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SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING

MINUTES*

(*In order discussed)

Board of Directors Meeting
August 4, 2016

7:30 p.m.
Board Members Present: Tim Lipinski

Pip Marquez de la Plata

Richard Holmer

Gaylord Schaap
Board Members Absent: Sukey Robb-Wilder (arr. 7.34 p.m.)
Staff in Attendance: Steve Mack, General Manager

Julie Kenny, Secretary to the Board
Others in Attendance: Robin Donoghue, District Legal Counsel

l. CALL TO ORDER

The properly agendized meeting was called to Order by President Tim Lipinski at 7:30 p.m.

1. CHANGES TO AGENDA and DECLARATION OF CONFLICT (7:30
p.m.)

Direct Marquez de la Plata inquired about the algae alert. Brief discussion ensued.

IIl.  CONSENT CALENDAR (7:32 p.m.)

Director Lipinski reviewed the items on the Consent Calendar. Director Schaap moved to approve
the Consent Calendar. Director Holmer seconded. Motion carried 4-0, except that Director
Marquez de la Plata abstained from voting on Item IlI-A (Minutes of the July meeting) because he
was absent at that meeting. The following items were approved:

A. Approval of the Minutes of the July 7, 2016 Regular Meeting.
B. Approval of Operations Warrants/Online payments/EFT payment.
C. Receipt of Item(s) of Correspondence: (None.)





None.

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT (7:34 p.m.)

** Director Robb-Wilder arrived at 7:34 p.m.

V-A.

V-B.

V-C.

V-E.

V. ADMINISTRATIVE (7:34 p.m.)*

*in the order discussed

(7:34 p.m.) Public hearing; Discussion/Action re Resolution 16-09, Overruling
Protests and Confirming Report on Annual Flat Charge for Sweetwater Springs
Water District. President Lipinski opened the Public Hearing at 7:34 p.m. There were
no comments. The GM provided an overview of this item. The Public Hearing was
closed at 7:35 p.m. Director Robb-Wilder moved to adopt Resolution 16-09, Overruling
Protests and Confirming Report on Annual Flat Charge for Sweetwater Springs Water
District. Director Schaap seconded. Discussion ensued. Motion carried 5-0.

(7:39 p.m.) Discussion/Action re 4th Quarter Actual vs. Budgeted (Operations and
Capital) Report thru June 30, 2016. The GM provided an overview of this item.
Discussion ensued. No action was taken.

(7:48 p.m.) Discussion/Action re El Bonita Wellfield. The GM provided an overview
of this item. Board discussion ensued. Comments were made by Legal Counsel Robin
Donoghue. No action was taken.

(7:58 p.m.) Discussion/Action re Urban Water Management Plan update. The GM
provided an overview of this item. Board discussion ensued. Legal Counsel Robin
Donoghue made additional comments. Further discussion ensued. No action was
taken.

(8:49 p.m.) Discussion/Action re Progress on USDA Loan/Bond. The GM provided

an overview of this item. Discussion ensued. Direction was given to staff to accept the
offer of funding.

VI. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT (9:10 p.m.)

The General Manager reported on the following items:

ONoUAWNE

Water Production and Sales

Leaks

Russian River Flow

2017 CIP

Toilet Rebate/Direct Install Program
In-House Construction Projects
Hidden Valley Road property

Gantt Chart

Brief discussion ensued.

VIl. BOARD MEMBERS’ ANNOUNCEMENTS/COMMENTS

(9:22 p.m.)

Director Holmer announced that he was elected to be a LAFCO director.
Direct Robb-Wilder announced that she and Director Holmer had attended the Monte Rio
Ocean Level Rise meeting in Monte Rio prior to this meeting.





Brief discussion ensued.

VIIl. CLOSED SESSION (9:30 p.m.)

At 9:30 p.m. President Lipinski announced the items for discussion in Closed Session. At 9:34
p.m. the Board went into Closed Session. At 9:45 p.m. the meeting reconvened and the following
actions on Closed Session items were announced:

A. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(3) -- Receipt of written communication
from a potential plaintiff threatening litigation. One potential case.

No action was taken.

B. Public Employee Performance Evaluation pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54957
Title: General Manager
No action was taken.

VIIl. ITEMS FOR THE NEXT AGENDA (10:17 p.m.)

SDLF Transparency Program (SW)
El Bonita Wellfield

USDA Grant/Loan

Urban Water Management Plan
Anticipated litigation

aghrwnE

ADJOURN
The meeting adjourned at 10:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Julie A. Kenny
Clerk to the Board of Directors

APPROVED:

Gaylord Schaap:

Sukey Robb-Wilder:
Tim Lipinski:

Richard Holmer

Pip Marquez de la Plata
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NOTICE TO PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES: It is the policy of the Sweetwater Springs Water
District to offer its public programs, services and meetings in a manner that is readily accessible
to everyone, including those with disabilities. Upon request made at least 48 hours in advance of
the need for assistance, this Agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to
persons with disabilities. This notice is in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (28

Sweetwater
Springs

www.sweetwatersprings.com

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
AGENDA

September 1, 2016, Regular Meeting
District Offices, 17081 Hwy. 116, Ste. B
Guerneville, California
6:30 p.m.

CFR, 35.102-35.104 ADA Title II).

Any person who has any questions concerning any agenda item may call the General Manager
or Assistant Clerk of the Board to make inquiry concerning the nature of the item described on
the agenda; copies of staff reports or other written documentation for each item of business are
on file in the District Office and available for public inspection. All items listed are for Board
discussion and action except for public comment items. In accordance with Section 5020.40 et
seq. of the District Policies & Procedures, each speaker should limit their comments on any
Agenda item to five (5) minutes or less. A maximum of twenty (20) minutes of public comment is
allowed for each subject matter on the Agenda, unless the Board President allows additional

time.

CALL TO ORDER (Est. time: 2 min.)

A. Board members Present
B. Board members Absent
C. Others in Attendance

CHANGES TO AGENDA and DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT
(Est. time: 2 min.)

CONSENT CALENDAR (Est. time: 5 min.)

(Note: Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are deemed to be routine and
non-controversial. A Board member may request that any item be removed from
the Consent Calendar and added as an “Administrative” agenda item for the
purposes of discussing the item(s)).

A. Approval of the Minutes of the August 4, 2016 Board Meeting

B. Approval of Operations Warrants/Online payments/EFT payments





VI.

VII.

VIII.

C. Receipt of Iltem(s) of Correspondence. Please note: Correspondence received
regarding an item on the Administrative Agenda is not itemized here, but will be
attached as back-up to that item in the Board packet and addressed with that
item during the Board meeting

PUBLIC COMMENT: The District invites public participation regarding the affairs of
the District. This time is made available for members of the public to address the Board
regarding matters which do not appear on the Agenda, but are related to business of the
District. Pursuant to the Brown Act, however, the Board of Directors may not conduct
discussions or take action on items presented under public comment. Board members may
ask questions of a speaker for purposes of clarification.

ADMINISTRATIVE

A. Discussion/Action re El Bonita Wellfield (Est. time 15 min.)

B. Discussion/Action re Draft 2015 Urban Water Management Plan Update (Est.
time 20 min.)

C. Discussion/Action re Progress on USDA Loan/Bond and Review of Other District

Loans (Est. time 10 min.)

D. Discussion/Action re Sonoma County Water Agency Open House regarding
Decision 1610 EIR (Est. time 10 min.)

GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT

BOARD MEMBERS’ ANNOUNCEMENTS

CLOSED SESSION

A. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL-ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(3) — Receipt of written communication
from a potential plaintiff threatening litigation. One potential case.

ITEMS FOR NEXT AGENDA

ADJOURN





Sweetwater Springs Water District Mission and Goals

The mission of the Sweetwater Springs Water District (SSWD) is to provide its
customers with quality water and service in an open, accountable, and cost-effective
manner and to manage District resources for the benefit of the community and
environment. The District provides water distribution and maintenance services to five
townships adjacent to the Russian River:

e Guerneville
Rio Nido
Guernewood Park
Villa Grande
Monte Rio

GOAL 1: IMPLEMENT SOUND FINANCIAL PRACTICES TO ENSURE EFFECTIVE
UTILIZATION OF DISTRICT RESOURCES

GOAL 2: PROVIDE RELIABLE AND HIGH QUALITY POTABLE WATER WITH
FACILITIES THAT ARE PROPERLY CONSTRUCTED, MANAGED AND MAINTAINED
TO ASSURE SYSTEM RELIABILITY

GOAL 3: HAVE UPDATED EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PLANS FOR ALL
REASONABLE, FORESEEABLE SITUATIONS

GOAL 4: DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A QUALITY WORKFORCE

GOAL 5: PROVIDE EXCELLENT PUBLIC OUTREACH, INFORMATION AND
EDUCATION

GOAL 6: ENHANCE BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION





		II. CHANGES TO AGENDA and DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT (Est. time: 2 min.)

		V. ADMINISTRATIVE

		IX. ITEMS FOR NEXT AGENDA



		ADJOURN




SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT
TO: Board of Directors AGENDA NO. V-A

FROM: Steve Mack, General Manager

Meeting Date : September 1, 2016

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/ACTION RE EL BONITA WELL FIELD
INUNDATION PREPARATIONS

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive a presentation by the General Manager
regarding progress in resolving issues regarding flooding impacts on the El Bonita Well
Field and the Guerneville Water Supply System.

FISCAL IMPACT: none

DISCUSSION:

The El Bonita Well Field is at a relatively low level near the Russian River. It is the
source of water for the Guerneville Water Supply System of Sweetwater Springs Water
District. When the River water elevation gets to 29 feet the well field starts to become
inundated. Flood stage for the Russian River at Guerneville is officially at 32 feet
elevation. The near flooding in March raised an issue that is concerning to staff - we
learned in preparation for anticipated flooding of the El Bonita Well Field that the State
Division of Drinking Water would expect the District to issue boil water notices if the
wells at that location need to be operated while under water. We had thought that we
had addressed that issue to the State's satisfaction (the last large inundation and boil
water notice was in 2006 and was due to flood water infiltrating the raw water line
because of a leak in the raw water line from the wells) but we learned during this last
event we had not.

The State staffs' concern is that flood waters could contaminate the pumped water
by negative pressures somewhere along the piping that is under the flood waters.
Our position is that District water is continually monitored for turbidity which should
show increased turbidity and that we have a plan for addressing this situation, that
boil water notices are a hardship for everyone, if not needed, and we want to find
out what we can do to satisfy the Division of Drinking Water staff so that boil water
notices are only used when needed. We have agreed that District staff would work
on solutions.

Staff have been looking at alternatives and have gotten our well maintenance
consultants involved. Progress:

e In late July we presented a proposed draft plan for District operations during
flood inundations of El Bonita Well Field. That plan is under review by the
Division of Drinking Water; we were asked clarifying questions during the
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week of August 22. We expect to have a response relatively soon but
probably not before the September 1 Board meeting.

e We have received a proposal from Piazza Construction to construct water-tight
seals for the well vaults at El Bonita. The proposal for 3 seals was
approximately $15,700. We recommend taking this approach if the Division
of Drinking Water does not approve our current operations plan and agrees
that sealing the well vaults is an appropriate solution.





		Meeting Date : September 1, 2016 




SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT
TO: Board of Directors AGENDA NO. V-B

FROM: Steve Mack, General Manager

Meeting Date : September 1, 2016

SUBJECT: DRAFT 2015 DISTRICT URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
(UWMP) UPDATE

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive a presentation from General Manager Steve Mack
regarding the draft 2015 Urban Water Management Plan update, and provide
direction.

FISCAL IMPACT: none

DISCUSSION:

Sweetwater Springs Water District is tasked with updating its UWMP for the 2015 cycle.
This update was due July 1, 2016 but because the late provision of guidelines, the
efforts and uncertainty related to drought water use restrictions, California Urban Water
Conservation Coalition reporting requirements and the fact of doing this report inhouse,
we are aiming at a public hearing date at the October 1 meeting with submittal to the
State shortly after that. A draft UWMP (attached) has been completed and is available
for public review.

The draft UWMP follows the guidelines provided by the California Department of Water
Resources. It provides a comprehensive review of the Districts water operations,
current and historical water use, projections of future supplies, reliability estimates of
the District's supplies and an update of the District's Water Shortage Contingency Plan.
Observations (very similar to last month except for #1):

¢ Producing this Plan felt more like meeting a regulatory requirement than writing a
water supply plan for created specifically for the District. There are many tables
and sections that have little to do with determining the District's water needs and
issues. For examples, low income housing starts are not an issue in this District
and we have no relationship (officially) with wastewater management and
recycled water.

¢ | was wrong in my population projections presented last month. The County is
staying with its 0.69% per year population growth rate in General Plan 2020.
This means the population figures used with the 2010 UWMP can be (and are)
used in the 2015 Update.
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DWR requires the UWMP to include some methodology to demonstrate that a
water agency will reduce its water use by 20% compared to the baseline - the
80% of baseline gpcd approach and 3 other more complicated approaches. The
District's approach in 2010 UWMP was the 80% of baseline. That is easy to do
and show, and we are meeting those targets. As discussed last month, | see no
reason to change.

The District is doing much better than the gpcd targets set in 2010. The 2015
target set in 2010 was 102 gpcd; we achieved 76. The 2020 target is 91 gpcd.

The drought restrictions have ‘interfered' with or confounded the 2015 actual
results. We have no way of knowing what will happen when District customers'
water use rebounds. | expect the rebound to take some time, especially if other
parts of the State remain in drought conditions.

Water loss reduction has played an important part of the District's overall
reduction in gpcd from 2010. Overall water production reduced 20% and 7% of
that can be attributed to water loss reduction. District water users reduced their
water use (by sales) by 13% since 2010, water losses reduced 40% in the past
five years.

Regardless of the rebound effect and whether our beyond 2025 targets are based
on 12.5-10% or 15%, our water production estimates are well within the
District's water license (1137 AF) and meet the State's requirement for a 20%
reduction from the baseline water use as determined by the 1999-2008 baseline.





Sweetwater Springs Water District
October 2016

2015 URBAN WATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE
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SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT 2015 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

Chapter 1. Introduction and Overview
1.1 Background and Purpose

This Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP and Plan) document provides detailed
information on water management for Sweetwater Springs Water District (SSWD),
and is intended both as a planning tool for long-term supply and resource
management and to provide information to the public on the District's water
supplies and facilities and its operational plans for a range of water supply
conditions.

This 2015 Plan is an update to the District’s 2010 Plan. It addresses the Sweetwater
Springs Water District (District) water system and includes a description of the
water supply sources, historical and projected water use, and a comparison of water
supply to water demands during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. It
addresses Senate Bill X7-7 requirements and provides the District's Water Shortage
Contingency Plan.

This section provides background information on the Plan, an overview of
coordination with other agencies, and a description of public participation and Plan
adoption.

1.2 Urban Water Management Planning and the California Water
Code

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP Act) was first passed in 1983,
and is found in the California Water Code (CWC or Water Code), Sections 10610-
10656. The Act requires water agencies to develop or update UWMPs every five
years as a long-term planning and resource management document. The Act
requires every urban water supplier that provides water for municipal purposes to
more than 3,000 connections, or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water
annually (AFY), to adopt and submit a plan every five years to the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR).

The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (i.e., SB X7-7) amended the CWC. Among
other requirements, SB X7-7 called for a state-wide 20 percent per capita water use
reduction in urban water use by 2020. To be eligible for State water grants and
loans, water agencies must comply with the requirements of SB X7-7. The District’'s
compliance with these requirements is detailed in Chapter 5.

This plan serves as a long-range planning document of the District’s water supply.

In 2015, the District supplied 658 AF of potable water to approximately 3600
customers within the District’s service area located in an unincorporated area of
Sonoma County. Therefore the District is subject to the UWMP requirements of the
CWC. The District prepared its first UWMP in 2000; the UWMP was then updated in
2005 and 2010.
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1.2.1 Changes to the Water Code pertaining to UWMPs since 2010
The Water Code was amended in 2014 to include eight changes relevant to the
preparation of UWMPs. These include:

e Revisions to the demand management measure requirements, reducing the
burden of the required narrative descriptions, reflecting legislative changes,
and allowing more flexibility in water suppliers’ selection of demand
management measures (AB 2067, 2014.)

o Requirements for submittal to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) by
July 1, 2016.

e Requirements for electronic submittal of UWMPs.

Requirements for UWMPs to include standardized forms, tables, and displays.
¢ Requirements for UWMPs to quantify and report distribution system water
losses using a specified format.

e Provisions for water use projections that account for the water savings
estimated from adopted codes, ordinances, etc. (when available).

e Voluntary reporting of energy intensity, as related to the nexus of water and
energy

e consumption.

¢ Requirements for features that are artificially supplied with water (including
ponds, lakes, waterfalls and fountains) to be addressed separately from pools
and spas.

1.3 Urban Water Management Plans in Relation to Other
Planning Efforts

The District has coordinated the development of this Plan with the Sonoma County
Water Agency (which is the parent agency of the Russian River County Sanitation
District, the wastewater agency for the Guerneville area), and the County of
Sonoma. Table 1-1 provides a summary of the District’'s coordination with the
appropriate agencies. In addition, the District based the water demand projections
in this Plan with the 2009 County of Sonoma General Plan Update which uses the
Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG) demographic projections. The Plan
uses County population growth estimates and District staff have communicated with
County and Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) staff during the development of
this plan.

1.4 Plan Organization

The structure of this Plan generally follows the suggestions outlined in the 2015
Urban Water Management Plan Guidebook for Urban Water Suppliers, distributed by
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), January 2016. A checklist of
all Plan requirements, the form of which was provided by the DWR, is included in
Appendix A. This Plan is organized into chapters as follows:

e Chapter 1 “Introduction and Overview” — Includes legislative
background for the UWMP requirements.
o Chapter 2 “Plan Preparation” — Includes information on the process for

development of this Plan, along with coordination and outreach efforts.
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e Chapter 3 “System Description” — Details the service area, climate,
history and other relevant system information.

e Chapter 4 “System Water Use” — Evaluates the overall historical and
projected demand of the system within its service area.

o Chapter 5 “SB X7-7 Baselines and Targets” — Describes methods for
calculating baseline and target water consumption, and includes 2015
compliance information with SB X7-7.

o Chapter 6 “System Supply” — Describes the sources of water available to
the District.

o Chapter 7 “Water Supply Reliability Assessment” — A description of the
water system reliability out to 2035, including projections for normal, single-
dry, and multiple-dry years.

o Chapter 8 “Water Shortage Contingency Planning” — Describes the
District’s plan for dealing with water shortage.

o Chapter 9 “Demand Management Measures™ — Discusses efforts by the
District to reduce demand through water efficiency programs and
conservation.

e Chapter 10 “Plan Adoption, Submittal, and Implementation” — Lists
the District’s adoption, submittal and implementation of its 2015 Plan
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Chapter 2. Plan Preparation

2.1 Basis for Preparing a Plan

In accordance with the California Water Code (CWC), urban water suppliers with
3,000 or more service connections or supplying 3,000 or more acre-feet of water
per year (AFY) are required to prepare a UWMP every five years. These UWMPs are
to be completed for years ending in O or 5. The District supplies less than 1,000 AFY
but has more than 3,000 water service connections; therefore the District must
prepare a UWMP. The number of connections and volume of water supplied in 2015
is presented in Table 2-1 below.

