasures). Other sections of E.J2 aJJress the C'uumy's responsibilities fur 
J oc.: umtnling compliance wilh !he MS4 l'c.:nnil. 
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Has the CVRWQCB been consulted about this change? It does not appear as though Staff Memo 4B was 
sent to the CVRWQCB contact (Treavor Cleak, Environmental Scientist) for confirmation regarding the 
validity of the interpretation that the project applicant was not required to implement the Order. 

Changes to mitigation measures HYD-la and HYD-lb back to the language in the draft EIR-in part based 
on-this interpretation of the non-applicability of the SWRCB Order-prompted County Staff to conclude 
changes to the mitigation measures do not result in " ... any new significant environmental impacts ... ", 
but this is false. 

The revisions to the Final EIR, and specifically Mitigation lvleasure 1-IYD-la and HYD-Ib, 
d~scrib~d in Lhis memurumlum arc bdng m<.~de by the County tu amplify and clarify m:Herial in 
the Final ElR subs~quent to its publication aml circuhitlon. None ur the changes ur d ari lications 
desc~'l~d in this memorandum mnstltutes s igni!Jcant n~w infom1atlon aJJed to th~ Flnal Em. , 
and the uhangtl:; r clarifications presented do not result in any n<.'W significant environmental 
impact:;, -any ·ubst:mtial increase in the iieverit_ of previously identified environmental impacts, 
ur the efficm.:y anJ feusiblliLy of !Vlitiga1ion !vleusures H YD-la and HYD-l b LO reduce significant 
impflcts to il less-Lium-si~:,'llilicilnl level. 

Source: Staff Memo 4B; December 14, 2015, page 3. 

Changes to mitigation measures HYD-la and HYD-lb do constitute a significant environmental Impact. 
If the project applicant is allowed to evade compliance with SWRCB Order 2013-0001-DWQ, the EIR 
must be recirculated to establish effective mitigation. (It also appears other important mitigation 
elements may have been deleted during this process of reverting to the draft EIR versions of HYD-la and 
HYD-lb.) 

Inadequacy of Wastewater Facilities 
As described under impact UTIL-3, 7 "There is currently inadequate wastewater infrastructure to serve 
the proposed project." In this instance, the following General Plan policy applies: 

• Goal 5.3: IVas!eH'atcr Col/ecrion and Treatme11t. An adequate and safe system of \vastewater 
~llection, treatment, and disposal to seP1~current and fu ture County residenl'>. 

• Ol~;ecti1•e 5.3.1: Wasiewatci' Capacity . Ensure the availability of wastewater collection and 
treatment Jaci lities of ad!equate capacity to mee1 the needs of mu ltifamily, high-, and medium­
densi ty residential areas, and commercial and industrial areas. 

Source: Dixon Ranch draft Environmental Impact Report, page 297. 

And the alternatives have not been established; their viability is unknown. 

ll. Sl!wcr Scr\'in•. On-sir.; sewer impro vements an; shown in a {·tmcenwal imnrn vc-m t' n'" olan 
indudcd as Figure- III-I I . For sewe r se rvice., on-s ite sewer impro\·cmt:ut,;; would indudc a 
proposed li ft Suit ion to bt: I .::a ted with in the propost:J El D lo t ( Lot Z) a t Lht: nonh end of Lot 2 , 
:~djaccnt 10 Green VaJh.:y Ro::~d . 

Tbn:c putcnlia.l off-site scw.::r-improvernenl altern;Jtivt:s bave been idt:millcd. and an; brictly 
Jt:scribt:d bdow. FID {·nn o:: irkrs lh•' ·"'' ;JI!t•mutj v ,·.; n.;; ··onr··pllPJ[ nltrrnoth•t'S n1 thj <: time E 111 
wa<: juvnlwd in llw m c• limju;JrV t'Vj·Jiualion oriiW'- C' aJtrnHJlive._ hill ad ditio nal C'V;duation will 
hL' fC(lujred hdj"lr(• [( lin n! f:wi lit v d.:-~jun j ... oekl'l.:-d Tlw St•kt~k'cl i'l ltnnmjvc- will DCL,fl]! hl' 
fullv de vclonc.d in lite future Fncilitv Pl a n Rcrort and lmrmv..:mcnt Plan ~. 

Source: Dixon Ranch Residential Project Response to Comments Document, page 419 (page 423 of 444). 

7 LSA Associates. 2014. Public Review Draft, Dixon Ranch Residential Project Environmental Impact Report, 
November, 2014, page 31. 
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This lack of adequate wastewater facilities is designated as "significant" impact. While the project 
applicant has proposed three alternatives to rectify this inadequacy, no clear solution has been 
established. Because this matter remains unresolved, it requires project denial. 