2.1.1 Public Water Systems

As defined by the CWC, a public water system is a system that provides water for
human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances, and has 15 or
more service connections or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60
days out of the year.

2.1.2 Agencies Serving Multiple Service Areas/Public Water Systems

The District operates only two separate public water system (Guerneville System
and the Monte Rio System) which together serve the District's service area.

Table 2-1: Public Water Systems

Public Water System Public Water System | Number of Municipal Volume Of
. Water Supplied
Number Name Connections 2015
2015
4910004 Guerneville System 2551 376
4910028 Monte Rio System 1,059 140
TOTAL 3,610 516
NOTES: The Guerneville and Monte Rio systems are adjacent but not connected.

2.2 Regional Planning
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The District actively and regularly coordinates with other agencies for water
efficiency and water planning. For the preparation of this Plan, the District
consulted with the County of Sonoma and the Sonoma County Water Agency.

Table 2-2: Plan Identification

} ‘ Type of Plan Name of RUWMP or Regional Alliance

Individual UWMP

Water Supplier is also a member
of a RUWMP

of a Regional Alliance

‘ Water Supplier is also a member

Regional Urban Water Management Plan
(RUWMP)

NOTES:

2.3 Individual or Regional Planning and Compliance

The District's Plan is an individual Plan with District-specific information, baselines,
and targets.

2.4 Fiscal or Calendar Year and Units of Measure

2.4.1 Fiscal or Calendar Year

The District has provided data on a calendar year basis whenever possible. In some
cases, fiscal year data is provided, and is clearly identified in the table notes.

Table 2-3: Agency Identification

Type of Agency (select one or both)

‘ 1 ‘ Agency is a wholesaler

Agency is a retailer

Fiscal or Calendar Year (select one)

UWMP Tables Are in Calendar Years

O UWMP Tables Are in Fiscal Years

Units of Measure Used in UWMP (select from Drop

down)
10
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Unit AF
NOTES:

2.4.2 Reporting Complete 2015 Data

This 2015 Plan includes water billing, consumption, and production data for the year
2015

2.4.3 Units of Measure

All water measuring units throughout the report are presented as acre-feet (AF)
unless otherwise noted.

2.5 Coordination and Outreach

The Act requires the District to coordinate the preparation of its Plan with other
appropriate agencies in the area, including other water suppliers that share a
common source, water management agencies, and relevant public agencies. The
District coordinated the preparation of its Plan with the Sonoma County Water
Agency (which is the parent agency of the Russian River County Sanitation District),
and the County of Sonoma. Table 2-1 provides a summary of the District’'s
coordination with the appropriate agencies. In addition, the District based the water
demand projections in this Plan with the 2020 County of Sonoma General Plan
Update which uses the Association of Bay Area Government’'s (ABAG) demographic
projections.

Notification letters were sent in February 2016 and verbal communications have
occurred with County and Water Agency staff in the preparation of this update.

Notification of the update was placed on the District website. Progress reports on

the update were regular features of the meeting agendas which are also posted on
the District's website.
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Table 2-4. UWMP County Agencies Wisgteerv]\gter
Coordination :
Sonoma Russian
County River County
Sonoma Water Sanitation Public
County Agency District Involvement
Participated in developing the Plan 4 4 v v
Commented on the draft v v v
Attended public meetings v
Was contacted for assistance v 4 v 4
Was sent a copy of the draft Plan 4 v v
Was sent a notice of intention to v v v v
adopt
Not involved/No information

12
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Chapter 3. System Description

3.1 General Description

The Sweetwater Springs Water District is located in the lower Russian River Basin of
Sonoma County with its’ southern service area approximately eight (8) miles from
the Pacific Ocean. The District occupies an area of approximately two thousand
(2000) acres. Service area maps of the southern and northern portions of the
District are provided as Figures 1 and 2 below.

The District was formed in 1988 for purposes of purchasing the water supply and
distribution system from a private utility. The purchase from Citizen Utilities, Inc.
took place in April 1992. Water service is provided to all residential, commercial,
and industrial customers, and for environmental and fire protection uses.

3.2 Service Area and Customer Types

As of December 2015 the District had 3,071 single-family residential connections,
352 multi-family connections, 146 commercial and 24 public facility connections
(Table 3-1). These customers are served through two (2) separate water supply
and distribution systems. The southern system serves the Monte Rio area and
consists of two (2) wells, a filtration plant, eight (8) storage tanks with a total
storage capacity of 580,000 gallons and five (5) pressure zones. The northern
system serves the Guerneville, Guernewood Park, Vacation Beach, and Rio Nido
areas and consists of three (3) wells, eighteen (18) storage tanks with a total
storage capacity of 1,245,000 gallons and five (5) pressure zones.

Table 3-1. Summary of District's Water System Customer Types®

Customer Type Number of Meters Percent of Total Meters ‘

Single Family Residential 3,071 85

Multi-Family Residential 352 10

Commercial 146

Institutional 24

Other (Firelines) 20

Total 3,613 100

@ Source: Sweetwater Springs Water District, Number of Meters as of December 2015.
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Figure 3-1. Map of Southern System (Monte Rio)
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Figure 3-2. Map of Northern System (Guerneville)
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3.3 Service Area Climate

The Sweetwater Springs Water District is located approximately seventy-five (75)
miles north of San Francisco and can be characterized as a northern coastal climate.
Summers are warm and generally rain-free and winters are cool, with an annual
average of fifty-five inches (55”) of precipitation. The source of the District’s water
supply, the Russian River watershed, is influenced by its proximity to the Pacific
Ocean. In common with much of the California coastal area, the year is divided into
wet and dry seasons. Over 90 percent of the annual precipitation normally falls
during the wet season, October to May, with a large percentage of the rainfall
typically occurring during three to five major winter storms. Winters are cool, and
below-freezing temperatures seldom occur. Summers are warm and the frost-free
season is fairly long. A significant part of the region is subject to marine influence
and fog intrusion. The region is subject to wide variations in annual precipitation
with some years exceeding eighty inches (80”). Table 3-2 summarizes monthly
average evapotranspiration rates (ETo) and temperature at the Santa Rosa CIMIS
(California Irrigation Management Information System) station, and monthly
average rainfall at the Guerneville Fire Station.

Table 3-1: Climate
Standard Average
Average ETo? Rainfall® Average Temperature®

Jan 1.1 10.5 45.4
Feb 1.6 9.3 47.7
March 3.1 6.8 50.3
April 4.4 3.4 52.5
May 55 0.38 56.8
June 6.2 0.13 61.0
July 6.4 0.26 62.5
Aug 5.9 0.22 62.5
Sept 4.5 0.87 60.7
Oct 3.2 4.0 56.6
Nov 1.5 9.4 49.8
Dec 1.0 9.9 44.4
Total Annual 44.4 55.16 54.2

Data represents the monthly ETo average from January 2000 to February 2011 and was recorded from Santa Rosa
CIMIS

Station 83.

ETo, or evapotranspiration, is the loss of water from evaporation and transpiration from plants.

®U.S. National Weather Service, Guerneville Fire Station, 1971-2000
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3.4 Service Area Population and Demographics

The lower Russian River area, what is currently the service area of the District,
developed in the early twentieth century as a summer tourist area for people in the
Bay Area, up into the 1930’s. During this period numerous hotels and resorts
served the tourist population that arrived by train. A transition took place during
the 1940’s thru the 1960’s when small cabins were constructed for weekend and
summer vacation use. Much of the housing constructed was of poor quality and on
small lots. Many of these lots were on steep slopes and those at lower elevations
subject to winter flooding (and still are).

The service area is now undergoing another transition. In the decade prior to 2010
home and rental prices escalated in other parts of Sonoma County encouraging
more people to move to the Guerneville- Monte Rio area. The 2008 economic
collapse changed this dynamic and burst the housing price bubble in the District
service area as well as the other parts of Sonoma County. For much of the period
since the 2008 collapse into the 2010's housing sales were largely being driven by
foreclosure sales and many of those sales were for second homes. The District
service area saw a decline in population of approximately 800 between the last two
censuses (2000 and 2010) and the prevailing opinion is that this decline was due to
the economic collapse. More recently population has stabilized but there does still
seem to be the trend of increasing vacation/second homes. There is very little
development of new housing.

The uncertainty regarding population trends reported in the 2010 UWMP still exists
and estimates of population going forward remain speculative:

¢ What will be the continuing population response as the local economy
continues to stabilize? Will the service area return to the trend of being a
bedroom community for Santa Rosa because of lower housing costs?

¢ Will the tourism success lead to a greater resident population or continue to
encourage vacation homes and/or second homes. What will be the impact of
the efforts to turn the West County of Sonoma into a general tourist
destination on water use in the District?

e Will a wastewater management solution be developed for the Monte Rio area
and what impact will that have on population in that area? Will the solution
open up new lots for development or will the cost of the solution drive
residential population away? Will the TMDL for the Monte Rio area (and other
areas) required by the Northcoast Regional Water Quality Control Board
have an impact on water use by District customers.

Because of these and other uncertainties surrounding possible population trends
and the lack of projections focused on the District’s service area, projecting the
future population accurately is difficult. The Sonoma County General Plan Update of
2020 forecast a population growth rate of 0.69% for the Russian River Planning
Area of West Sonoma County which is the same growth projection used in the 2009
General Plan Update. The 2010 census data was rechecked and found to be very
close (+38 for the two census tracts which include the service area but are
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somewhat larger) to what was reported in 2011 for the 2010 UWMP and those
estimates were not changed for this update. Because the County population
projections are unchanged from the 2010 UWMP and the 2010 Census data for the
surrounding census tracts are so similar to 2011, the population projections from
the 2010 UWMP are being reused for this 2015 update.

Table 3-2: Population - Current and Projected

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Population Served
(2015 Estimate) 7,493 7,755 | 8,026 | 8,307 | 8598 | 8,899

NOTES: 2015 Estimate based on 2010 Census and Sonoma County General Plan 2020
population projections for the Russian River area projected out to 2015

3.5 Potable System Facilities

The Sweetwater Springs Water District has a reliable water supply which is 100
percent supplied by groundwater which is underflow from the Russian River. The
District has 3 wells for the Guerneville System and 2 wells for the Monte Rio
System. These are described in more detail in Chapter 6.

3.5.1 Water Treatment Facilities

The Guerneville System'’s water treatment consists of chlorination disinfection, iron
and manganese removal, and zinc metaphosphate injection for corrosion control.

The Monte Rio system treatment plant consists of filtration through two
manganese greensand pressure filters with pre and post-chlorination, and zinc
metaphosphate injection for corrosion control.

3.5.2 Distribution Systems

The distribution systems consist of a variety of pipe sizes and materials with a total
length of approximately 66 miles. As part of the District’'s Capital Improvement
Project (CIP) program, thousands of feet of new PVC or HDPE pipe have replaced
older pipes in the system. Older pipes typically consist of undersized AC pipe or
iron pipe. The condition of the pipes varies from poor to good and older segments
of the system are continually being updated through the CIP program.

One of the District’s main goals in implementing the CIP program is to minimize
the distribution losses of their aging infrastructure and to install facilities in
compliance with emergency service provider standards. Annual CIP projects
replace undersized and deteriorating pipes throughout the system in order to help
achieve this goal.

3.5.3 Pump Stations

The District operates thirteen (13) pump stations in the Guerneville system and
four (4) pump stations in the Monte Rio system. The pump stations are currently in
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good condition and able to provide all needed water and meet daily and peak
demands in the system.

3.5.4 Storage

The Guerneville System has eighteen (18) storage tanks with approximately 1.4
million gallons storage. The Monte Rio System has seven (7) storage tanks with
approximately 500,000 gallons storage.

3.5.5 Operational Management

Flow Meters: All service connections and water supply wells have meters. There
are six (6) production meters, including three (3) 8-inch meters at the El Bonita
Well Field, one (1) 10-inch meter at the Highland Treatment Plant, and two (2) 8-
inch meters at the Monte Rio Well Field. In general, the customer meters are in
need of replacement unless they were in an area of a recent CIP project, where
mainline pipe and associated water services are replaced. Flow meters are read in
the field by District staff.

SCADA Systems: The District’s system consists of equipment at nine (9) remote
pumping and storage facilities and at both the Highland and Monte Rio Treatment
Plants. Additionally, there is equipment at the District office and communication
equipment at the Mount Jackson repeater site. The system is used to acquire
and store data, control operations of various water system components, and
allows operators to remotely monitor and make operational parameter changes.
The system also sends out alarm notifications to operators when an operational
data point is outside of specified parameters. The system is currently in good
working condition and is adequate for the District’s needs.
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Chapter 4. System Water Use

4.1 Introduction

This chapter of the Plan presents the District’s water system use/demands, and
provides the actual 2015 and projected annual water use in five-year increments
between 2015 and 2035. Projecting water demand for a 20-year planning horizon is
a key requirement of the Plan. Understanding present and future demand informs
the District’s policies on water conservation and management of the District’s
water supplies, and allows for planning of infrastructure needs to accommodate
expected future water supply requirements.

The Water Code requires evaluation of recycled water in the UWMP update, however
the District has no direct involvement in recycled water and the District’s service
area has few opportunities for use of recycled water. The information on recycled
water in this UWMP is provided by the Russian River County Sanitation District
which is the wastewater treatment agency for much of the Guerneville water
system.

4.2 Historical, Current, and Future Water Use

4.2.1 Historical Water Use

When Sweetwater Springs Water District began operations in 1992, taking over
from Citizen’s Utilities, it inherited an antiquated, aging infrastructure with high
distribution system losses. Table 4-1 is copied from the 2010 UWMP and shows
trends since 2000 which are typical for the District for that time period. Since then
the District has spent over $11 million in a Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
since 2008 to bring its water systems up to current standards providing better fire
flow, less system losses, better water quality, and fewer service interruptions to its
customers. The District has an approved, but currently not totally funded, $6 million
CIP for FY 2017-2023. This effort needs to continue as system losses are still an
unacceptable 21% and the District fixes an average of approximately 150 leaks per
year (down from approximately 300 in 2010).

District total water use is in a declining trend which has been further affected by the
current Statewide Drought Emergency . The District has always had low per capita
water use compared to other parts of California. The coastal climate and forested
nature of much of the District does not require much outside watering compared to
more interior areas and the landscape patterns do not favor large lawns or other
grassy areas. The CIP program is having an effect in reducing system losses and
the regional water conservation efforts, plus a concerted toilet replacement program
by the Russian River County Sanitation District which has a service area largely
similar to the District’'s Guerneville system, has resulted in reduced overall water
production by the District, as well as the possibly short-term reductions related to
the water use restrictions and public information campaign connected to the
Statewide Drought Emergency.

Throughout its history, District has used four water use classes:
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e Single-family Residential: A single-family dwelling unit. A lot with a free-
standing building containing one dwelling unit.

e Multi-family Residential: Multiple dwelling units contained within one
building or several buildings within one complex.
Commercial: A water user that provides or distributes a product or service.

¢ Institutional and Governmental: A water user dedicated to public
service. This type of user includes, among other users, schools and
government facilities.

The District has no industrial or dedicated agriculture or related customer classes.

Table 4-1 Historical Water Use

Water Deliveries — Actual 2000, 2005 and 2010

2000 2005 2010
Metered Metered Metered
# of # of # of
Water use sectors accounts Volume accounts Volume accounts Volume
Single family 3,052 466 3,068 445 3,027 381
Multi-family 289 122 311 104 346 116
Commercial 149 97 152 107 143 83
Industrial
Institutional/governmental 15 10 24 14 23 12
Landscape
Agriculture 1 14
Other (Fire Protection) 17 0 20 0
Total Delivered 3,521 695 3,572 670 3,559 592
System Losses 393 277 235
Total 1,088 947 827

Units: acre-feet per year

4.2.2 Current Demand

Table 4-2 shows water use for 2015. In comparison to earlier years water use and
water losses are down. The number of accounts - actual customers - has increased
slightly - 54 accounts - continuing the trend of small increases in customers through
the years.

4.2.3 Water Losses

The tables on water use in this chapter includes a row on water losses. The Water
Code also requires reporting water losses following the AWWA water audit software
approach which includes consideration of losses over which there is no reasonable
expectation of control by the local water agency. For 2015 that value is 131 AF and
is included in Table 4-3 below.
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Table 4-2: Demands for Potable and Raw Water - Actual (DWR Table

4-1)
Use Type 2015 Actual
Additional Level of
D ipti Treatment MilEEr
escription of Volume
5 Gl Accounts
needed) Delivered
. . Drinking
Single Family Water 3071 329
. . Drinking
Multi-Family Water 352 101
Commercial Drinking 146 76
Water
Institutional/Governmental Drinking 24 10
Water
Other Fire flows Drinking 20 0
Water
Losses Drinking 141
Water
TOTAL 3613 658
NOTES: Losses are subtraction of total sales from total production.

Table 4-3: 12 Month Water Loss Audit Reporting (DWR

Table 4-4)
Reporting Period Start Date Volume of Water Loss*
(mm/yyyy)
01/2015 131.8

* Taken from the field "Water Losses" (a combination of apparent

losses and real losses) from the AWWA worksheet.
NOTES: compare to water loss reported in Table 4-2 (141 af).

4.2.4 Potable Water Demand: Projections to 2035

The District projects its future water supply needs based on the gallons-per-capita-
per-day (gpcd) approach discussed in Chapter 5, SBX7-7 Baselines adn Targets.
The projected population shown in Table 2.1 multiplied by the gpcd calculated in
Chapter 5 gives the water demand projection. The assumptions in this projection
include:
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e The mix of customer classes discussed above and shown in Tables 4-1 and 4-
2 will remain the same as in 2015. This has been the historical trend in the
District and seems reasonable.

The District will continue to reduce system losses as explained in Chapter 5.

o Population projections shown in Table 2-1 will happen.

The water use reductions due the Drought Emergency restrictions and
publicity are temporary and demand will return to pre-drought levels.

e Other conservation techniques will likely reduce District water supply demand
but are not included in the gpcd calculation.

Table 4-4 shows these projections out to 2035.

Table 4-4: Demands for Potable and Raw Water - Projected
(DWR Table 4-2)

Projected Water Use

Additional
Use Type .
Description
2020 | 2025 | 2030 | 2035
Single Family 411 427 442 457
Multi-Family 126 131 135 140
Commercial 95 99 103 106
Institutional/Governmental 12 13 13 13
Other
Losses 161 118 99 80
TOTAL | 806 788 792 795
NOTES:

4.3 Total Demand. The amounts in tables 4-2 and 4-4 are the total demands
for the District. The District has no wholesale water sales, nor does it deliver
recycled water or raw (non-potable) water to any customers.

4.4 Climate Change. This Plan does not explicitly consider the effects of
climate change on the District's water supply. The District's water efficiency
programs are adaptable to changing climactic conditions, if and when they happen.