Conclusions 

• EID's water supply is inadequate to serve this development. EID must acquire "planned water 
assets" that are not yet secured to support the project into the future when combined with 
past, present, and reasonably probable future uses. There is no promise EID will be able to 
acquire these assets. 

• The applicant's SB 610 report is inadequate; the requirements of SB 221 must be met as well. 
EID has not provided the necessary documentation to support "substantial evidence in the 
record" that additional water supplies will be available. 

• Multiple General Plan water supply policies that require adequate water supply will be violated 
if this project is approved. 

• The requirement that the project comply with State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ has been wrongly eliminated. 

• Changes to mitigation measures HYD-1a and HYD-1b constitute "significant environmental 
Impact," and thus require a recirculation of the project EIR to reestablish effective mitigation. 

• Project wastewater infrastructure is inadequate; the viability of proposed alternatives has not 
been established. 

Based on these project inadequacies, I ask you to deny this project. 
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Dixon Ranch water supply- Public Comment- 3/17/2016 
Please submit these comments into the public record for the project (file no. 14-1617). 

Dear Supervisors: 

Water supply is a complex issue. After reading the comments from Cheryl Langley submitted 
March 8, 2016, I hope you will ask staff for a layman's explanation of how the Board can 
approve the project knowing-there are insufficient water supplies. 

While the Dixon Ranch EIR and appendices include hundreds of pages on the subject 
attempting to justify staff's recommendation for approval, the bottom line is that EID's water 
supply is over-allocated and inadequate to serve the proposed development. In brief: 

1. EID's ability to meet the needs of the project is dependent upon a first-come-first-served 
allocation process because the projected water usage exceeds the available supply. The 
Final EIR fails to clarify that the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) claims of sufficiency are 
dependent upon securing additional water rights. 

2. This means the project does not comply with General Plan policy 5.2.1.9, which requires 
that water supplies for new development be proven adequate for a 20-year projected need. 
(Other General Plan policies also being violated regarding water supply include 5.1.2.2, 
5.2.1.1, 5.2.1.2, 5.2.1.4) The Final EIR does not address this. 

3. The project is not compliant with SB610 and SB622. The WSA required by SB610 says 
there 'should' be sufficient water but only if additional water supply assets can be secured. 
The required 'alternative supply' options included have either not been shown to be 
feasible, or have not been analyzed for impacts. One is building a dam, and the other is 
expansion of recycled water. The project as proposed is exempt from recycled water 
requirements because it was considered infeasible to expand the service area. 

4. The Dixon Ranch WSA cumulative assessment omitted projects such as Diamond Dorado, 
Stonehenge Springs, the Folsom Specific Plan, & more, that should have been included in 
the cumulative analysis required by CEQA. 

5. The CEQA Findings posted ignore the court ruling (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible 
Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal 4th 412} that found it is not sufficient to address 
issues relating to future water supplies by simply stating that the "future development will not 
go forward in the absence of a sufficient water supply". The Final EIR falsely claims 
consistency with this ruling. 

This water 'shortfall' must be taken seriously: our water supply is inadequate for this 
project, it does not meet state or Gen Plan requirements, and the courts have already 
ruled against granting entitlements to development with a known water supply 
deficiency. 

Please re-evaluate the project density for a significant reduction in units, and reconsider the 
requirement for recycled water and its infrastructure that have been waived for the project. 

Ellen Van Dyke 
Rescue 

cc. Districts 2-5 Supervisors, the Clerk of the Board, and Planner Lillian Macleod 
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Water available, from the Dixon WSA, Aug 2013, page 4-3: 

T bl 4! 1 ,,. t Ri h . E titl IS I i\ il bilin a l' . - - .~a er ,g, ts, ·n , ' ements, anc . u I> plY . Ya a 
Maximum Normal Year Dry-Year 

Water Right or Entitlement 
Water Assets Planned Supply Planned Supply 

Available Availability AvaUabUity 

------ - --- -- (Ac.ft) (Ac.ft) (Ac-ft) 

License 2184 and pre-1914 ditch rights including VoJarmn 
·1,560 4,560 3,000 

Act Contract 06-WC-20-3315 
Licenses 11.835 and 11836 33,400 23,000 2Q920[A] 

CVP Contract 14-06-200-B75A-LTR1 7,550 7,550 5,660 
Pre-1914 America n River diversion a nd stora ge rights 15,080 15,080 15,080 
Permit 21112 17,000 17,000 17,000 

Subtotal Existing 77,590 67,190 61,660 
Ci:!ntra l Valley Project Fazio water entitlement (PL 101-