4.5 Low Income Housing. The District is a disadvantaged community by
State of California standards. The County of Sonoma General Plan 2020 has no new
low income housing identified for the District's service area. Constraints on new low
income housing include potential flooding issues for the Guerneville and Monte Rio
systems and lack of adequate wastewater treatment for the Monte Rio system. If
low income housing become feasible for the service area, the District can meet
water supply demands for potential housing.
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5. SB X7-7 Baselines and Targets

5.1 Background

This chapter contains a summary of the Town’s SB X7-7 analysis, including
methodology and assumptions. Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed into law
Senate Bill (SB) X7-7, also known as the Water Conservation Act of 2009. The goal
of SB X7-7 is to reduce state wide water consumption on a per capita basis by 20
percent by the year 2020. SB X7-7 established new requirements for 2010 UWMPs,
specifically requirements to:

o Develop a baseline daily per capita water use;

o Establish a daily per capita water use target for 2020 and an interim water
use target for 2015 based on the baseline daily per capita water use; and

e Report planned water conservation efforts to reach water use targets.

With the 2010 UWMP the District established the baselines and targets as required.
All Water suppliers, including the District, have the opportunity to recalculate their
baselines and water use targets in their 2015 UWMPs and may opt to use a different
methodology than was used in 2010. The 2015 UWMP is the final opportunity for
suppliers to update their 2020 target, after which the reported value is considered
binding. The 2015 interim target is intended to help water suppliers track progress
towards their 2020 targets. The 2015 interim water use target is not binding.
Failure to reach the 2020 water use target established by a water supplier would
jeopardize the water supplier’s eligibility for State water grants and loans.

5.2 Updates to Baselines and Targets from 2010 Plan

Four methods are available for compliance with the SBX7-7 required water use
reduction targets. With the 2010 UWMP the District chose to use Method 1 of SBx7-7
20x20 compliance — the gallons per capita per day (gpcd) target. The Method 1 2020
compliance target of 91 gpcd is based on 80 percent of the District Baseline gpcd of
113 as calculated by the California Urban Water Conservation Coalition (CUWCC) GPCD
Target Calculator v1.5 with the 2010 UWMP and confirmed by the SBX7-7 tables in
Appendix E. The 2015 interim compliance target is 102 gpcd. In comparison, the
District’'s 2010 gpcd was 99.4 and the 2015 actual was 76. This latter value was
affected by the Statewide Drought Emergency restrictions and related water
conservation public information.
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Table 5-1 Baselines and Targets Summary
Retail Agency or Regional Alliance Only

Baseline | Start Year End Year Avera?ge 201_5 Cemifrnes
Period Baseline Interim 2020
GPCD* Target * Target*
SO 1997 2006 113 102 91
year

*All values are in Gallons per Capita per Day (GPCD)
NOTES:

5.3 2015 and 2020 Target Determination

Retaill Age or Reqgional Allia 0,
Did Supplier
Actual Inzt(c)eiism 2015 GPCD* Achieve
2015 e TOTAL Adjusted (Adjusted if Targeted
GPCD* GPCD* Adjustments* 2015 GPCD* applicable) Reduction for
2015? Y/N
76 102 0 76 76 Yes

*All values are in Gallons per Capita per Day (GPCD)

NOTES: 2015 results affected by drought water use restrictions that were in place for
approximately 2 years. No adjustments taken.

5.4 Using GPCD to Determine Future Water Supply Needs

Because the District has little planning information for its service area, projections of
future water use are difficult to develop. Development of SBx7-7 targets allows a
water supply projection approach that fits with State regulatory requirements. In
calculating future gpcd’s, water system loss targets have been employed. The 2010
system loss was 28%. The District has a goal of getting to a system loss rate of 15%.
Using that as a goal for 2025, interim loss target goals were developed for 2015
(24%) and 2020 (20%) for the purpose of using the resulting gpcd’s (multiplied by
population projections) to estimate the water supply needed in those years.

As stated above, the District's actual gpcd in 2015 was 76.0 - this reflects better than
projected water loss reduction (the target was 24%, actual was 21%) and the
temporary (at least to some degree) effects of the Statewide Drought Emergency water
use restrictions and water conservation publicity.

The District will strive to have a better loss percentage sooner (and has achieved that

in 2015), but for water supply needs purposes, the goals established in 2010 seem to

be realistic goals. In projecting out water supply needs for 2030 and 2035 the District

will aim for water loss targets of 12.5% and 10%, respectively. Based on recent
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experience, these seem to be achievable, realistic targets. Table 5-3 GPCD Targets
and District Water Production shows actual and projected gpcd using the methods
discussed here (actual water use, estimated population projections, and system water
loss reduction goals).

These results meet SBX7-7 targets and demonstrate District water supply needs well
within long-term District water supply availability. Water savings through better
customer efficiency whether through changing habits or better water conserving
appliances and fixtures will further reduce District water use.

Table 5-3 GPCD Targets and District Water Production

GPCD
based on
% System System Total
Loss/Targe Loss SBX7-7 Water
t Reduction | GPCD Sold | GPCD Lost | Target | Production
Baseline
GPCD 113 113
2010 actual 28 98.6 69.9 28.7 109 828
2015 actual 20.7 76.0 57.5 155 658
2015 Target 24 93.6 69.9 23.6 102 813
2020 Target 20 89.6 69.9 19.7 91 808
2025 Target 15 84.7 69.9 14.8 788
2030 Target 12.5 82.2 69.9 12.3 792
2035 Target 10 79.8 69.9 9.9 795
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Chapter 6. System Supplies

6.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the water supplies available to Sweetwater Springs Water
District. The District has a simple water system - groundwater pumped from
Russian River underflow. The Russian River in the area of the District's two well
fields is underlain by extensive alluvium fill that is constantly recharged by the
River.

A limited amount of recycled water is provided by the wastewater treatment
provided, Russian River County Sanitation District, to one golf course. This latter
water supply is not within the District's control.

There is no direct surface water used by the District. Nor is there any stormwater
recovery systems or desalination opportunities. The District has not exchange or
transfer opportunities. It does not purchase or import water.

6.2 Groundwater

The District operates three (3) wells in the Guerneville system and two (2) wells in
the Monte Rio system. These wells pump underflow of the nearby Russian River
under water rights license 13971 with a total licensed amount of 1137 AF per year
and a maximum pumping rate of 2 cfs. No other users in the area affect these
wells. Summer water flows in the Russian River are provided through discharges
from Lake Mendocino (Coyote Dam) and Lake Sonoma (Warm Springs Dam) as well
as natural flow from tributaries.

In 2015 the District obtained approximately 496 acre-feet per year (AFY) from three
(3) wells in the Guerneville System and approximately 162 AFY from two wells in
the Monte Rio System. This 75/25% split in production has stayed very consistent
over the history of production from these two well fields (it was 74/26% in the 2010
UWMP Update). Table 6-1 shows the total pumping amounts from 2011 through
2015.

The wells’ average depths are approximately 100 feet. The El Bonita Well Field has
a pumping capacity of approximately 1100 gallons per minute (gpm). If run at that
rate for an entire year, the El Bonita location would produce approximately 1770 af.
The Monte Rio Well Field has a pumping capacity of approximately 550 gpm which
equates to approximately 885 AFY. As noted above, the District has a water rights
license for Russian River underflow of 1,137 AFY which is below the production
capacity of the two well fields, therefore the current and future limit to the District’s
water supply is its water rights license.
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Table 6-1: Groundwater Volume Pumped

Groundwater Type L°cat'§2r;’;Bas'" 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015

Alluvial Basin Russian River 773 | 830 | 843 | 731 | 658
Underflow

TOTAL | 773 | 830 | 843 | 731 | 658

NOTES:

6.3 Wastewater and Recycled Water

The Sonoma County Water Agency, acting through the Russian River County
Sanitation District (RRCSD), built a wastewater treatment plant in 1978 to service a
large portion of the Guerneville and Rio Nido area. Currently, the RRCSD only
provides recycled water to the Northwood Golf course. The amount provided to
Northwoods Golf Course in 2010 was 59.4 af which offsets an equivalent amount of
potable water that would be coming from District water supplies or groundwater
directly pumped by the Golf Course. This amount is expected to be similar during
the planning horizon of this Plan.

The District’s Monte Rio service area does not have a sewer system nor any
collective wastewater management system — all wastewater treatment is through
individual onsite wastewater treatment systems - septic systems. Septic systems
for this area have been in regulatory disfavor for many years — in 1997 Sonoma
County declared a Waiver (from septic system regulations) Prohibition for the area.
No new parcel can be developed with a waiver of septic system regulations and
redevelopment of existing structures can become very expensive in meeting septic
system codes.

The Northcoast Regional Water Quality Control Board has recently proposed a Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program for the lower Russian River including the
Monte Rio area. The proposed plan would require affected areas to come into
compliance with the TMDL requirements. The actual details of any physical solution
are unknown at this time. It is possible that recycled water may become available
in the future, but this has not been anticipated in any of the solutions currently
under consideration.
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Table 6-2 Wastewater Collected Within Service Area in 2015

Approximately
50%

Approximately
65%

Wastewater Collection

Percentage of 2015 service area covered by wastewater collection system

Percentage of 2015 service area population covered by wastewater collection system

Recipient of Collected Wastewater

Volume of Name of Is WWTP
Is WWTP .
Wastewater | Wastewater | Wastewater Located Operation
Name of Volume Collected Treatment e Contracted
Treatment Plant Within .
Wastewater Metered or | from UWMP Agency to a Third
. . . . Name UWMP
Collection Agency Estimated? Service Area Receiving Area? Party?
2015 Collected ’ (optional)
Wastewater
. Russian River
. . Russian
Russian River . County
o River County s
County Sanitation Metered 307 . Sanitation Yes No
s Sanitation L
District District District
Treatment Plant
Total Wastewater Collected from 307
Service Area in 2015:

Table 6-3: Wastewater Treatment and Discharge Within Service Area in 2015

2015 volumes
astewater Does This
Treatment Discharge Discharge Method of | Plant Treat [Treatment
Plant Name Location Locatiogn Disposal | Wastewater Level Discharged Recycled
Name or S Generated Wastewater Treated W'th'n
Identifier # Outside the Treated Wastewater | S€rvice
Service Area? Area
Russian
. Outfall near
River County .
Sanitation Russian Treatment . River or
. ) Plant at creek No Tertiary 307 175 59
District River .
Russian outfall
Treatment .
River
Plant

6.4 Planned Water Supply Projects

The District has no planned water supply projects to develop additional supply for the District.

The existing wells will need rehabilitations periodically and nearing the end of the planning

period may need replacement. Any potential replacement would likely happen at the current
well field location and would not fit the definition of a "new" water supply.
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6.5 Summary of Existing and Planned Sources of Water

In summary the District produces all its water from wells at the El Bonita Well Field for the
Guerneville System and the Monte Rlo well field for the Monte Rio System. The District's
supply is underflow of the Russian River and is licensed by the State at a total of 1137 AFY.
The District anticipates no other water supplies to augment its current supply. Table 6-3 shows
actual supply in 2015 and Table 6-4 shows projected supply which is the water right license
amount. The actual amount used by the District will be much lower - see Table 5-3 for expected
future demand.

Recycled water is managed by the Russian River County Sanitation District and is supplied to
the Northwoods Gold Course. The future supply of recycled water to the golf course is
expected to remain at similar levels.

Table 6-5: Water Supplies — Actual (DWR Table 6-8)

Water Supply
Additional Detail Total
on Water Supply | Actual | Water | Rightor
Volume | Quality Safe
Yield
Drinki
Groundwater 658 rinking 1,137
Water
Total 658 1,137
NOTES:

Table 6-6: Water Supplies — Projected (DWR Table 6-9)
Water Supply

Projected Water Supply

Additional
Detail on

Water 2020 2025 2030 2035
Supply Reasonably Reasonably Reasonably Reasonably
Available Available Available Available
Volume Volume Volume Volume
Water
Groundwater Right 1,137 1,137 1,137 1,137
License
Total 1,137 1,137 1,137 1,137
NOTES: Based on water right license amount. Actual water used will be the amount of system
demand which expected to be much lower (see Table 5-3)
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Chapter 7. Water Supply Reliability
Assessment

7.1 Introduction/Constraints on Water Sources

The true measure of a water agency's water supply is how it can handle severe
drought. Water agencies must compare their normal supplies with foreseeable dry
conditions (and then probably add another dry year because we don't know when
the drought is over, in real time). This chapter compares the District's actual and
projected water demands from Chapters 3 and 4 to the District's supplies described
in Chapter 6. The comparison is made for average years and for droughts of up to
3 years. The purpose is to evaluate whether there could be shortfalls in supply for
dry weather conditions and, if so, to provide a basis for planning for those
conditions.

The District is very fortunate in its water supply. It has a water right license to
underflow of the Russian River. The District pumps a relatively small amount of
Russian River underflow (maximum of 2 cubic feet per second (cfs)) from a river
that has minimum flow requirement much higher than that - 35 cfs in summer of
critical dry years (the term for the driest possible condition in the River) and higher
in wetter years and other seasons of the year. Even in the critical dry years, the
District's maximum daily water use is not noticeable in the Russian River in summer
which is the driest period for the River. Once the rainy season starts river flows are
much higher than those in Summer. Figure 7-1 shows a demonstration of recent
summer flows which happened during a dryer than average period, a period that
might qualify for the 3 year dry period required for examination by this plan. This
figure shows that even during this dry period when the regional water conservation
plan was asking for 20% cutbacks and more, actual District supplies as measured
by flow in the Russian River, were more than sufficient.

The Sonoma County Water Agency is currently requesting that the State Water
Resources Control Board revise Decision 1610 to comply with the Russian Rlver
Biological Opinion for Endangered Salmonids and other changed conditions for the
River. That revision has not occurred and the details of the proposed revision are
not available at the time of this writing. The revisions requested by the Sonoma
County Water Agency are not expected to change the Districts supply during dry
periods. If they do, changes may need to be made to this reliability assessment.

7.1.1 Water Quality

The quality of the District’s water deliveries is regulated by the California Division of
Drinking Water, which requires regular collection and testing of water samples to
ensure that the quality meets regulatory standards and does not exceed MCLs.

The quality of existing groundwater supply sources over the next 25 years is
expected to continue to be excellent. The District treats its water for iron and
manganese removal.
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The District has to be on the alert for contamination of the Russian River. When
there are toxic or contaminated spills into the River (for example a break in a
wastewater line resulting in direct discharge of untreated wastewater into the River
near the District's wells) the District will shut its wells off and wait for the
contaminated plume to pass by the well fields.

Figure 7-1. Russian River Summer Flow at Hacienda Bridge, 2013-2015, and the
2009-15 Average, Updated July 26, 2016

800

I T — = 2013
. \ \ \ ]
P! L - ——2014
1
700 TR ' = = 2015
\ . \
] vy — 09-15 Avg
1, 1
600 LY Source: USGS
M MR 3 http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/uv?11467000
W
|
500 U “\ \‘
)
0 \ '
S [ N ‘[ he
> 4004 , s \\\ v o
E o ARV N Y
-~
W 1A\
300 W
\‘\ A
N .
\* .
\
200 X\ Nt
‘F\‘ * o "
\ ¥ TR \ - AN 3 o,
. A3 s
100 ANV ‘,I VR N R e W T 3*'«,_'}\ g "x; i
- MR AN D NS R R 2]
0

' T T T W W A AT T T DSOS OO OO R KRR KRR
PRSI SOOI N N O L S O S A A At )
N & '\<9 ’]’)’ (19 Q)’@ '{,59 0,@ q:\ﬁ o ,\9 \,/\ q/b( N o5 '\ig ,ﬂ, "[9 @’v '\,J/,?“N,?“ qg),‘? 7 &, "]:5 {29,

7.2 Reliability by Type of Year

Table 7-1 shows that the District expects that its water right amount will be available in all
types of drought-related years. When those years happen, the District participates in the
regional water conservation effort and demand will be much lower than supply.

Table 7-1: Basis of Water Year Data
Available Supplies if Year Type Repeats ‘

Year Type Base Year
Vol.ume % of Average Supply
Available
Average Year 1137 1137 100%
Single-Dry Year 1137 1137 100%
Multiple-Dry Years 1st Year 1137 1137 100%
Multiple-Dry Years 2nd Year 1137 1137 100%
Multiple-Dry Years 3rd Year 1137 1137 100%
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NOTES: In dry years of any length, District will participate in regional water conservation
efforts that will results in much lower water use.

7.3 Supply and Demand Assessment

Tables 7-2 through 7-4 demonstrate the District's supply in comparison with the
expected demand during normal and dry periods. Currently, District normal year
demand is lower than supply and during dry periods the District participates in
regional water conservation efforts to help reduce the regional demand. During the
recent Statewide Drought Emergency the District reduced 2015 demand compared
to 2013 demand by 20%, and both years were well below the available supply.

Table 7-2: Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison

2020 2025 2030 2035
Supply totals
(autofill from Table 6-9) 1137 1137 1137 1137
Demand totals
(autofill from Table 4-3) 306 788 792 795
Difference 331 349 345 342
NOTES:

Table 7-3: Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison

2020 2025 2030 2035 20y
(Opt)
Supply totals 1,137 1,137 1,137 1,137
Demand totals 866 847.4019 851 855
Difference 271 290 286 282 0
NOTES:
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Table 7-4: Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison

2020 2025 2030 2035
Sligfely 1,137 | 1,137 1,137 | 1,137
totals
First year Demand 866 |847.4019 | 851 855
totals
Difference 271 290 286 282
Supply 1,137 | 1,137 | 1,137 | 1,137
totals
Second year Demand 693 678 631 634
totals
Difference 444 459 456 453
(2l 1,137 | 1,137 | 1,137 | 1,137
totals
Third year Demand 650 636 639 641
totals
Difference 487 501 498 496
NOTES: Supply totals don't change but the demand totals do because we expect
to be part of a regional conservation effort in which all water agencies
participate.

7.4 Regional Supply Reliability

The District has no connections to other water suppliers and does not rely on
transfers or imported water from other sources. The District is part of a regional
supply in the sense that it pumps its water from the Russian River which is the
major source of water for other communities in Sonoma County and Marin County,
and the District's share of that source is quite small. The Sonoma County Water
Agency operates the facilities that provide water to these communities and is
responsible for maintaining the flows in the lower Russian River in compliance with
the Biological Opnion on endangered salmonid species in the Russian River. The
District participates in all water conservation efforts during regional dry periods of
any length. We know that the water we save stays in the River.

33





Chapter 8. Water Shortage Contingency
Planning

The current Statewide Drought Emergency is a reminder that water shortage
contingency planning is an important element of water supply planning. The
District used the Water Supply Contingency Plan (WSCP) adopted with the 2010
UWMP as the guide during the recent dry period (the District participated in a
regional water conservation effort prior to declaration of the Statewide Drought
Emergency). This dry period is an opportunity to revise the District's WSCP based
on this recent experience. Adoption of the 2015 UWMP will include adoption of the
revised WSCP. The full WSCP is included as Appendix A.

8.1 Stages of Action

Table 8-1 summarizes the stages of the Water Supply Shortage Plan as described in
more detail in Appendix A. The District General Manager will be responsible for
monitoring water shortage conditions and make recommendations to the District
Board of Directors regarding implementation of the Plan. The Board of Directors will
declare shortage conditions by resolution at a noticed Board Meeting.