7,500 7,500 5,625 
514 (1990) Fazio) 101 

Applications 5645X12, 56,t4X02 and partial assignment of 
Applica tions 5645, 5644 with El Dorado·SMUD 40,0 001\ll 30,000 5,ooo :<: 
Coo peration Agreement CEJ 

Subtotal Planned 47,500 37,500 10,625 
Recyded 1/l".ater 5,600 5,600 5,600 

Total 130,690 110,290 77,885 

.. 
I•'J Tills G me modt:li!d s.aft:-}'lEl<i of tiu; ',ncer ng!l.l dunng a smgle d:;;-year. For planmng purpose;;, the second :md thlrd d.-y 
:@:m of~ ilir..:-ya~ d.·y pert.od ar,: ass•.=ed to b~ ! 7,000 ~cr~:-f;:et, a!ld 15,500 ~Gt:-feet, r~:.>pectfully 
"l St:etion 5.l.l ofthi! El-Dorado :sz.,.£UD Cooper~tion Ag;,:ement indicates th:.11 40,QOO acre-fee; ofS1FJD water will bt: 

s ·•aihble after 2025. For con.;:;yative Kormal Year ph11!1.!lil!g purpo~~s , thi! Dismct u;.:s 30,00•} aue-fe:! of ayail3."i.'te supply. 
·q A-.ailiblt: s•.~pply is ! 5,000 acri!·fes fn a sing!;; d.-y y~~ bm in pr;;pa."ing for multiple 6Iy yea;; EID znridpates usi.ag only 
5.000 ~cr~:-f:et per year fo•:;; three year period. 
[!'J! A1r:;.ilab!e m!ti.!l!!; in 1015 
r.J A'l--ailabli! mrting a 21}15 

Water needed, from the Dixon WSA, Aug 2013, page 3-8: 

3.6 TOTAL E STL\LUED DDL\.ND 

The other existing and planned future \Vater demands described in this section represent the total 
demands anticipated in addition to the water demands of the Proposed Project. Combining the 
estin1ated Proposed Project water demands of482 acre-feet allllually (see Table 2-3) i:vith the 
estin1ated Existing and Planned Future water demands of nearly 67,000 acre-feet annually (see 
Table 3-l), a total estimated demand for EID i¥ater supplies by 2035 is determined. Estimated 
existing and planned future ivater demands, inclusive of non-revenue ivater needs, for each 5-
year increment to ~.035 are presented in Table 3-2. The estimated demand for EID Water 
supplies is 67,295 acre-feet am1mlly. 

Table 3-2- Total Estimated \Vater Demands -
Estimated Demand (af/yr) 

category current 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Proposed Pwject 0 152 518 517 500 482 
Existing a rid PlaM ed Future Uses 38,98.4 39,3,l8 42.Al 9 49,043 57,375 66,813 

Total Water Demand 38,984 39,500 42,937 49,560 57,875 67,295 
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Water is allocated 'first come first served" from the Final EIR responses to comments letter 
825, (pdf pg 2761444) : 

Response B25-98: Tlris comment is not directed to any specific. analysis within the Draft EIR or 
its conclusions_ The provision of water meters i..vould not result in any in1pacts 

_ on.the_p~rsical environment that requires analysis under CEQA Furthem10re, 
as described in the WSA prepared for the projec.t, after accotmting for water 
demand projec.tions for the next 20 years, EID should have suffic.ient \>Vater to 
meet the demands of the proposed projec.t and other servic.e area demands for 
at least the next 20 years_ The WSA was approved by the El Dorado In-igation 
District Board of Directors on August 26, 2013, and is induded in Appendix F 
ofthe Draft EIR Please also see Maste1· Response 5 _ 

The cm1·ent process for all discretionary projects that require public water 
service is that a Facility Improvement L~tter (FIL) prepared by the water 
provider be subnritted at the time of applic.ation, indicating the amount of 
existing \:vater available and the an10unt required to serve the project The 
FIL is not a commitment to setve, but an indication that there is enough at 
the time of application to move forward with the project 

In 1992, the Board of Supervisors established the requirement under 
Resolution 118-92 that prior to tentative subdivision or parc.elmap approval, 
the subdivider must present to the County a \\JT ater Meter Award Letter or 
sinrilar assurance from the water pmveyor guaranteeing water service upon 
demand to each of the parcels created by the subdivision, and establishing to 
the satisfaction of the County that an adequate water supply is available to 
meet the demand created by the subdivision. TI1e Draft EIR identified a 
nritigationmeasme (Mitigation Measme UTL-1) consistent with this 
requirement (pt-ior to approval of any fmal subdivision map for the proposed 
project, the applicant shall secure a '\vill serve" letter or equivalent written 
vet-ification from EID demonstrating the availability of sufficient water 
supply for the project)_ 