Table 8-1 Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan

P t Suppl
Stage elgceednuctili;p y Water Supply Condition
Regional or Statewide drought declaration,
20-30% or local reduction in water supply requiring
° 20-30% reduction, short term reduction in
| water use
— — o
" 31-50% Reduc.tlon' in water supply requiring 31-50%
reduction in water use
1l >51% Greater than 50% reduction in water supply
NOTES:

8.2 Prohibitions on End Uses

Table 2 lists non-essential water uses and water waste prohibitions. Waste of water
as defined by District Policy 3090.90 - water provided by the District running to
waste in any gutter or otherwise - is prohibited at all times. The District requires
customers to repair leaks and breaks at all times. All prohibitions are cumulative:
each stage includes all prohibitions and restrictions from the previous stages.
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Table 8-2: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses

Additional Ciz:aelzty(’)r
Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Users Explanation or 8¢
Stage Reference Other
Enforcement?

0 Landscape - Restrict or prohibit runoff from This is required at all Ves
landscape irrigation times.

0 Other - Customers must repair leaks, breaks, and This is required at all Ves
malfunctions in a timely manner times.

| Cll - Restaurants may only serve water upon No
request

| Cll - Lodging establishment must offer opt out of No
linen service

I Other - Require automatic shut of hoses Yes
Other - Prohibit use of potable water for washing

I Yes
hard surfaces

| Landscape - Limit landscape irrigation to specific Yes
days

Il Landscape - Prohibit all landscape irrigation Yes

" Other - Prohibit vehicle washing except at facilities Ves
using recycled or recirculating water

NOTES:

8.3 Penalties, charges, and other enforcement of prohibitions

The District does not have monetary penalties for noncompliance with water use
restrictions or prohibitions during any stage of the WSCP. If a customer does not
comply with any restriction or prohibitions, they are subject to water service turn
off. There is a fee for turning the water back on; currently it is $50 for the first
event. The District has never needed to turn off a water service for noncompliance
with the WSCP - one warning has been enough in all cases.

8.4 Consumption reduction methods
Public information is an important element of the water supply program, drought or
no. To achieve the needed result the District will need to communicate the situation

to its customers. Table 8-3 lists the consumption reduction methods that are
included in the WSCP.
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Table 8-3 Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan - Consumption Reduction Methods

Consumption Reduction Methods by

- E .
S S Additional Explanation or Reference

Provide Rebates on Plumbing Fixtures

and Devices This is provided at all times

System water loss reduction is a major objective of

Reduce System Water Loss - .
the District at all times

This is an important element - the amount of
I-1ll | Expand Public Information Campaign reduction required will be communicated to
District customers.

I Decrease Line Flushing

Field staff are instructed to look for water waste

| Increase Water Waste Patrols . . _ .
while moving throughout the District service area

Implement or Modify Drought Rate

[l
Structure or Surcharge

This would be considered in Stage llI

Moratorium or Net Zero Demand . . .
11 . This would be considered in Stage llI
Increase on New Connections

NOTES: In most conceivable shortage situations, this will be a regional shortage and the District will
be participating in the regional program.

8.5 Determining Water Shortage Reductions

The District meters all customers and has meters for all wells. The customer
meters are read bimonthly; the production meters are read weekly and totalled a
monthly basis. By comparing these data with prior months and years, the District
can calculate the water use and production reductions that are happening.

8.6 Revenue Expenditure Impacts

The District maintains a reserve equal to 15% of its annual operating budget
expenses (approximately $1.75 million Operating Budget expenses) for the
purposes of dealing with emergencies and disaster-related expenses. This reserve
amount is $264,000 for FY 16. The District has additional budget reserves for
economic uncertainty, debt repayment and capital expenses. The total District
Reserve Policy amount is approximately $1 million.

The analysis shown in Table 8-4 Cost Impacts Associated with Water Shortages
assumes that water revenues are consistent with metered use in the 2005/2006
fiscal years upon which the District’s Rate Model is based. It also assumes that
total district operating expenses would increase during these major water shortage
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events with greater increases during larger shortages. Table 8-4 shows the
estimated cost impacts of the major shortage events:

Table 8-4 : Cost Impacts Associated with Water Shortages
Stage i Stage |l Stage |l
% Reduction in Annual Sales 20% 35% 50%
Reduction in Water Sales Revenue $120,000 $210,000 $300,000
Increased Operating Costs $50,000 $100,000 $150,000
Total Net Reduction in Revenue 170,000 $310,000 $450,000

As shown in Table 8-4, the District would have sufficient reserves to sustain a major
(greater than Stage 1) water shortage emergency for over one year, but the
financial impacts of these unlikely events would be substantial. During this period
the Board of Directors would have ample time to assess the need for rate increases
consistent with the type of water shortage. It may be that a rate restructuring
would be needed to encourage reduced water use while developing sufficient
revenues for sustained operations.

8.7 Adoption by Resolution

The current WSCP was adopted by resolution with the adoption of the 2010 UWMP
in October 2015. The revised WSCP as shown in Appendix A will be adopted by
resolution with the adoption of the 2015 UWMP.

8.8 Catastrophic Supply Interruption

The District must be prepared for catastrophic events. Table 8-5 lists possible
catastrophes - they are variable in frequency as the District must be prepared for
flooding on an annual basis, power outages are even more common, and we hope
the large earthquake does not happen at all, but we must be prepared for it. The
District has a good working relationship with the County Office of Emergency
Services and the local public safety agencies - this has happened because we have
annual flood preparation meetings and have cooperated in local flooding events in
the past.
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Table 8-5: Response Actions to Catastrophic Water Interruptions

Possible Catastrophe Summary of Actions
Isolate damaged areas, above ground use of
Earthquake flexible piping for ruptured mains

Urge conservation extend supplies; prepare well
fields for inundations; boil water notices is supply
Flooding contaminated

Shut off wells if River contaminated; urge
Toxic/Contaminated Spills | conservation

Fire Work with fire agencies to provide water
Power Outage or Grid Use portable and fixed emergency generators
Failure where applicable

Use portable and fixed emergency generators
Severe Winter Storms where applicable

8.9 Minimum Supply Next Three Years

Table 8-6 shows the minimum supply available to the District if the next three years
are dry and includes rows that show expected demand if the weather stays dry and
expected demand if the weather returns to normal or better (but hopefully not too
much better as flooding remains a critical concern for this area). A continued dry
period would keep the minimum flow in the Russian River below the 100 cfs range
but still with adequate water to provide for the District water right license amount.
Demand will be much different and lower. We expect water use to remain at
current levels if the dry weather returns and slowly rebound if winter weather
returns to normal or better levels.

2016 2017 2018
Available Water Supply 1,137 1,137 1,137

Expected Demand If Dry 660 660 660
Expected Demand if

Wet 660 726 799
NOTES:
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Chapter 9. Demand Management Measures

9.1 Introduction

This section provides a description of the District’s water conservation program and
its Best Management Practices (BMPs), which are also referred to as water demand
management measures (DMMs) by the Urban Water Management Planning process.
The District utilizes water conservation BMPs as a method to reduce water
demands, thereby reducing water supply need for the District.

The District is a member of the California Urban Water Conservation Council
(CUWCQ), joining in December 2010. The CUWCC was created to assist in
increasing water conservation statewide, under a Memorandum of Understanding
Regarding Urban Water Conservation (MOU). As signatory to the MOU, the District
has pledged their good faith effort towards implementing BMPs identified in the
CUWCC MOU. The two primary purposes of the MOU are:

1. To expedite implementation of reasonable water conservation measures in
urban areas, and

2. To establish assumptions for use in calculating estimates of reliable future
water conservation savings resulting from proven and reasonable
conservation measures. Estimates of reliable savings are the water
conservation savings that can be achieved with a high degree of confidence
in a given service area.

CUWCC members have the option of submitting their 2013-2014 Best Management
Practice (BMP) annual reports in lieu of describing the Demand Management
Measures (DMM) used by DWR in their UWMP. The District is doing that for this
UWMP. The BMP reports are in Appendix ?

9.2 District Water Conservation Program Summary

The District has the good fortune of being in a well-watered part of California with
conservation-motivated customers. The District's water conservation program
includes:

e District wide metering with tiered water rates to promote conservation.

e Public education and outreach - the District works with the Sonoma County
Water Agency which has a professional staff to provide excellent water
efficiency information to Sonoma County residents.

e A rigorous water loss prevention program - the District takes water losses
very seriously. The District has spent more than $11 million since 2008 on
capital projects which target aging, leaking water mains, has purchased
correlation equipment to proactively look for leaking pipes, vigorously fix
leaks when reported, and track and analyze leaks and leak history.
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Chapter 10. Plan Adoption, Submittal, and
Implementation

This chapter describes the process of requesting input from public and private
entities regarding the plan update, and includes information on the public hearings,
plan adoption, and submittal to DWR and other agencies for information, review,
approval, and implementation.

10.1 Inclusion of 2015 Data

For reporting of water use and supply information, and all other relevant
information, data for the entire calendar year of 2015 was included in this
plan.

10.2 Public Hearing and Adoption

The public hearing for approval of this Plan was on October 6, 2016 and the Plan
was adopted by Resolution 16-?? by the Board at that meeting. Prior to the public
hearing the Board discussed the preparation of the Plan at several noticed Board
meetings and discussed the draft Plan at the September 1, 2016 Board meeting.
Public hearing notice was published in the Sonoma West Times on ????. A copy of
the adopting resolution and the published public notice is included in Appendix B.

Sonoma County and the Sonoma County Water Agency were contacted directly to
inform them of the UWMP update process and timing. The District wishes to thank
the County and Water Agency staff for their assistance in providing information and
advice.

Table 10-1 Notification to Counties

County
Name 60 Day Notice Notice of Public
Hearing
Sonoma
County [v]

10.3 Plan Availability to the Public

The draft Plan was available for review at the District Office, the Guerneville Library
and on the District website prior to the public hearing. The approved Plan is on the
District's website and copies are available for review at the District office.

10.4 Amending the Adopted Plan

If the District amends the adopted Plan after submittal to DWR, the amendment
process will be noticed to the public and presented to the public in a process similar
to adoption of the Plan. The proposed amendments will be made available for
public review prior to adoption.
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Appendix A. Water Shortage Contingency Plan

A.1l. Water Shortage Emergency Response

During declared shortages, or when a shortage declaration appears imminent, the
General Manager, or his designated representative(s), shall be responsible for
notification of the appropriate personnel and agency representatives. The
personnel and agencies to be contacted include: The District Board of Directors,
District Staff, the Russian River & Monte Rio Fire Protection Districts, the California
Division of Drinking Water, the Sonoma County Office of Emergency Services and
such other agencies and/or persons as deemed appropriate. The District may also
notify all customers through its automated calling service, as appropriate. The
District’s general response to any emergency is also described in the District’s
Emergency Preparedness Response and Recovery Plan.

The District Plan includes responses to regional and statewide drought emergencies.
In most of these cases where the requested reduction is 20% or less, the District
would specify a list of water use restrictions but not declare Stage | of the Water
Shortage Contingency Plan. The possible water use restrictions include:

1. The application of potable water to any driveway or sidewalk is prohibited.

2. Using a hose that dispenses potable water to wash a motor vehicle, unless
the hose is fitted with a shut-off nozzle is prohibited.

3. Using potable water in a fountain or decorative water feature, unless the
water is recirculated, is prohibited.

4. lIrrigating turf or ornamental landscapes during and 48 hours following
measurable precipitation is prohibited.

5. Restaurants and other food service establishments can only serve water to
customers on request; and

6. Operators of hotels and motels must provide guests with the option of choosing
not to have towels and linens laundered daily and prominently display notice of
this option.

During situations that require 20% or less water use, District will rely extensively on
public information to let people know of the need to reduce water use.

A.1.1. Emergency Response Check List.

The following Table A-1 summarizes the actions the District will evaluate during a
water supply emergency.
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Table A-1. Possible Disaster Response Activities

Examples of Potential Actions to Discuss

Check if
Discussed

Determine what constitutes a proclamation of a water shortage.

Stretch existing water storage.

Obtain additional water supplies.

Develop alternative water supplies.

Determine where the funding will come from.

Contact and coordinate with other agencies.

Create an Emergency Response Team/Coordinator.

Create a catastrophe preparedness plan.

Put employees/contractors on-call.

Develop methods to communicate with the public.

Develop methods to prepare for water quality interruptions.

A.2. Emergency Response Stages and Reduction Goals

The District has a three-stage Emergency Response Plan (Table 8-1) to invoke
during declared water shortages. The Emergency Response Plan includes voluntary
and mandatory reductions, depending on the causes, severity, and anticipated
duration of the water supply shortage.

Table A-2 Stages of Water Shortage Contingency Plan (DWR Table 8-1)

Stage Percent Supply
Reduction®

Water Supply Condition

Add additional rows as needed

Regional or Statewide drought declaration, or local reduction in

20-30% water supply requiring 20-30% reduction, short term reduction in
| water use
Il 31-50% Reduction in water supply requiring 31-50% reduction in water use
I >50% Greater than 50% reduction in water supply

1 0ne stage in the Water Shortage Contingency Plan must address a water shortage of 50%.

NOTES:

A.2.1 Priority by Use

Priorities for use of available potable water during shortages are based on the legal
requirements set forth in the California Water Code, Sections 350-358. Water
allocations are established for all customers according to the following ranking
system:

Minimum health and safety allocations for interior residential needs (includes
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single family, multi-family, hospitals and convalescent facilities, retirement and
mobile home communities, and fire fighting and public safety)

o Commercial, industrial, institutional/governmental operations (where water is
used for manufacturing and for minimum health and safety allocations for
employees and visitors), to maintain jobs and economic base of the community
(not for landscape uses)

e Permanent agriculture (orchards, vineyards, and other commercial agriculture
which would require at least five years to return to production).

o Existing landscaping

e New customers, proposed projects without permits when shortage declared.

A.2.2 Health and Safety Requirements

Based on commonly accepted estimates of interior residential water use in the
United States, Table A-3 indicates per capita health and safety water requirements.
In Stage I, customers may adjust either interior or outdoor water use (or both), in
order to meet the voluntary water reduction goal.

Under the Stage 1l the District would ask customers for greater reductions in use,
including indoor uses to reduce their usage to essential interior water use. Stage
111 water use reductions would require that most customers make changes in their
interior water use habits (for instance, not flushing toilets unless “necessary” or
taking less frequent showers).

Table A-3
Per Capita Health and Safety Water Quantity Calculations
Non-Conserving Fixtures Habit Changes 1 Conserving Fixtures 2
Toilets 3 flushes x5.5gpf | 16.5 | 3 flushes x 5.5 gpf | 16.5 | 5 flushes x 1.6 gpf 8.0
Shower 4 min x 4.0 gpm 16.0 | 4 min x 3.0 gpm 12.0 | 5minx 2.0 10.0
Washer 12.5 gpcd 12.5 | 11.5 gpcd 11.5 | 11.5 gpcd 115
Kitchen 3 gpcd 3.0 | 2gpcd 2.0 | 4gpcd 4.0
other 3 gpcd 3.0 | 2gpcd 2.0 | 4gpcd 4.0
Total (gpcd) 51.0 44.0 37.5
1 Reduced shower use results from shorter and reduced flow. Reduced washer use results from fuller

loads.
2 Fixtures include ULF 1.6 gpf toilets, 2.0 gpm showerheads and efficient clothes washers.

A.2.3 Water Shortage Stages and Triggering Mechanisms

Specific criteria for triggering the District's rationing stages are shown in Table A-4.
Examples of possible reduction methods are shown in Table A-5.
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Table A-4

Water Shortage Stages and Triggering Mechanisms

Percent
Reduction of

Supply

Stage | 20 - 30%

Stage 11 30 -50%

Stage Il >50%

Water Supply Condition

Current Supply

Total supply is70 — 80% of
“normal.” or conservation is
needed to stretch existing
supplies, or participation in a
regional or statewide drought
emergency
OR

Total supply is 69 — 50% of
“normal.” or conservation is
needed to stretch existing
supplies
OR

Total supply is less than49%
of “normal.” or conservation is
needed to stretch existing
supplies
OR

Future Supply

Projected supply insufficient to
provide 80% of “normal”
deliveries for the next two
years.

OR

Projected supply insufficient
to provide 70% of “normal”
deliveries for the next two

years.
OR

Projected supply insufficient to
provide 60% of “normal”
deliveries for the next two
years.

OR

Water Quality

Contamination of water supply
(exceeds primary drinking
water standards) for 3 days
OR

Contamination of water
supply (exceeds primary
drinking water standards) for
up to one week
OR

Contamination of the water
supply (exceeds primary
drinking water standards) for
over one week
OR

Disaster Loss

Disaster loss

Disaster loss

Disaster Loss
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Table A-5: Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Uses (DWR Table 8-2)

Penal
Additional Ch(:rr\aety(')r
Restrictions and Prohibitions on End Users Explanation or 8¢,
Stage Reference Uil
Enforcement?
Add additional rows as needed

Landscape - Restrict or prohibit runoff from This is required at all Yes
landscape irrigation times.
Other - Customers must repair leaks, breaks, and This is required at all Yes
malfunctions in a timely manner times.
Cll - Restaurants may only serve water upon No
request

| Cll - Lodging establishment must offer opt out of No
linen service

I Other - Require automatic shut of hoses Yes
Other - Prohibit use of potable water for washing

I Yes
hard surfaces

| Landscape - Limit landscape irrigation to specific Ves
days

Il Landscape - Prohibit all landscape irrigation Yes

I Other - Prohibit vehicle washing except at facilities Yes
using recycled or recirculating water

NOTES:

A.3. Water Shortage Ordinance

The District has adopted a Wastage of Water Ordinance (3090.90) listed below.

3090.90 Wastage of Water: No consumer shall cause or permit any
water furnished to their property by the District to run to waste in any gutter or
otherwise. Notwithstanding section 3080.30-3080.60, the District may, after one
warning, terminate the service of any consumer for failure to comply with the
foregoing rule. Restoration of service may be conditioned upon installation of a flow
restrictor on the consumer’s service. Fees will be charged for the flow restrictor and
installation or removal in addition to the turn-on charge provided for in section
3020.112.

The District would consider implementing a moratorium on new connections during
declared water shortages, and revisions to the wastage of water ordinance or
adoption of other water shortage-related ordinances as appropriate to the type of
emergency. A draft emergency water shortage ordinance is in Appendix D.
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A.3.1. Excessive Use Penalties

Any customer violating the regulations and restrictions on water use shall receive a
verbal warning for the first such violation. Upon a second violation, the customer
shall receive a written warning. If the written warning is not complied with water
service may be disconnected; it shall be restored only upon payment of the turn-on
charge fixed by the Board of Directors.

A.4. Mechanism to Determine Reductions in Water Use

Under normal water supply conditions, potable water production figures are
recorded daily. All customers are metered and are billed on a bimonthly basis.
Production totals are reported monthly to the Field Supervisor and the General
Manager, and are incorporated into the District’s water production report and the
General Manager’s Report presented at each monthly Board meeting. Bimonthly
sales information is also incorporated into the General Manager’s monthly report.

During a Stage 1l or Stage 11l water shortage, or during a water emergency, daily
production figures will be reported to the Field Manager, as appropriate. The Field
Manager will compare the weekly production to the target weekly production to
verify that the reduction goal is being met. Weekly reports will be forwarded to the
General Manager, the Board of Directors and the State Division of Drinking Water or
other appropriate regulatory agencies. If reduction goals are not met, the General
Manager will notify the Board of Directors so that corrective action can be taken.

A.5. Revenue and Expenditure Impacts and Measures to Overcome
Impacts

The District maintains a reserve equal to 15% of its annual operating budget
expenses (approximately $1.75 million Operating Budget expenses) for the
purposes of dealing with emergencies and disaster-related expenses. This reserve
amount is $264,000 for FY 16. The District has additional budget reserves for
economic uncertainty, debt repayment and capital expenses. The total District
Reserve Policy amount is approximately $1 million.

The analysis shown in Table 8-4 Cost Impacts Associated with Water Shortages
assumes that water revenues are consistent with metered use in the 2005/2006
fiscal years upon which the District’'s Rate Model is based. It also assumes that
total district operating expenses would increase during these major water shortage
events with greater increases during larger shortages. Table 8-4 shows the
estimated cost impacts of the major shortage events:
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Table A-6 Cost Impacts Associated with Water Shortages
Stage i Stage |l Stage |l
% Reduction in Annual Sales 20% 35% 50%
Reduction in Water Sales Revenue $120,000 $210,000 $300,000
Increased Operating Costs $50,000 $100,000 $150,000
Total Net Reduction in Revenue 170,000 $310,000 $450,000

As shown in Table 8-4, the District would have sufficient reserves to sustain a major
(greater than Stage 1) water shortage emergency for over one year, but the
financial impacts of these unlikely events would be substantial. During this period
the Board of Directors would have ample time to assess the need for rate increases
consistent with the type of water shortage. It may be that a rate restructuring
would be needed to encourage reduced water use while developing sufficient
revenues for sustained operations.

47





		Item V-B -2015 Draft UWMP Discussion

		Meeting Date : September 1, 2016 



		Item V-B.1 - 2015 Draft UWMP

		Chapter 1.  Introduction and Overview

		1.2  Urban Water Management Planning and the California Water Code

		6.2 Groundwater



		Appendix A.  Water Shortage Contingency Plan

		A.1.  Water Shortage Emergency Response 

		A.2.  Emergency Response Stages and Reduction Goals

		A.2.1  Priority by Use

		A.2.2  Health and Safety Requirements

		A.2.3  Water Shortage Stages and Triggering Mechanisms

		A.3.  Water Shortage Ordinance

		A.3.1.  Excessive Use Penalties 

		A.4.  Mechanism to Determine Reductions in Water Use



		A.5.  Revenue and Expenditure Impacts and Measures to Overcome Impacts








SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT
TO: Board of Directors AGENDA NO. V-C

FROM: Steve Mack, General Manager

Meeting Date : September 1, 2016

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION/ACTION REGARDING PROGRESS WITH A POSSIBLE
LOAN/BOND WITH USDA AND EXAMINATION OF DISTRICT DEBT

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive a presentation by the General Manager on
the progress with the loan/bond from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural
Development (USDA) to fund the 2017 CIP and a related presentation on other District
Debt and possible actions to reduce the annual payments for that debt, and provide
direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT: none

DISCUSSION:

The District has been seeking funding through USDA for the FY17 CIP which is
replacement of approximately 6,800 ft of existing main and 75 services on Old River Rd
at Morningside east to the eastern section of Foothill Drive and include Orchard Rd and
Foothill Drive and River Rd on river side of the road.

Just prior to the August Board meeting the District received notice that a loan for
$2,579,000 for 40 years at 2.25% interest rate had been approved by USDA and the
District had to give notice that it wanted to proceed with the loan within a week. At the
August meeting the Board gave direction to move forward. Staff did so and the District
has received a letter of conditions from USDA for that loan/bond (attached). Staff will
have a meeting on August 31 to discuss this letter and will provide information on that
meeting at the September 1 Board meeting.

The Board also gave direction to staff to look at the alternative of splitting up the FY17
CIP into segments to see if and how this project could be constructed without borrowing
funds over time. Staff will meet with Coastland Engineering on August 31 prior to the
USDA meeting to discuss this.

The USDA loan will add approximately $100,000 to District annual debt payments which
are currently in the $1 million range. Below is a summary of District debt from the
FY17 Budget Report:

e General Obligation (GO) Bonds — Approximately $1.6 million remain in the
USDA bonds that were approved to purchase the District and make needed
capital improvements, and refinanced in part in 2013 and 2014. Paid off in
2054. Annual payment - $64,284, interest rate - 2.38%.
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e Cap One Bond — The District refinanced the first 20 years of the GO Bonds in
September 2013. Paid off in 2033, the FY17 payment is $566,508.
Remaining principal is $6,941,000, interest rate - 3.60%.

e State Loans - two loans for approximately $3 million which were approved in
1995-96 for needed improvements. Paid off in 2021-22. Annual payment -
$170,168.50. Remaining principal is $980,092.94, interest rate 2.95%.

e Private Placement Loan. $3 million loan acquired in 2008 for needed capital
improvements. Paid off in 2028. Annual payment - $234,012. Remaining
principal is $2,186,930.86, interest rate 4.75%.

Some of this debt is paid off soon just by making the annual payments (the State Loans
which are completed in 2021 and 2022) and one loan in particular has a relatively high
interest rate by today's standards (the Private Placement loan which was taken out in
2008 with a 20-year term at 4.75%).

State Loans: There are two State loans. The one maturing in 2021 has five annual
payments left of $24,750. One of those payments is in a fund at the County for this
year's payments, and one other one is in a reserve account at the County as a condition
of the loan. Staff has inquired as to the payoff cost of this loan were we do to do
immediately before this year's first installment payment is due. We could pay off the
loan as of September 15 for $110,217. Subtracting this year's budgeted payment
($24,750) and the reserve for this loan ($24,750), the amount of extra payment this
year is approximately $61,000.

The second, bigger State loan matures a year later. We could pay that off in the next
fiscal year in the same manner; the hit to the budget would be bigger of course -
budgeted annual payment of $146,739, same reserve account payment, and extra
payoff payment of approximately $410,000. Funds in our reserves above policy are
available to do this. Paying off both loans would reduce our annual debt payments by
$171,370.

Private Placement Loan: The Private Placement Loan had a good interest rate in
2008 but it's considered high now. The loan has a maturity in 2028, has a condition
that it can't be paid off until 2018, and has an early repayment penalty of 2% of
principal for when it can be repaid according to the conditions of the loan. We have
asked Brandis Tallman if there is any chance of refinancing/repaying this loan and have
learned that it is possible to refinance this loan now. Our annual savings would be
approximately $8,000 per year with a total savings of $100,000 (details from Brandis
Tallman attached). This is not a big savings but it does reduce total debt and annual
payments.

By doing the financial moves described above, annual debt payments from existing debt
would be reduced by approximately $180,000. The new USDA loan would add
$100,000, so the overall reduction in annual debt payments would be approximately
$80,000 per year. The one-time costs of doing this would be approximately $515,000 -
about the annual capital funding revenue target.
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Staff recommends paying off the smaller State loan immediately, moving forward with
refinancing the PPL, and considering paying off the larger State loan in the FY2018
Budget - that decision doesn't have to be made until then.





Rural Development

Santa Rosa
Fleld Office
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USDA

United States Department of Agriculture

Aupust 5, 2016
LETTER OF CONDITIONS

Mr. Steve Mack

Sweetwater Springs Water District
17081 Highway 116

Guerneville, CA 95446

SUBJECT: Recipient Name: Sweetwater Springs Water District
Project Name:  Water System Improvements
CFDA Number: 10.760

Dear Mr. Mack:

This letter establishes conditions which must be understood and agreed to by the
Sweetwater Springs Water District (zecipient), before further consideration may be given
{o the application. The application can be processed on the basis of a USDA Rural
Development loan not to exceed $2,579,000. The loan will be administered on behalf of
the Rural Utilities Service (RUS) by the State and Area staff of USDA Rural
Development, both of which are referred to throughout this letter as the Agency. Any
changes in project cost, source of funds, scope of project, or any other significant
changes in the project or recipient must be reported to and concurred with by the Agency
by written amendment to this letter. If significant changes are made without obtaining
such concurrence, the Agency may discontinue processing of the application. '

All conditions set forth under Sections I - III must be met prior to construction and no
later than one year from the date of this letter. If the recipient has not met these
conditions, the Agency reserves the right to discontinue the processing of the
application.

Ifthe'recipieﬁt agrees to meet the conditions set forth in this letter and desire further
consideration be given to the application, please complete and return the following
forms within 3 days: o :

Form RD 1942-46, “Letter of Intent to Meet Conditions”
Form RD 1940-1, “Request for Obligation of Funds”

The loan will be considered approved on the date Form RD 1940-1, “Request for
Obligation of Funds,” is signed by the approving official. Please be advised that this
letter in itself does not constitute loan approval, nor does it ensure that funds are or will
be available for the project. After the recipient signs and returns the form to the Agency,
the request will be processed and the loan funds will be approved and obligated.

USDA is an equal opporiunily provider and employer,

H you'wish to file a Civil Righls program complaint of discrimination, complete the LUSDA Program Discrimination Gomplalnt Form, found
online at hilp:fwww.ascr usda.govicomplaint_ling_custhtmd, or at any USDA office, or cal (B68) 6320982 fo request the form, Yot may
also wirite a tetter containing ail of the Information requested in the form. Send your complated compiaint form or fetter {0 us by mall at
U.S. Department of Agriculure, Director, Office of Adjudication, 1400 independence Avenue, S.W., Washingion, D.C. 20250-8410, by fax
(202) 660-7442 or emall al program.intake@usda.gov.
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The loan approval conditions are as follows:

SECTIONI - PROJECT DETAIL

1. Project Deseription — Funds will be used to make improvements to the Sweetwater Springs
Water District water system. This improvements include waterline replacement and the
mstallation of fire hydrants.

- Facilities will be designed and constructed in accordance with sound engineering practices and
must meet the requirements of Federal, State, and local agencies. The proposed facility design
must be based on the Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) as concurred with by the Agency,

Owner Construction and Owner Performed Services are not included in the scope of this project.

Prior USDA approval is required.

2. Eroject Budget - Funding from all sources has been budgeted for the estimated expenditures
as follows:

Project Costs; A Total Budgeted:
Construction $1,943,000
Contingency = - $194,000
Engineering Fees

Includes: :
Preliminary Engineering Report 340,000
Environmental Report : $30,000
Design ' $190,000
Permits and Compliance $35,000
Resident Project Representation (Inspection)  $97,000
Interest - Interim $20,000
Legal Fees - Local Attorney $15,000
Legal Fees - Bond Counsel . $15,000
TOTAL $2,579,000
Project Funding
Recipient Coniribution - $0
Other Funding 30
USDA Loan - $2,579,000
USDA: Grant - $0

TOTAL $2,579,000
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This funding is offered based on the amounts stated above. Any changes in funding sources
foliowing obligation of Agency funds must be reported to the processing official. Project
feasibility and funding will be reassessed if there is a significant change in project costs after
bids are received. If actual project costs exceed the projcct cost estimates, an additional
contribution by the Owner may be necessary.

Agency funds will not be used to pre-finance funds committed to the project from other sources.

Obligated loan funds not needed to complete the proposed project will be de-obligated prior to
start of construction. An amended lefter of conditions will be issved for any changes to the total
project budget.

SECTION I - LOAN TERMS

1  Repayment ~ The interest rate will be the lower of the rate in effect at the time of Joan
approval or the time of loan closing, unless the recipient requests otherwise. Should the interest
rate be reduced, the payment will be recalculated to the lower amount. A

The loan will be scheduled for repayment over a period of (40) years. Interest-only payments
will be due the first year, and will be made utilizing the recipients own funds. Payments for the
remaining 39 years will be annual principal installments and semi-annual interest instaliments,
beginning _one year after final interest-only installment/specific date. For planning purposes, use
a 2.25% interest rate and an amortization factor of 03879, which provides for an annual payment
of $100,040. The precise payment amount will be based on the inferest rate at which the loan is
closed, and may be different than the one above.

The payment due date will be established as the day that the loan closes. Due dates falling on the
29th, 30th, and 31st day of the month will be avoided,

2 Sccurity — The recipient is a legally organized water District under Division 12 Sections
30000 to 33901 of the Water Code of the State of California. The loan of $2,579,000 will be
secured by a Certificate of Participation on parity with the existing water loans. The bond will
be fully registered as to both principal and interest in the name of the United States of America,
Acting through the United States Department of Agricutture.

If the loan will be on parity with another lender, the bond must specify that, in the event of
default, each lender will be affected on a proportionate basis.

The bond and any ordinance or resolution relating thereto must not contain any provision in
conflict with the Agency l.oan Resolution, applicable regulations, or its authorizing law, In
particular, there must be no defeasance or refinancing clause in conflict with the graduation
requirements of 7 11.S.C. 1983. The bond must be prepared in accordance with RUS Instruction
178G Subpart D, and State law. The assistance and opinion of a recognized bond counsel must
be obtained,
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Additional security requirements are contained in RUS Bulletin 1780-27, “Loan Resolution
(Public Bodies).” A draft of all security instruments, including draft bond resolution, must be
reviewed and concurred in by the Agency prior to advertising for bids.

Prior to loan closing, the following must be duly adopted and executed:

a. RUS Bulletin 1780-27, Loan Resolution (Pubiic Bodies)
b. Bond Resolution

A Parity Agreement will be required fo be executed between the Agency and the Parity Lender.
prior to loan closing, and a draft concurred with by the Agency prior to advertising for bids.

3. Electronic Payments — Payments will be made on the day the recipient payment is due
through an electronic preauthorized debit system, The recipient will be required to complete
Form RD 3550-28, “Authorization Agreement for Preauthorized Payments,” for all new and
existing indebtedness to the Agency prior to loan closing. It will allow for the recipient’s
payment to be electronically debited from the bank account on the day that the payment is due.

4. Construction Completion Timeframe - All projects must be completed and all funds
disbursed within five years of obligation. If funds ave not disbursed within five years of
obligation, the recipient must submit to the Agency a written request for extension of time with
adequate justification of circumstances beyond the recipient’s control. Requests for waivers
beyond the initial extension will be submitted to the Assistant Administrator for concurrence
decision.

5. Dishursement of Agency Funds - Agency funds will be disbursed into the recipient’s
depository account through an electronic transfer system. SF 3881, “ACH
Vendor/Miscellaneous Payment Enroliment Form,” must be completed and submitted to the
Agency prior to advertising for bids,

Any recipient contribution will be the first funds expended, followed by other funding sources.
Interim financing or Agency loan funds will be expended afier all other funding sources unless a
written agreement is reached with all other funding sources on how funds are to be disbursed
prior to start of construction or loan closing, whichever occurs first, In the unlikely eventthe
Agency mistakenly disburses funds, the funds will be remitted back to the Agency electronically.

Funds are to be deposited in an interest-bearing account (exception provided below) in
accordance with 2 CFR Part 200 and interest in excess of $500 per year remitted to the Agency.
The funds should be disbursed by the recipient immediately upon receipt and there should be
little interest accrual on the Federal funds. Recipients shall maintait advances of Federal funds
in interest-bearing accounts, unless:

a. The recipient receives less than $120,000 in Federal awards per year.
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b. The best reasonably available interest-bearing account would not be expected to earn
interest in excess of $500 per year on Federal cash balances,

¢. The depository would require an average or minimum balance so high that it would not
be feasible within the expected Federal and non-Federal cash resources,

d. A foreign government or banking system prohibits or precludes interest-bearing.
accounts.

6. Reserves — Reserves must be properly budgeted to maintain the financial viability and
sustainability of any operation. Reserves are important to fund unanticipated emergency
maintenance and repairs, and assist with debt service should the need arise. The following
reserves are required to be established as a condition of this loan and must be shown separately
and as restricted funds in the recipient’s financial statements and/or audits,

a. Debt Service Reserve — As a part of this Agency loan proposal, the recipient must
establish a debt service reserve fund equal to at least one annual loan installment that
accumnlates af the rate of 10% of one annual payment per year for ten years or until the
balance is equal to one annual foan payment. Ten percent of the proposed loan
installment would equal $834 per month; this amount should be deposited monthly until a
total of $100,040 has accumulated. Prior written concurrence from the Agency must be
obtained before funds may be withdrawn from this account during the life of the loan,
When funds are withdrawn during the life of the loan, deposits will continue as
designated above until the fully-funded amount is reached.

b. Short-Lived Asset Reserve — In addition to the debt service reserve fund, the recipient
must establish a short-lived asset reserve fund. Based on the preliminary engineering
report, the recipient must deposit at least $45,100 into the short-lived asset reserve fund
annnally for the life of the loan to pay for repairs and/or replacement of major system
assets. 1t is the recipient responsibility to assess the facilify’s short-lived asset needson a
regular basis and adjust the amount deposited to meet those needs,

SECTION I -REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION

1. Environmental Requirements — At the conclusion of the proposal’s environmental review
process, specific action(s) were determined necessary to avoid or minimize adverse
environmental impacts. As outlined in the Environmental Report dated August 1, 2016, the
following actions are required for successful completion of the project and must be adhered to
during project design and construction:

NONE
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The project as proposed has been evaluated to be consistent with the National Environmental
Policy Act. Other Federal, State, tribal, and local laws, regulations and or permits may apply or
be required. If the project or any project element deviates from or is modified from the
originally-approved project, additional environmental review may be required.

2. Engineering Services — The recipient will be required to complete an Agreement for
Engineering Services, which should consist of the Engineers Joint Contract Documents
Committee (EJCDC) documents as indicated in RUS Bulletin 1780-26, “Guidance for the Use of
EJCDC Documents on Water and Waste Projects with RUS Financial Assistance,” or other
approved form of agreement. The Agency will provide concurrence prior to advertising for bids,
and must approve any modifications to this agreement.

3. Contract Documents, Final Plans, and Specifications

‘a. The contract documents must consist of the EJCDC construction contract documents
as indicated in RUS Bulletin 1780-26 or other Agency-approved forms of agreement.

b. The coniract documents, final plans, and specifications must comply with RUS
Instruction 1780, Subpart C — Planning, Designing, Bidding, Contracting,
Constructing and Inspections, and must be submitted to the Agency for concurrence
prior to advertising for bids along with an updated cost estimate. The Agency may
require another updated cost estimate if a significant amount of time elapses between
the original submission and advertising for bids.

¢. The following must be reviewed and approved by USDA Rural Development in the
sequence indicated:

i. Preliminary Engineering Report

ii. Agreement for Engineering Services

itl. Final Plans and Specifications for the project
iv. Bid Award Information.

v. Executed Coniract Documents

d. The use of any procurement method other than competitive sealed bids must be
requested in writing and approved by the Agency.

4. Legal Services — The recipient will be required to execute a legal sexvices agreement with
the following:

i.  Attorney

ii. Bond Counsel (if applicable)

The agreement(s) should stipulate an hourly rate for the work, with a “not to exceed” amount for
the services, including reimbursable expenses. RUS Bulletin 1780-7, “Legal Services
Agreement,” or similar format may be used. The Agency will provide concurrence prior to
advertising for bids. Any changes to the fees or services spelled out in the original agreement
must be reflected in an amendment to the agreement and have prior Agency concurrence,
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5. Property Rights - Prior to advertising for bids, the recipient and its legal counsel must
furnish satisfactory evidence that recipient has or can obtain adequate continuous and valid
control over the lands and rights-of-way needed for the project. Acquisitions of necessary land
and rights must be accomplished in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act. Such control over the lands and rights will be evidenced by
the following:

a. Right-of-Way Map — the project engineer will provide a map clearly showing the
location of all lands and rights-of-way needed for the project. The map must designate
public and private lands and rights and the appropriate legal ownership thereof.

b. Form RD 442-20, “Right-of-Way Easement™ — This form may be used to obtain any
necessary easements for the proposed project.