\Vater meters are issued by EID on a "first come first setved' basis. 
Development of this project, or any project for that matter, is and has always 
been contingent on availability of water to serve the project pt-ior to final map 
approval. EID will detennine at that time if there is enough \Vater resomces 
available to allow the sale of water meters to setve the project The applicant 
will then pmchase the \Vater meters and receive the necessary Meter Award 
Letter required by the County pt-ior to Board approval of the final map. If 
meters cannot be awarded, then the project cannot develop until fi1ture water 
availability is seemed_ As to impaets on existing \\'ells in the area, refer to 
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Water supplv is inadequate if a 20-vr projection cannot be met, per Gen Plan policy 5.2.1.9: 

Policy 5.2.1.9 

]u~v 2004 

In an area served by a public -...vater purveyor or au approved private water 
syste~ the applicant for a tentative map or for a building pennit on a 
parcel that has not previously complied with tills requirement must 
m:ovide -~\Vater Supply Assessment that contains the information that 
would be required if a water supply assessment were prepared pursuant to 
\"Vater Code section 10910. In order to approve the tentative map or 
building permit for which the a..."5e.Ssment was prepared the County mu:,'i 
(a) fmd that by the time the first grading or building permit is issued in 
connection v • .r:ith the approval, the ;,vater supply from exb'iing water supply 
facilities V\'ill be adequate to meet the highe:,'i projected demand associated 
with the approval on the lands in question; and (b) require that before the 
fust grading penuit or building pennit is issued in connection with the 
approval, the applicant -~vill have received r. sufficient water meters or a 
comparable supply guarantee to provide adeq1.tate ;,:vater supply to meet the 
projeded demand associated' vvith the entire apprmral. A water supply io; 
adequa.te if the total entitled \Vater supplies a\'ailable during normal, 
single, dry, and multiple <hy years within a 20-year projection will meet 

Pag~ 8P 

EI Dorado Coumy G.msral Plan 

the highest projected demand associated \Vith the approval, in addition to 
existing and 20-year projected future uses within the area served by the 
\Vater supplier, including but not limited to, :fire protection, agricuEtural, 
and industrial uses, 95~··o of the time, with cutbacks calculated not to 
exceed 20% in the remaining 50./o of the time. 

Current water users should not suffer the impacts of new development, per Gen Plan policy 
5.1.2.2: 

Policy 5.1.2.2 Pmllision of public services to new discretionary development shall not 
result in a reduction of seiV':ice below minimtun established standards to 
cuiTent users, pursuant to Table 5-1 . 
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The Vineyard court ruling (Vineyard Area Citi:c.ens for Responsible Grmvth v. City o/ Rancho Cordova 
(2007) 40 Cal 4th 412), found that it is not sufficient to address issues relating to future water 
supplies by simply stating that the "future development will not go forward in the absence of a 
sufficient water supply". 

From DEIR page 308 (pdf pg 3161394) 

!. .SA ..I..JSOCJU .. TXJ . lXG. 
XDV1WIX11t141 

:n:XOlr XAXG U I.XllD.INTL\!. l'10JJ:C:T 1:£1 
t\ .. . SXTTIXG . UC:r.A.OTS . AX!) lUTtG.A.TI O:K' KJ:.A.JtrE.%l 

:. . VT1LITI1l 

and analyzed in an EIR mu:.·t be. reasonably likely to prove available_ Speculative •.vater sources and 
um·eaJ.istic water allocations do not provide an adequate basis for a public agency's decision-making_ 
The Supreme Court said that v>'11en a filll analysi~ of fhture water ;;upplies for a project leaves some 
uncertainty regarding the availability of the identified fi~ttu·e supplies, the EIR. must discuss possible 
replace11.1ent or altema.tive ;,upply sources_ In addition, the EIR nm.st discuss the potential environ­
mental effects of rei.:orting to those alternative supply sources. The cotut held that it is not sufficient 
to address issues t-elatin.g to :futut-e water supplies. by simply stating that futut-e development \Vill not 
go fon;rard in the absence of a .:-.uffic.ient water supply_ 

From the DEIR p316 {pdf p324/394), mitigation measure UTL-1 counts on the project not going 
forward if supply is not available. contrary to the above referenced 'Vineyard' court decision. 