¢. Form RD 442-21, “Right-of-Way Certificate” — The recipient will provide a
certification on this form that all right-of-way requirements have been obtained for the |
proposed project.

d. Form RD 442-22, “Opinion of Counsel Relative to Rights-of-Way® — The recipient’s
attorney will provide a certification and legal opinion on this form addressing rights-of-
way, casements, and title.

The approving official may waive title defects or restrictions, such as utility easements, that do
not adversely affect the suitability, successful operation, security value, or transferability of the
facility. Any such waivers must be provided by the approving official in writing prior to closing
or the start of construction, whichever occurs first.

The recipient is responsible for the acquisition of all property rights necessary for the project and
for determining that prices paid are reasonable and fair. The Agency may require an appraisal by
an independent appraiser or Agency employee in order {o validate the price to be paid.

6. System Policies, Procedures, Contracts, and Agreements — The facility must be operated
on a sound business plan. The recipient must adopt policies, procedures, and/or ordinances -
outlining the conditions of service and use of the proposed system. Mandatory connection
policies should be used where enforceable. The policies, procedures, and/or ordinances must

- contain an effective collection policy for accounts not paid in full within a specified number of
days after the date of billing. They should include appropriate late fees, specified timeframes for
disconnection of service, and reconnection fees. A draft of these policies, procedures, and/or
ordinances must be submitted for Agency review and concurrence, along with the documents

* below, before closing instructions may be issued unless otherwise stated.

a. Water Purchase Contract — A draft of the proposed contract must be submitted to the
Agency for review and concutrence prior to advertising for bids. The draft contract must
meet the requirements of RUS Instruction 1780.62. NA

b. Water User Agreement — Projects not involving mandatory connection require users to

-execute a Water Users Agreement. The draft agreement must receive RID concurrence
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prior to advertising for bids, RUS Bulletin 1780-9, “Water Users Agreement,” or similar
format may be used. NA :

¢. Coniracts for Other Services/Lease Agreement — Drafis of any contracts or other
forms of agreements for other services, including andit, management, operation, and
maintenance, ot lease agreements covering real property essential to the successful
operation of the facility, must be submitted to the Agency for review and concurrence
prior fo advertising for bids. NA

d. Parity/Interereditor Agreement — Projects with parity liens must have in place a written
agreement between the parity lenders. The draft agreement must recejve Agency
concurrence prior to advertising for bids.

e, Other agreements with governments or other entities regarding joint operation of
facilities, granting authority to Agency borrower for providing service within another
entity’s service area, etc. The draft agreement must receive Agency concurrence prior to
adveriising for bids.

Fully executed copies of any policies, procedures, ordinances, contracts, or agreements must be
submitted prior to loan closing.

7. Closing Instructions — The Agency will prepare closing instructions as soon as the
requirements of the previous paragraphs are complete, as well as a draft of the security
instrument(s). Closing instructions must be obtained prior to advertising for bids. All applicable
bond closing documents must be submitted by the Bond Counsel, at least 45 days prior to the
planned closing date,

8. Interim Financing — For all loans exceeding $500,000, where loan funds can be borrowed at
reasonable interest rates on an interim basis from commercial sources for the construction period,
such interim financing will be used to preclude the necessity for multiple advances of Agency
loan funds, The recipient must provide the Agency with a copy of the interim loan financing
agreement for review prior to advertising for bids. The Agency appraving official may make an
exception when interim financing is cost prohibitive or unavailable.

9. Construction Account — The recipient must establish a construction account for afl funds -
related to the project. Construction funds will be deposited with an acceptable financial
institution or depository that meets the requirements of 31 CFR Part 202, A separate account
will not be required for Federal funds and other funds; however, the recipient must be able to
separately identify, report, and account for all Federal funds, including the receipt, obligation and
expenditure of funds. Financial institutions or depositaries accepting deposits of public funds
and providing other financial agency services to the Federal Government are required to pledge
adequate, acceptable securities as collateral, in accordance with 31 CFR Part 202. All funds in
the account will be secured by a collateral pledge equaling at least 100% of the highest amount
of funds expected to be deposited in the constroction account at any one time. The recipient’s
financial institution can provide additional guidance on collateral pledge requirements,

a. Elecironic Funds Transfer: Agency funds will be disbursed into the recipient’s
depository account through an electronic transfer system. SF 3881, “ACH
Vendor/Miscellaneous Payment Enrollment Form,” must be completed and submitted
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to the Agency prior to advertising for bids.

16. System Users — This letter of conditions is based upon the recipient’s indication at
application that there will be at {cast 3071 residential users and 542 non-residential users,
existing system when construction is completed.

a. Before the Agency can agree to the project being advertised for construction bids, the
recipient must certify that the number of users indicated at application are currently using
the system or signed up to use the system once if is operational,

b. The USDA Rural Development will anthenticate the number of new users for projects
that will be secured by a pledge of user fees or revenues.

¢. The recipient’s attorney will provide his/her opinion that rate increases required for this
project have been adopted in accordance with Section 6 of Article XIIID of the California
Constitution as well as other requirements of California law. The recipient will provide a
copy of the Minutes from the public meeting. All voter approval requirements under
state law must be obtained before the issuance of the USDA Offer to Purchase Bonds (or
Certificates of Participation),

If the actual number of existing and/or proposed users that have signed up for service is less than
the number indicated at the time of application, the recipient must provide the Agency with a
written plan on how it will obtain the necessary revenue to adequately cash flow the expected
operation, maintenance, debt service, and reserve requirements of the proposed project (e.g.,
increase user rates, sign up an adequate number of other users, reduce project scope, etc.),
Similar action is required if there is cause to modify the anticipated flows or volumes presented
following approval.

11. Other Funding — Prior to advertisement for construction bids, the recipient must
provide:

a. Evidence of applicant contributions; and :
b, Approval of other funding sources, This evidence should include a copy of the
commitment letter.

12. Preposed Operating Budget — The recipient must establish and/or maintain a rate schedule
that provides adequate income to meet the minimum requirements for operation and mainienance
{O&M), debt service, and reserves. Prior to advertising for bids, the recipient must submit a
proposed annual operating budget to the Agency which supports the operation, mainienance,
debt service, and reserves, as well as the proposed rate schedule. The operating budget should be
based on a typical year cash flow after completion of the construction phase and should be
signed by the appropriate official of the organization. Form RD 442-7, “Operating Budget,” or
similar format may be utilized for this purpose. It is expected that O&M will change over each
successive year and user rates will need to be adjusted on a regular basis.
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Technical assistance is available at no cost to help the recipient evaluate and complete a rate
analysis on the system, This assistance is available free to the recipient. If interested, please
contact our office for information.

13. Permits ~The recipient, owner or responsible party will be required to obtain all applicable
permits for the project, prior to advertising for bids. The consulting engineer must submit
written evidence that all applicable permits required prior to construction have been obtained
with submission to the Agency of the final plans, specifications, and bid documents. '

14. Yulnerability Assessment/FEmergency Response Plan (VA/ERYP) — The Agency requires
all financed water and wastewater systems to have a VA/ERP in place. Borrowers with existing
systems must provide a certification that a VA/ERP has been completed prior to advertising for
bids. The VA/ERP documents themselves are not submitted to the Agency. The VA/ERP must
address potential imipacts from natural disasters and other emergency events. In particular, it
should include plans to address impacts of flash flooding in areas where severe drought or
wildfires occur. The documents should be reviewed and updated every three years at a
minimum. ‘ :

For new systems, see Section V of this letter of conditions. For VA/ERP requirements
throughout the fife of the loan, see Section VII. Technical assistance at no cost is available in
preparing these docurments. :

15. Bid Authorization - Once the final plans and specifications have been developed for the
project, the Agency will authorize the recipient to advertise the project for construction bids.
Such advertisement must be in accordance with applicable State statutes.

16. Bid Tabulation ~ Immediately after bid opening, the recipient must provide the Agency with
the bid tabulation and the project engineer’s evaluation of bids and recommendations for contract
awards. If the Agency agrees that the construction bids received are acceptable, adequate funds
are available to cover the total project costs, and all the requirements of Section III of this letter
have been satisfied, the Agency will authorize the recipient to issue the Notice of Award.

a, Cost Overruns. If bids are higher than expected, or if unexpected construction problems
are encountered, the recipient must utilize all options to reduce cost overruns.
Negotiations, redesign, use of bidding alternatives, rebidding or other means will be

- considered prior to commitment of subsequent funding by the Agency. Any requests for
subsequent funding to cover cost overruns will be contingent on the availability of funds,
Cost overruns exceeding 20% of the development cost at time of loan approval or where
the scope of the original purpose has changed will compete for funds with all other
applications on hand as of that date.

b. Excess Funds. If bids are lower than anticipated at time of obligation, excess funds must
~ be de-obligated prior to start of construction except in the cases addressed in this
paragraph. In cases where the original PER for the project included items that were not
bid, or were bid as an alternate, the State Office official may modify the project to fully
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utilize obligated funds for those items. Amendments to the PER, ER, and letter of
conditions may be needed for any work not included in the original project scope. In all
cases, prior to start of construction, excess funds will be de-obligated. Excess funds do
not include contingency funds as described in this letter.

17. Contract Review — The recipient’s attorney will certify that the executed contract
documents, including performance and payment bonds, if required, are adequate and that the
persons executing these documents have been properly authorized to do so in accordance with
RUS Instruction 1780.61(b).

Once the attorney has certified that they are acceptable, the contract documents will be submitted
to the Agency for its concurrence. The Notice to Proceed cannot be issued until the Agency has
concurred with the construction contraets and the pre-construction conference has been held,

18. Final Rights-of-Way — If any of the rights-of-way forms listed previously in this letter
contain exceptions that do not adversely affect the suitability, successful operation, secumy
value; or transierability of the facility, the approving official must provide a written waiver prior
fo the issuance of the Notice to Proceed, For projects mvolvmg the acquisition of land, the
recipient must provide evidence of clear title to the land prior to the issuance of the Notice to
Proceed.

19. Insurapce and Bonding Requirements - Prior to the start of construction or loan closing,
whichever occurs first, the recipient must acquire and submit to the Agency proof of the types of
insurance and bond coverage for the borrower shown below. The use of deductibles may be
allowed, providing the recipient has the financial resourees to cover potential claims requlrmg
payment of the deductible. The Agency strongly recommends that the recipient have the project
engineer, attorney, and insurance provider(s) review proposed types and amounts of coverage,
including any exclusions and deductible provisions. It is the recipient’s responsibility and not
that of the Agency to assure that adequate insurance and fidelity or employee dishonesty bond
coverage is maintained.

a. General Liability Insurance — Include vehicular coverage.
b. Workers’ Compensation — In accordance with appropriate State laws.

c. Fidelity Bond, Employec Dishonesty Bonds or Employee Dishonesty Insurance
Policy — Include coverage for all persons who have access to funds, including persons
working under a contract or management agreement. Coverage may be provided either
for all individual positions or persons, or through blanket coverage providing protection
for all appropriate workers, During construction, each position should be bonded in an
amount equal to the maximum amount of funds to be under the control of that position at
any one {ime. The coverage may be increased during construction based on the
anticipated monthly advances. After construction and throughout the life of the loan, the
amount of coverage must be for at least the fotal annual debt service of all outstanding
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Agency loans. The Agency will be identified in the fidelity bond for receipt of notices.
Form RD 440-24, “Position Fidelity Schedule Bond,” or similar format may be used,

d. National Flood Insurance - If the project involves acquisition or construction in
designated special flood or mudslide prone areas, the recipient must purchase a flood
insurance policy at the time of loan closing.

¢. Real Property Insurance — Fire and extended coverage will normally be maintained on
all structures except reservoirs, pipelines and other structures if such structures are not
normally insured, and subsurface lift stations except for the value of electrical and
pumping equipment. The Agency will be listed as mortgagee on the policy when the
Agency has a lien on the property. Prior to the acceptance of the facility from the
contractor(s}, the recipient must obtain real property insurance (fire and extended
coverage) on all facilities identified above.

Insurance types described above are required to be continued throughout the life of the loan. See
Section V, '

20. Initial Compliance Review ~ The Agency will conduet an inftial compliance review of the
recipient prior to loan closing or start of construction, whichever occurs first, in accordance with
7 CFR 1901, Subpart E. '

21. QOther Reguirements — All requirements contained in the Agency’s closing instructions, as
well as any requirements of the recipient bond counsel and/or attorney, must be met prior to loan
closing.

a. System for Award Management. The recipient will be required to maintain a Dun and
Bradstreet Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) number and maintain an active
registration in the System for Award Management (SAM) database. Renewal can be
‘done on-line al: htip;//sam.gov. This registration must be renewed and revalidated every

twelve (12) months for as long as there are Agency funds to be expended. See Appendix

A. :

To ensure the information is current, accurate and complete, and to prevent the SAM
account expiration, the review and updates must be performed within 365 days of the
aclivation date, commonly referred to as the expiration date, The registration process
may take up to 10 business days. (See 2 CFR Part 25 and the “Help” section at

http://sam.gov).

b. Litigation. The recipient is required to notify the Agency within 30 days of receiving
notification of being involved in any type of litigation prior to loan closing or start of
construction, whichever occurs first. Additional documentation regarding the situation
and litigation may be requested by the Agency.
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¢. Certified Operator. Evidence must be provided that the system has or will have, as
defined by applicable State or Federal requirements, a cetified operator available prior to
the system becoming operational, or that a suitable supervisory agreement with a ceriified
operator is in effect.

SECTION IV~ REQUIREMENTS DURING CONSTRUCTION AND POST
CONSTRUCTION

1. Resident Inspector(s) - Full-time inspection is required unless the recipient requests an
exception. Such requests must be made in writing and the Agency must concur with the request.
Inspection services are to be provided by the consulting engineer unless other arrangements are
requested in writing and concurred with by the Agency. A resume of qualifications of any
resident inspector(s) will be submitted to the owner and Agency for review and concurrence
prior to the pre-constiuction conference. The resident inspector(s) must attend the pre-
construction conference.

2. Preconstruction Conference — A preconstruction conference will be held prior to the
issuance of the Notice to Proceed. The consulting engineer will review the planned development
with the Agency, owner, resident inspector, attorney, contractor, other funders, and other
interested parties, and will provide minutes of this meeting to the owner and Agency,

- 3. Inspections - The Agency requires a pre-construction conference, pre-final and final
inspections, and a warranty inspection. The project engineer will schedule a warranty inspection
with the contractor and the Agency before the end of the one-year warranty period to address
and/or resolve any warranty issues. The Agency will conduct an inspection with the recipient of
the records management system at the same time, and will continue to inspect the facility and
records system every three years for the life of the loan, See Section VII of this letter.

4, Change Orders — Prior Agency concurrence is required for all Change Orders,

5. Payments — Prior Agency concurrence is required for all Invoices and Partial Payment
Estimates before Agency funds will be released. Requests for payment relafed to a contract or
setvice agreement will be signed by the owner, project engineer, and contractor ot service
provider prior o Agency concurrence. Invoices not related to a construction contract or service
agreement will include the owner’s written concurrence,

6. Use of Remaining Funds — The recipient contribution and connection or tap fees will be the
first funds expended in the project, followed by non-Agency sources of funds. Remaining funds
may be considered in direct proportion to the amounts obtained from each source and handled as

follows:

a. Remaining funds may be used for eligible loan purposes, provided the use will not result
in major changes to the original scope of work and the purpose of the loan remains the
same.
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b. Loan funds that are not needed will be applied as an extra payment on the Agency
indebtedness unless other disposition is required by the bond ordinance, resolution, or

State statute.

7. Technical, Managerial and Financial Capacity - It is required that members of the Board
of Directors, City Council members, trustees, commissioners and other governing members
possess the necessary technical, managerial, and financial capacity skills to consistently comply
with pertinent Federal and State laws and requirements. 1t is recommended members receive
training within one year of appointment or election to the governing board, and a refresher
{raining for all governing members on a routine basis. The content and amount of fraining
should be tailored to the needs of the particular individual and the utility system. Technical
assistance providers are available to provide this uaunng for the recipient, often at no cost.
Contact the Agency for information.

8. Reporting Reguirements Related to Expenditure of Funds

a. Financial Audit— Ao annual audit under the Single Audit Act is required if the recipient
expends $750,000 or more in Federal financial assistance per fiscal year. The total
Federal funds expended from all sources shall be used to defermine Federal financial
assistance expended. Expendifures of interim financing are considered Federal
expenditures. '

All audits are to be performed in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200, as adopted by USDA
through 2 CFR Part 400. Further guidance on preparing an acceptable audit can be
obtained from the Agency. The audit must be prepared by an independent licensed
Certified Public Accountant, or a State or Federal auditor if allowed by State law, and
must be submitted within 9 months of the recipients fiscal year end.

If an audit is required, the recipient must enter into a written agreement with the auditor
and submit a copy to the Agency prior to the advertisement of bids. The audit agreement -
may include terms and conditions that the borrower and auditor deem appropriate;
however, the agreement should include the type of audit to be completed, the time frame
in which the audit will be completed, and how irregularitics will be reported.

b. Reporting Subawards and Executive Compensation — The recipient and its first-tier
contractors are required by 2 CFR Part 170 to report disbursements to subrecipients in
accordance with Appendix B of this letter and www.fsrs.gov. The local Agency
processing office can provide more information.

SECTION V ~ SERVICING REQUIREMENTS DURING THY, TERM OF THE LOAN

1. Prepayment and Exira Pavments - Prepayments of scheduled installments, or any portion
thercof, may be made at any time at the option of borrower, with no penalty.
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Security instruments, including bonding documents, must contain the following language
regarding extra payments, unless prohibited by State statute:

Prepayments of scheduled installments, or any portion thereof, may be made at any time
at the option of borrower. Refunds, extra payments and loan proceeds obtained from
outside sources for the purpose of paying down the Ageney debt, shall, afier payment of
inferest, be applied to the installments last to become due under this note and shall not
affect the obligation of borrower to pay the remaining installments as scheduled in your
Securily insiruments.

2. Graduation - By accepting this loan, the recipient is also agreeing to refinance (graduate)
the unpaid loan balance in whole, or in part, upon request of the Government. If at any time the
Agency determines the recipient is able to obtain a loan for such purposes from responsible
cooperative ot private sources at reasonable rates and terms, the recipient will be requested to
refinance. The ability to refinance will be assessed every other year for those loans that are five
years old or older. :

3. Security/Operational Inspections — The Agency will inspect the facility and conduct a
review of the recipient’s operations and records management system and conflict of interest
policy every three years for the life of the loan., The recipient must participate in these
inspections and provide the required information.

4. Annual Financial Reporting/Audit Requirements ~ The recipient is required to submit an
annual financial report at the end of each fiscal year. The annual report will be certified by the
appropriate organization official, and will consist of financial information and a rate schedule.
Financial statements must be prepared on the accrual basis of accounting in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP), and must include at a minimum a balance
sheet and income and expense statement. The annual report will include separate reporting for
each water and waste disposal facility, and itemize cash accounts by type (debt service, short-
lived assets, etc.) under each facility. All records, books and supporting material are to be
retained for three years after the issuance of the annual report. Technical assistance is available
at no cost with preparing financial reporis.

The type of financial informétion that must be submitted is specified below:

a. Audits — An annual audit under the Single Audit Act is required if the recipient expends
$750,000 or more in Federal financial assistance per fiscal year. The total Federal funds
expended from all sources shall be used to determine Federal financial assistance
expended. Expenditures of interim financing are considered Federal expenditures.

All audits are to be performed in accordance with 2 CFR Part 200, as adopted by USDA
through 2 CFR Part 400. Further guidance on preparing an acceptable audit can be
obtained from the Agency. It is not intended that audits required by this part be separate
and apart from audits performed in accordance with State and local laws. To the extent -
feasible, the audit work should be done in conjunction with those audits. The audit must
be prepared by an independent licensed Certified Public Accountant, or a State or Federal
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auditor if allowed by State law, and must be submitted within 9 months of the recipients
fiscal year end.

If an audit is required, the recipient must enter info a written agreement with the auditor
and submit a copy to the Agency prior to the advertisement of bids. The audit agreement
may include terms and conditions that the borrower and auditor deem appropriate;
however, the agreement should include the type of audit or financial statements to be
completed, the time frame in which the audit or financial statements will be completed,
what type of reports will be generated from the services provided, and how irregularities
will be reported,

b. Financial Statemenés —For local governments and Indian tribes, an audit in accordance
with State or local law or regulation or regulatory agency requirements must be submitted
when the recipient expends less than $750,000 in Federal financial assistance per fiscal
year. These audits shall be submitted to USDA no later than 150 days after the end of the
borrower’s fiscal year, :

¢. Annual Reports - If the recipient is exempt from USDA audit requirements, the recipient
may submit financial statements in lieu of an audit which will include at 2 minimum a
balance sheet and an income and expense statement. The recipient may use Form RD 442-2,
“Statement of Budget, Income and Equity,” and 442-3, “Balance Sheet,” or similar format to
provide the financial information. The financial statements must be signed by the
appropriate borrower official and submitted within 60 days of the fiscal year end,

5. Annual Budget and Projected Cash ¥low - Thirty days prior to the beginning of each fiscal
year, the recipient will be required to submit an annual budget and projected cash flow to this
office. With the submission of the annual budget, the recipient will be required to provide a
current rate schedule, and a current listing of the Board or Council members and their terms.

The budget must be signed by the appropriate borrower official. Form RD 442-2 or similar
format may be used.

Technical assistance is available at no cost to help the recipient evaluate and complete a rate
analysis on the system, as well as completing the annual budget. If the recipient is are interested,
please contact the Iocal USDA Rural Development office for information.

6. Yulnerability Assessment/Emergency Response Plan (VA/ERP) ~ The recipient will be

required to submit a certification to the servicing office every three years that the VA/ERP is
current and covers all sites related to the facility. The documents themselves are not submitted
to the Agency. The VA/ERP must address potential impacts from natural disasters and other
emergency events, In particular, it should include plans to address impacts of flash flooding in
areas where severe drought or wildfires oceur. The documents shouid be reviewed and updated
every three years at a minimum.

7. Insurance. The recipient will be required fo maintain insurance on the facility and
employees as previously described in this letter for the life of the loan.
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8. Statntory and National Policy Requirements — The 1‘ecipienf has received an award of
Federal funding and is required to comply with U.S. statutory and public policy requirements,
including but not limited to::

a. Secction 584 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 — Under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.8.C. 794), no handicapped individual in the United States
shall, solely by reason of their handicap, be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits'of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
Agency financial assistance.

b, Civil Rights Act of 1964 — All recipients are subject to, and facilities must be operated in,
accordance with, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 20004 et seq.) and 7
CFR 1901, Subpart E, particularly as it relates to conducting and reporting of compliance
reviews. Instruments of conveyance for loans subject to the Act must contain the
covenant required by Paragraph 1901.202(¢} of this Title.

c. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 — This Act (42 U.8.C. 12101 ¢t -
seq.) prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in employment, State and local
government services, public transportation, public accommodations, facilities, and
telecommunications.

d. Age Discrimination Act of 1975 - This Act (42 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.) provides that no
person in the United States shall on the basis of age, be excluded from participation in, be
.denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance. ‘

e. Limited English Proficiency (LEP) under Executive Order 13166 - LEP statutes and
authorities prohibit exclusion from participation in, denial of benefits of, and
discrimination under Federally-assisted and/or conducted programs on the ground of
race, color, or national origin. Title VI of the Civil Righis Act of 1964 covers program
access for LEP persons. LEP persons are individuals who do not speak English as their
primary language and who have a limited ability to read, speak, write, or understand
English. These individuals may be entitled to language assistance, free of charge. The-
recipient must fake reasonable steps to ensure that LEP persons recetve the language
assistance necessary to have meaningful access to USDA programs, services, and
information the recipient provides. These protections are pursuant to Executive Order
13166 entitled, “Improving Access to Services by Persons with Limited English
Proficiency™ and further affirmed in the USDA Departmental Regulation 4330-005,
“Prohibition Against National Origin Discrimination Affecting Persons with Limited
English Proficiency in Programs and Activities Conducted by USDA.”

Agency financial programs must be extended without regard to race, color, religion, sex, national
origin, marital status, age, or physical or mental handicap. The recipient must display posters
(provided by the Agency) informing users of these requirements, and the Agency will monitor
the recipient’s conipliance with these requirements during regular compliance reviews.
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9. Compliance Reviews and Data Collection ~ The Agency will conduct regular compliance
reviews of the borrower and its eperation in accordance with 7 CFR Part 1901, Subpart E, and 36
CER 1191, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and
Facilities; Architectural Barriers Act (ABA) Accessibility Guidelines. Compliance reviews will
typically be conducted in conjunction with the security inspections described in this letter. If
beneficiaries (users) are required to complete an application or screening for the use of the
facility or service that the recipient provides, the recipient must request and collect data by race
(American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, White); ethnicity
(Hispanic or Latino, Not Hispanic or Latino); and by sex. The Agency will utilize this data as
part of the required compliance review,

We look forward to working with the Sweetwater Springs Water District to complete this
project. Non-compliance with the conditions in this letter or requirements of the recipient
security documents will be addressed under the provisions of 7 CFR 1782 and other applicable
regulations, statutes, and policies.

If there are any questions, please contact Quinn Donovan at 707.536.0248 or by e-mail at
© quinn. donovan@ca usda.gov.

Sincerely,

Quinn Donovan

O Do

Attachments

cc: Community Programs Director
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BRANDIS TALLMAN LLC
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22 Battery Street Phone: 415-912-5635
Suite 500 Fax: 415-912-5636
San Francisco, CA 94111 www.brandistallman.com
August 22, 2016 Via E-mail

Steve Mack, General Manager
Sweetwater Springs Water District
17081 Highway 116

Guerneville, CA 95446

RE: Sweetwater Springs Water District
2016 Refunding of 2008 Instaliment Sale Agreement

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information to you and the Sweetwater Springs Water District (the
“District”). We have prepared a* direct placement refunding analysis for the District’s consideration. The
preliminary set of numbers is attached herewith.

We prepared this information as a placement agent and not a municipal advisor. As such, we are obligated to
provide the following disclosures:

We prepared the attached materials that consist of factual or general information (as defined in the SEC’s Municipal Advisor Rules). We are not hereby
providing any advice or making any recommendation as to action concerning the structure, timing or terms of any issuance of municipal securities or
financial products. To the extent that we provided any alternatives, options, calculations or examples in the attached information, such information is not
intended to express any view that the District could achieve the particular results, and the alternatives, options, calculation or examples do not constitute a
recommendation that you should effect any municipal securities transaction.

Brandis Tallman is providing this information in the regulatory framework of MSRB Rule G-23 as an underwriter or placement agent and not as a financial
advisor. The primary role of an underwriter or placement agent is to purchase securities for resale to investors in an arm’s-length commercial transaction.
Serving in this role, we have financial and other interests that differ from those of the District. Brandis Tallman is acting in its own interests, and not as the

District’s municipal advisor and does not owe a fiduciary duty pursuant to Section 158 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. The District should consult
with its own financial, legal, accounting, tax and other advisors, as applicable, to the extent you deem appropriate.

We look forward to further discussing this financing model with you.

Best Regards,

Nicki Tallman

Member
FINRA MSRB SIPC





SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT

2016 Refunding of the 2008 Installment Sale Agreement
(Capital Improvement Private Placement Loan)
Summary of Refunding Results as of August 22, 2016

Private Placement

REFUNDING BONDS

Cost of Defeasance @ 10/12/2016 2,324,097

fora 8/1/2018 call date

Cost of Issuance (1) 53,503

Par Amount 2,377,600

Arbitrage Yield 2.20%
All-In True Interest Cost 2.60%
Final Maturity (August 1st) 2028

AVERAGE ANNUAL DEBT SERVICE

Existing 234,013
Refunding 225,387
Savings 8,627

TOTAL DEBT SERVICE

Existing 2,808,159
Refunding 2,706,321
Savings 101,837
Net Present Value Savings 89,263
Net Present Value Savings % 4.21%

(1) Includes bond counsel, placement agent, bank counsel, and miscellaneous fees.

_"\
BRANDIS TALLMAN LLC
\\7—
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Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Sources:

Sources and Uses of Funds

Sweetwater Springs Water District

Bond Proceeds:

Par Amount

2,377,600.00

2,377,600.00

Uses:

Refunding Escrow Deposits:

Cash Deposit
SLGS Purchases

0.13
2,324,097.00

Delivery Date Expenses:

Other Uses of Funds:

Cost of Issuance

Additional Proceeds

2,324,097.13

53,500.00

2.87

2,377,600.00
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Escrow Requirements
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Period Principal Redemption

Ending Principal Interest Redeemed Premium Total
2/1/2017 66,612.61 50,394.00 117,006.61
8/1/2017 68,194.65 48,811.95 117,006.60
2/1/2018 69,814.28 47,192.33 117,006.61
8/1/2018 71,472.37 45,534.24 1,845,758.68 36,915.16 1,999,680.45

276,093.91 191,932.52 1,845,758.68 36,915.16 2,350,700.27
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Cost of Issuance
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Cost of Issuance Amount
Bond Counsel 22,500.00
Placement Agent 20,000.00
Bank Counsel 8,500.00
Miscellaneous 2,500.00

53,500.00
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Bond Summary Statistics
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)
Dated Date 10/12/2016
Delivery Date 10/12/2016
Last Maturity 8/1/2028
Arbitrage Yield 2.200250%
True Interest Cost (TIC) 2.200250%
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 2.200000%
All-In TIC 2.599860%
Average Coupon 2.200000%
Average Life (years) 6.284
Weighted Average Maturity (years) 6.284
Par Amount 2,377,600.00
Bond Proceeds 2,377,600.00
Total Interest 328,721.46
Net Interest 328,721.46
Total Debt Service 2,706,321.46
Maximum Annual Debt Service 227,068.06
Average Annual Debt Service 229,295.30
Underwriter's Fees (per $1000)
Average Takedown
Other Fee
Total Underwriter's Discount
Bid Price 100.000000
Bond Component Par Value Price Average Coupon Average Life
Bond Component 2,377,600.00 100.000 2.200% 6.284
2,377,600.00 6.284
All-In Arbitrage
TIC TIC Yield
Par Value 2,377,600.00 2,377,600.00 2,377,600.00
+ Accrued Interest
+ Premium (Discount)
- Underwriter's Discount
- Cost of Issuance Expense -53,500.00
- Other Amounts
Target Value 2,377,600.00 2,324,100.00 2,377,600.00
Target Date 10/12/2016 10/12/2016 10/12/2016

Yield

2.200250%

2.599860%

2.200250%
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Prior Bond Debt Service
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Period Annual Debt
Ending Principal Coupon Interest  Debt Service Service
2/1/2017 66,612.61 4.750% 50,394.00 117,006.61
8/1/2017 68,194.65 4.750% 48,811.95 117,006.60 234,013.21
2/1/2018 69,814.28 4.750% 47,192.33 117,006.61
8/1/2018 71,472.37 4.750% 45,534.24 117,006.61 234,013.22
2/1/2019 73,169.84 4.750% 43,836.77 117,006.61
8/1/2019 74,907.62 4.750% 42,098.98 117,006.60 234,013.21
2/1/2020 76,686.68 4.750% 40,319.93 117,006.61
8/1/2020 78,507.98 4.750% 38,498.62 117,006.60 234,013.21
2/1/2021 80,372.55 4.750% 36,634.06 117,006.61
8/1/2021 82,281.40 4.750% 34,725.21 117,006.61 234,013.22
2/1/2022 84,235.58 4.750% 32,771.02 117,006.60
8/1/2022 86,236.17 4.750% 30,770.43 117,006.60 234,013.20
2/1/2023 88,284.28 4.750% 28,722.32 117,006.60
8/1/2023 90,381.04 4.750% 26,625.57 117,006.61 234,013.21
2/1/2024 92,527.58 4.750% 24,479.02 117,006.60
8/1/2024 94,725.12 4.750% 22,281.49 117,006.61 234,013.21
2/1/2025 96,974.84 4.750% 20,031.77 117,006.61
8/1/2025 99,277.99 4.750% 17,728.62 117,006.61 234,013.22
2/1/2026 101,635.84 4.750% 15,370.76 117,006.60
8/1/2026 104,049.69 4.750% 12,956.91 117,006.60 234,013.20
2/1/2027 106,520.87 4.750% 10,485.73 117,006.60
8/1/2027 109,050.74 4.750% 7,955.86 117,006.60 234,013.20
2/1/2028 111,640.70 4.750% 5,365.91 117,006.61
8/1/2028 114,292.17 4.750% 2,714.44 117,006.61 234,013.22

2,121,852.59 686,305.94 2,808,158.53 2,808,158.53
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Bond Debt Service
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Period Annual Debt
Ending Principal Coupon Interest Debt Service Service
2/1/2017 93,000 2.200% 15,837.46 108,837.46
8/1/2017 93,100 2.200% 25,130.60 118,230.60 227,068.06
2/1/2018 89,100 2.200% 24,106.50 113,206.50
8/1/2018 89,100 2.200% 23,126.40 112,226.40 225,432.90
2/1/2019 91,000 2.200% 22,146.30 113,146.30
8/1/2019 91,100 2.200% 21,145.30 112,245.30 225,391.60
2/1/2020 93,000 2.200% 20,143.20 113,143.20
8/1/2020 93,100 2.200% 19,120.20 112,220.20 225,363.40
2/1/2021 95,100 2.200% 18,096.10 113,196.10
8/1/2021 95,100 2.200% 17,050.00 112,150.00 225,346.10
2/1/2022 97,300 2.200% 16,003.90 113,303.90
8/1/2022 97,200 2.200% 14,933.60 112,133.60 225,437.50
2/1/2023 99,400 2.200% 13,864.40 113,264.40
8/1/2023 99,400 2.200% 12,771.00 112,171.00 225,435.40
2/1/2024 101,600 2.200% 11,677.60 113,277.60
8/1/2024 101,600 2.200% 10,560.00 112,160.00 225,437.60
2/1/2025 103,800 2.200% 9,442.40  113,242.40
8/1/2025 103,800 2.200% 8,300.60 112,100.60 225,343.00
2/1/2026 106,100 2.200% 7,158.80 113,258.80
8/1/2026 106,100 2.200% 5,991.70 112,091.70 225,350.50
2/1/2027 108,400 2.200% 4,824.60 113,224.60
8/1/2027 108,500 2.200% 3,632.20 112,132.20 225,356.80
2/1/2028 110,800 2.200% 2,438.70 113,238.70
8/1/2028 110,900 2.200% 1,219.90 112,119.90 225,358.60

2,377,600 328,721.46 2,706,321.46 2,706,321.46
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Savings
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Present Value to

Prior Debt Refunding Annual  10/12/2016 @

Date Service Debt Service Savings Savings 2.2002495%
2/1/2017  117,006.61  108,837.46 8,169.15 8,115.20
8/1/2017  117,006.60  118,230.60 -1,224.00 6,945.15 -1,202.69
2/1/2018  117,006.61 113,206.50 3,800.11 3,693.31
8/1/2018  117,006.61  112,226.40 4,780.21 8,580.32 4,595.31
2/1/2019  117,006.61  113,146.30 3,860.31 3,670.61
8/1/2019  117,006.60  112,245.30 4,761.30 8,621.61 4,478.06
2/1/2020  117,006.61  113,143.20 3,863.41 3,594.04
8/1/2020  117,006.60 112,220.20 4,786.40 8,649.81 4,404.23
2/1/2021  117,006.61  113,196.10 3,810.51 3,468.10
8/1/2021  117,006.61  112,150.00 4,856.61 8,667.12 4,372.11
2/1/2022  117,006.60  113,303.90 3,702.70 3,297.04
8/1/2022  117,006.60  112,133.60 4,873.00 8,575.70 4,291.91
2/1/2023  117,006.60  113,264.40 3,742.20 3,260.09
8/1/2023  117,006.61  112,171.00 4,835.61 8,577.81 4,166.79
2/1/2024  117,006.60  113,277.60 3,729.00 3,178.27
8/1/2024  117,006.61  112,160.00 4,846.61 8,575.61 4,085.88
2/1/2025  117,006.61 113,242.40 3,764.21 3,138.84
8/1/2025  117,006.61 112,100.60 4,906.01 8,670.22 4,046.43
2/1/2026  117,006.60  113,258.80 3,747.80 3,057.51
8/1/2026  117,006.60  112,091.70 4,914.90 8,662.70 3,966.02
2/1/2027  117,006.60  113,224.60 3,782.00 3,018.63
8/1/2027  117,006.60  112,132.20 4,874.40 8,656.40 3,848.21
2/1/2028  117,006.61 113,238.70 3,767.91 2,942.29
8/1/2028  117,006.61  112,119.90 4,886.71 8,654.62 3,774.42
2,808,158.53 2,706,321.46 101,837.07 101,837.07 89,260.62

Savings Summary
PV of savings from cash flow 89,260.62
Plus: Refunding funds on hand 2.87

Net PV Savings 89,263.49
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Summary of Refunding Results
Sweetwater Springs Water District
Refunding Installment Sale Agreement (2008)

Dated Date 10/12/2016
Delivery Date 10/12/2016
Arbitrage yield 2.200250%
Escrow yield 0.689761%
Value of Negative Arbitrage 56,845.18
Bond Par Amount 2,377,600.00
True Interest Cost 2.200250%
Net Interest Cost 2.200000%
Average Coupon 2.200000%
Average Life 6.284
Par amount of refunded bonds 2,121,852.59
Average coupon of refunded bonds 4.750000%
Average life of refunded bonds 6.612
PV of prior debt to 10/12/2016 @ 2.200250% 2,466,860.62
Net PV Savings 89,263.49
Percentage savings of refunded bonds 4.206866%

Percentage savings of refunding bonds 3.754353%






		Item V-C -  USDA Loan, Examining District Debt

		Meeting Date : September 1, 2016 



		Item V-C.1  USDA Letter of Conditions

		Item V-C.2  Sweetwater Spring WD Refunding 2008 Installment Sale Agreement




SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT
TO: Board of Directors AGENDA NO. V-D

FROM: Steve Mack, General Manager

Meeting Date : September 1, 2016

SUBJECT: SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY OPEN HOUSE REGARDING
DECISION 1610

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive a presentation from General Manager Steve Mack
regarding the meeting held August 24, 2016 at the Monte Rio Community Center
on the Sonoma County EIR on its proposal to change Water Rights Decision 1610
with changes proposed by the Fish Flow Project and provide direction.