Conclusion. EID' s existing secured supplies are adequate to supply EID 's existing (current 
customers and mes) \Vater demands plus the 482 annual acre feet of water required to serve the 
proposed project at build-out_ Ho\vever, in the cumulative condition (exis ting, plus planned fitture 
uses, plus project) , a potential \Vater shortfall in very dry years absent planned water supplies is 
identified beginning in the year 2030 (WSA Table 5-1). Although it is anticipated that the proposed 
project would be fidly constmcted before the shortfall associated with the existing and planned fi.tture 
development occurs, due to the uncertainties associated with the County' s Oak ·woodland policies 
(see Chapter IV_ section G, Impact BI0-2), and uncertainties with the market_ in general, there is a 
possibility that the project would not be built out by this time and would need to secure a reliable 
water supply in the face of a fumre cumulative shortage_ Sources for tllis alternative water supply 
include the three water supply options di scmsed above_ In order to ensure that an adequate \Vater 
supply is available to meet the projecf s demands, Mitigation Measure UTL-1 is required: 

11Iitigation Measure UTL-1: Prior to approval of any ftnal subdivision map for the proposed 
project, the applicant shall secure a "will serve" letter or equivalent written verification from 
EID demonstrating the availability of sufficient water supply for the project. (L TS) 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure UTL-1 , the project will not go forward unless EID has 
adequate secured supplies to meet the project' s water dem.."lnds. If secured water supplies are not 
available to meet the project's water demands, a pern1anent curtailment of development within the 
project could occur. Impacts associated \Vith curtailment of development within the project could 
include (1 ) impacts associated with infrastmcmre constmction and the provisions of services: (2) 
impacts associated with the pattern of development (e.g_, land use patterns that are discontiguous and 
the effects such patterns may have on land use compatibility and other resources; and (3) econonlic 
impacts_ Regarding infrastmcfttre in1pacts, project buildout would not outpace the development of its 
infrastmcnrre and therefore no impacts would be expected to occur. Development of only part of the 
project \Vottld not likely result in significant impacts associated with discontiguous land-use patterns_ 
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The project 'Findings', page 20 of attachment 5L (pdf pg 24/50) repeat the inconsistency with 
the Vineyard ruling-

Findings for UTL- 1: Mitigation Measure UTL-1 requires that prior to the approval of any final 
subdivision map for the propose project, the applicant shall secure a '"will serve" letter (or 
equivalent written verification) from EID demonstrating the availability of sufficient water 
supply for the, pfQjec.t . . C.onfirmation that adequate _water supplies ar.e available to seiYe the_ 
project would be required, and the project will not go forward unless confirmation is provided. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(l), the Cotmty finds that Mitigation Measure 
UTL-1 will be incorporated into the project via conditions of approval, and will reduce Impact 
UTL-1 to a less-than-significant level 

Alternative options for water supply include building a dam, per the WSA report in the Draft EIR 
Appendices, pdf pg3211676. Th is is both speculative and unrealistic within the project's timeframe: 

Waters 1pp/y Options 
To enable comparison to the sufficient water supplies identified by the WSA and summarized 
in Draft EIR Section IV. L, Utilities, this analysis identifies water supply options that have been 
developed to meet the 3,400 ac-ft shortfall and are assessed in this section: 
• Option 1 -Construct Alder Resetvoir 
• Option 2- Construct recycled water seasonal storage and implement additional 
consetvation 
• Option 3- Patticipate in regional groundwater banking and exchange programs 

From the Draft EIR p316 (pdf pg324/394),there is a shortfall in supply when accounting for 
existing and planned (a lready approved) future uses. Note the 'cumulative condition' does not 
include reasonably foreseeable but not yet approved projects, as required under CEQA. 

Couclusiou. EID' s existing secured supplies are adequate to supply EID 's existing (current 
customers and uses) water demands plus the 482 annual acre feet of water required to serve the 
proposed project at build-out. Hmvever, in the cumulative condition (existing, plus planned future 
uses, plus project), a potential water shortfall in very dry years absent planned \Vater supplies is 
identified beginning in the year 2030 r.y..rsA Table 5-1). Although it is anticipated that the proposed 
project would be fully constructed before the shortfall associated with the existing and pla1med fi.lture 
development occurs, due to the uncertainties associated with the County' s Oak \Voodland policies 
(see Chapter IV, section G, Impact BI0-2), and uncertainties with the market, in general, there is a 
possibility that the project \Vonld not be built out by tllis time and \vould need to secure a reliable 
water supply in the face of a future cumulative shortage. Sources for this alternative water supply 
inc.lude the three water supply options discussed above. In order to ensure that an adequate \Vater 
supply is available to meet the projecf s demands, Mitigation Measure UTL-1 is required: 
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