FISCAL IMPACT: none

DISCUSSION:

On August 24, 2016, | attended an open house meeting presented by the Sonoma
County Water Agency on what they call the Fish Flow Project. It is their long-awaited
document on the changes they propose to Water Rights Decision 1610 which governs
how releases from the dams that regulate the Russian River are made. From my
understanding of the proposed changes from earlier documents, a look at the handouts
at the meeting, and a brief look at portions of the EIR, SCWA wants to achieve two
major actions from the proposed changes to Decision 1610:

e Make permanent the flow changes ordered by the Biological Opinion for
endangered salmonid species in the Russian River (BO), and

e Change the Decision 1610 hydrologic index so that 1) it is based on Lake
Mendocino instead of Lake Pillsbury, has more ( from 3 currently to 5) conditions
on which to base releases, 3) takes account of the reduced inflows from the Eel
River, and 4) has more flexibility seasonally, going from seasonal decisions to
monthly decisions.

From a District perspective, our concern should be how does this affect our water
supply. SCWA is proposing these changes in part to make their water supply more
reliable and we should also be looking at this the same way.

The major flow change is making permanent the recent flows imposed by the BO which
reduce flows at Hacienda Bridge from 125 cfs to 70 cfs in normal or wetter year. |
believe the dry year flows remain largely the same - need to look at Decision 1610 to be
certain of this. This reduction in flow does not affect District water supply, | believe,





Fish Flow Project EIR 2
September 1, 2016

and may make it more reliable because the Russian River System cannot support
Decision 1610 flows well now because of reduced diversions from the Eel River.

Changing the Hydrologic Index to Lake Mendocino makes sense to me. The reduced
influence of Eel River inflows makes the Pillsbury Lake based index obsolete and it
needs to be changed. | am hoping the EIR gives enough information so that we can
understand the new index - I'm not there yet.

One major objection to the process - The Fish Flow Project EIR was released last week,
| believe. We got notice and a thumb drive with the EIR on Monday, August 22. The
public hearing on the EIR is September 13 at the Board of Supervisors and comments
are due by October 17. This EIR has been in preparation for many years - it was
supposed to be released in the Autumn of 2013, as | recall. October 17 is a relatively
quick turnaround for comments but we can revisit this at the October meeting.

I'll be reviewing the EIR between the date of writing of this agenda report and the
September 1 Board meeting. | hope to have more comments prepared for the meeting.
I'll be looking most closely at the hydrology and the hydrologic index. If you have other
specific areas for review or questions about the EIR- please contact me.





CHAPTER 1 Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction

The Sonoma County Water Agency (Water Agency) has prepared this Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project (Fish Flow
Project). This Draft Environmental Impact Report will be referred to throughout this document as
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000-21177), the State CEQA
Guidelines (CCR, Title 24, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387), and the Water
Agency’s Procedures for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. The
Water Agency is the lead agency for consideration of this EIR and potential project approval.
CCR Section 15367 defines the Lead Agency as the agency with principal responsibility for
carrying out or approving a project.

CEQA requires preparation of an EIR when a proposed project may have a significant impact on
the environment (CCR Section 15064). “An EIR is an informational document which will inform
public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant environmental impacts
of the proposed project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe
reasonable alternatives to the project” (CCR Section 15121). The basic informational
requirements for an EIR include discussions of the purpose and need for the project,
identification and analysis of project alternatives, environmental setting, environmental impacts,
and proposed mitigation measures. This Draft EIR evaluates and discloses the environmental
impacts of the proposed project and its alternatives. Where possible, mitigation measures are
proposed to avoid or reduce project impacts. This document is a project-level EIR. A project-
level EIR is defined as “the most common type of EIR that examines the environmental impacts
of a specific development project” (CCR Section 15161).

1.2 Project Background

The Water Agency was created in 1949 by the California Legislature as a special district to
provide flood protection and water supply services. The members of the Sonoma County Board
of Supervisors are the Water Agency’s Board of Directors. The Water Agency’s powers and
duties authorized by the California Legislature include the production and supply of surface
water and groundwater for beneficial uses, control of flood waters, generation of electricity,
provision of recreational facilities (in connection with the Water Agency’s facilities), and the
treatment and disposal of wastewater.

The Water Agency provides potable water for approximately 600,000 people in Sonoma County
and northern Marin County. The Water Agency is the local sponsor for the two federal water
supply and flood control reservoirs in the Russian River watershed. Coyote Valley Dam at Lake
Mendocino is located on the East Fork of the Russian River near the City of Ukiah in Mendocino
County (Figure 1-1). Warm Springs Dam at Lake Sonoma on Dry Creek is located near the City
of Healdsburg in Sonoma County. The Water Agency, as local sponsor, partially financed the
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Executive Summary

construction of Coyote Valley and Warm Springs dams under agreements with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Water Agency manages water supply storage within Lake
Mendocino and Lake Sonoma to optimize the water supply yields of the reservoirs, and the
Water Agency controls releases from the water supply pools' of both reservoirs to maintain
required minimum instream flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek and to meet the diversion
demands of the Water Agency and other Russian River water users. The USACE manages
flood control operations at Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma.

The Water Agency manages water supply releases from Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs
Dam under water right permits originally issued by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB). Water right Permit 12947A authorizes the Water Agency to store up to 122,500 AFY
of water in Lake Mendocino and Permit 16596 authorizes the Water Agency to store up to
245,000 AFY of water in Lake Sonoma. The combined amount of direct diversion and re-
diversion authorized under the Water Agency’s four permits (12947A, 16596, 12949, and
12950) is limited to no more than 180 cfs (116.3 million gallons per day [mgd]) and 75,000 acre-
feet per water year. The authorized points of diversion in these permits include the Water
Agency’s Wohler/Mirabel diversion facilities and facilities of its Russian River Customers.

1.3 Project Location

The Fish Flow Project would change the Water Agency’s water right permits, which concern
flows in and diversions from the Russian River and Dry Creek, which are located in Mendocino
County and Sonoma County, California. A regional location map is included as Figure 1-1. The
Russian River watershed drains an area of 1,485 square miles that includes substantial portions
of Sonoma and Mendocino counties. The headwaters of the West Fork Russian River are
located in central Mendocino County, approximately 15 miles north of Ukiah. The Russian River
is approximately 110 miles long and flows generally southward to Forestville, where it then flows
westward to the Pacific Ocean near Jenner, approximately 20 miles west of Santa Rosa.
Potential environmental impacts of the Fish Flow Project could occur at Lake Mendocino and
Lake Sonoma, in and along the Russian River downstream of Coyote Valley Dam to the Pacific
Ocean, in and along Dry Creek downstream of Warm Springs Dam, and in the Water Agency’s
or its contractors’contractors service areas in Sonoma and Marin counties.

1.4 Project Purpose, Objectives, and Need

The objectives of the Fish Flow Project are to manage Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma
water supply releases to provide instream flows that will improve habitat for threatened and
endangered fish species, and to update the Water Agency’s existing water rights to reflect
current conditions.. The new minimum instream flow requirements proposed by the Fish Flow
Project were developed to meet the requirements of the Biological Opinion to improve habitat
for threatened and endangered salmonid species.

' The water supply pools in Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma are sometimes referred to a “water conservation
pools.”
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Executive Summary

The Water Agency holds water right permits,? issued by the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB), that authorize the Water Agency to divert Russian River and Dry Creek flows
and to re-divert water released from Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma storage. The Water
Agency releases water from storage in these reservoirs for re-diversion and subsequent delivery
to retail water suppliers, where the water is used primarily for residential, governmental,
commercial, and industrial purposes. The primary points of diversion and re-diversion are the
Water Agency’s facilities at Wohler and Forestville. The Water Agency also releases water to
satisfy the needs of other water users who directly divert streamflow and to replace streamflow
lost to the underlying aquifer and to contribute to the maintenance of minimum instream flow
requirements in the Russian River and Dry Creek established in 1986 by the SWRCB'’s Decision
1610. The SWRCB’s Decision 1610 approved a hydrologic index and minimum instream flow
requirements for the Russian River watershed in 1986. The Decision 1610 hydrologic index,
defines the hydrologic condition for the Russian River watershed based on cumulative inflow
into Lake Pillsbury in the Eel River watershed. The Decision 1610 hydrologic index and
minimum instream flow requirements are included in terms of the Water Agency’s water right
permits.

The Russian River and Dry Creek minimum instream flow requirements established by Decision
1610 and the hydrologic index that is based on Eel River flows to Lake Pillsbury are no longer
appropriate. Decision 1610 was adopted before the listings of three salmonid species in the
Russian River watershed under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA),® was based on
much higher PVP flows to Lake Mendocino than occur today, and did not specifically address
the importance of fall storage in Lake Mendocino to the Chinook salmon migration. Also
Decision 1610 assumed that higher instream flows were better for fishery resources, and
information developed since Decision 1610 was adopted indicates this may not be true for
salmonid species in the Russian River and Dry Creek. Decision 1610 expressly recognized that
later fishery studies might identify a need to change the minimum instream flow requirements.
Decision 1610 also expressly contemplated that changes might be needed if the amounts of
water diverted into the East Fork Russian River by PG&E’s PVP changed, as it has.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued its Biological Opinion for Water Supply,
Flood Control Operations, and Channel Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino County Russian River Flood
Control and Water Conservation Improvement District in the Russian River Watershed (Russian
River Biological Opinion) on September 24, 2008. NMFS concluded in the Russian River
Biological Opinion that the continued operations of Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam
by the USACE and the Water Agency in a manner similar to recent historic practices are likely
to jeopardize and adversely modify the critical habitats of endangered Central California Coast
coho salmon and threatened Central California Coast steelhead. Specifically, NMFS concluded
that the artificially elevated summertime minimum flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek that
are currently required by the Decision 1610 minimum flow requirements result in high water

2 Waterwater-right Permits 12947A, 12949, 12950 and 16596.

3 Central California coast coho salmon are also listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
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velocities that reduce the quality and quantity of rearing habitat for coho salmon and steelhead.
Additionally, NMFS concluded that maintaining these flows disrupts lagoon formation and
retention in the Russian River estuary and that allowing a lagoon to develop and remain during
the summer would likely enhance juvenile steelhead and salmon habitat.

NMFS’s Russian River Biological Opinion concludes that reducing the Decision 1610 minimum
instream flow requirements will enable alternative flow management scenarios that will increase
available salmonid rearing habitat in Dry Creek and the upper Russian River, and provide lower,
closer-to-natural inflows into the estuary between late spring and early fall, thereby enhancing
the potential for maintaining a seasonal freshwater lagoon that would likely support increased
production of juvenile steelhead and salmon.*

Until the SWRCB changes the Decision 1610 minimum instream flow requirements, these
requiremens and the resulting adverse impacts to listed salmonids will remain in effect, except
during times when temporary changes to these requirements are made by the SWRCB. The
Russian River Biological Opinion requires that the Water Agency annually petition the SWRCB
for certain temporary changes to the Decision 1610 minimum instream flow requirements during
the summer months until the SWRCB issues an order permanently changing these
requirements. The Russian River Biological Opinion requires annual Water Agency petitions for
temporary changes to minimum instream flow requirements for the mainstem Russian River, but
not to the requirements for Dry Creek. The Water Agency petitioned the SWRCB for the
Biological Opinion-specified temporary changes for the first time in 2010, which the SWRCB
approved.® The Water Agency filed temporary urgency change petitions to comply with the
Russian River Biological Opinion in 2011, 2012, and 2016, and the SWRCB approved these
petitions.® The temporary changes approved by the SWRCB reduced the minimum instream
flow requirement to 70 cubic feet per second (cfs) for the Lower Russian River between
approximately May 1 and October 15. Additionally, to enhance steelhead rearing habitat in the
Russian River between the East Fork and Hopland, the temporary changes reduced the
minimum instream flow requirement to 125 cfs for the Upper Russian River between May 1 and
October 15.7

The Russian River Biological Opinion concluded that, in addition to providing fishery benefits,
the lower instream flow requirements “should promote water conservation and limit effects on in-

4 National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District in the Russian River
Watershed. p. 243. September 2008.

5 The SWRCB approved the 2010 petition for temporary urgency change in its Order WR 2010-0018-DWR.

6 The SWRCB approved the 2011 petition for temporary urgency change in its Order dated June 1, 2011. The 2012
petition was approved in the SWRCB'’s Order dated May 2, 2012. The 2016 petition for temporary urgency change
was approved by the SWRCB in its Order dated May 4, 2016.

7 National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District in the Russian River
Watershed. p 247. September 2008.
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stream river recreation.” The Russian River Biological Opinion concluded that the following
permanent changes to the Decision 1610 minimum instream flow requirements may achieve
these goals:

During Normal Years:

1. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for the Russian River from the East Fork to Dry
Creek from 185 cfs to 125 cfs between June 1 and August 31; and from 150 cfs to 125
cfs between September 1 and October 31.

2. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for the Russian River between the mouth of Dry
Creek and the mouth of the Russian River from 125 cfs to 70 cfs.

3. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for Dry Creek from Warm Springs Dam to the
Russian River from 80 cfs to 40 cfs from May 1 to October 31.

During Dry Years:

1. Reduce the minimum flow requirement for the Russian River between the mouth of Dry
Creek and the mouth of the Russian River from 85 cfs to 70 cfs.

During the periods when the temporary changes have been in effect, the Water Agency has
monitored water quality and fish, and collected and reported monitoring information as required
by the Biological Opinion. This information has been used to develop the proposed Fish Flow
Project and analyze its potential environmental impacts.

In 2002, 2004, 2007, and 2009, water storage levels in Lake Mendocino declined to low levels.
In 2002, the Decision 1610 hydrologic index designated the water year as a “dry” year, and thus
authorized reductions in the minimum instream flow requirements, but this was not the case in
2004, 2007 or 2009. In those years, the Water Agency petitioned for and the SWRCB approved
temporary urgency changes to Water Agency water right permits to temporarily reduce the
minimum instream flow requirements, to preserve Lake Mendocino water storage and to
maintain a reliable water supply.® Low water storage levels in Lake Mendocino during these
years were due to lack of rainfall and, in 2007 and 2009, were also due to lower inflows into the
East Fork Russian River from PG&E’s PVP, resulting from the 2004 changes in the FERC
license for the PVP.

Because of the recent changes in operation of PG&E’s PVP and consequent reductions in
PG&E’s PVP imports from the Eel River into the Russian River, the relationship between Eel
River hydrologic conditions and Russian River hydrologic conditions has changed and it is no

8 National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel
Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation Improvement District in the Russian River
Watershed. p. 244. September 2008.

®The SWRCB approved the 2004 petition for temporary urgency change in its Order WRO 2004-0035. The 2007
temporary urgency change petition was approved in Order WRO 2007-0022. The 2009 temporary urgency change
petition was approved in Order WRO 2009-0034-EXEC.

Fish Habitat Flows Draft EIR
and Water Rights Project 1-6





Executive Summary

longer reasonable to use cumulative Lake Pillsbury inflows to determine the water-year type
(normal, dry, or critical) that governs Russian River and Dry Creek minimum instream flow
requirements. It would better reflect local hydrologic conditions if the water-year type for
Russian River minimum instream flow requirements were based on conditions in the Russian
River watershed rather than on conditions in the Eel River watershed.

The Fish Flow Project is proposed and is necessary to change the Water Agency’s
management of water supply releases from Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma to provide
minimum instream flows that will improve rearing habitat for threatened and endangered
salmon, as required by the NMFS’s Russian River Biological Opinion and CDFW’s Consistency
Determination, and to update the Water Agency’s existing water rights to reflect current
conditions.

1.5 Description of the Proposed Project

Under the Proposed Project, the Water Agency would manage water supply releases from Lake
Mendocino and Lake Sonoma to provide minimum instream flows in the Russian River and Dry
Creek that would improve habitat for listed salmonids and meet the requirements of the Russian
River Biological Opinion. To implement the Fish Flow Project, changes to the Water Agency’s
existing water right permits from the SWRCB are required, as described below.

Water right Permit 12947A authorizes the Water Agency to store up to 122,500 AFY of water in
Lake Mendocino and Permit 16596 authorizes the Water Agency to store up to 245,000 AFY of
water in Lake Sonoma. The combined amount of direct diversion and re-diversion authorized
under Permits 12947A, 12949, 12950, and 16596 is limited to a maximum instantaneous rate of
180 cfs and to a maximum annual rate of 75,000 acre-feet per water year. The Proposed
Project does not include any changes to either of these limits.

The Proposed Project includes the following five components:

e amendments of the Water Agency’s water right permits to replace the existing hydrologic
index (which is based primarily on Lake Pillsbury inflows) with the new Russian River
Hydrologic Index;

e changes to the minimum instream flow requirements in these permits to improve rearing
habitat conditions for juvenile steelhead and coho salmon;

e changes to these minimum instream flow requirements to improve conditions for fall-run
Chinook salmon migration;

e extending the deadlines for completing full beneficial use in these permits to December
31, 2040, and

¢ adding the Occidental Community Services District and Town of Windsor points of
diversion and re-diversion to the authorized points of diversion in these permits.

The Proposed Project does not propose to increase or otherwise change the quantities of water
that it diverts from the Russian River and Dry Creek and re-diverts from Lake Mendocino and
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Lake Sonoma under its water right permits, obtain any new authorizations for new rights, or
construct new facilities.

1.5.1 Russian River Hydrologic Index

The Water Agency filed a petition to the SWRCB in August 2016 to change the hydrologic index
in the Water Agency’s water right permits that is used to establish the water-year classifications
that determine minimum instream flow requirements for the Russian River and Dry Creek to an
index that more accurately reflects actual hydrologic conditions within the Russian River
watershed. The Decision 1610 Hydrologic Index as defined in the Water Agency’s water right
permits is a metric that establishes the water supply condition, which then is used to determine
the applicable minimum instream flow schedule for the Upper Russian River, Lower Russian
River, and Dry Creek. The Decision 1610 Hydrologic Index is comprised of schedules
designated as Normal, Dry, and Critical. The Decision 1610 Hydrologic Index is based on
cumulative inflow into Lake Pillsbury in the Eel River watershed beginning on October 1, with
hydrologic conditions for the Russian River system evaluated on the first of the month from
January 1 to June 1.

Under the Proposed Project, the Decision 1610 Hydrologic Index would be replaced with the
Russian River Hydrologic Index, which is comprised of five schedules of minimum instream flow
requirements. The use of five new schedules rather than the current three schedules would
allow for more responsive management of reservoir water supply storage, particularly for Lake
Mendocino during the summer and fall months when preserving cold water in Lake Mendocino
for later releases to benefit rearing steelhead and the fall-run Chinook salmon migration and
other beneficial uses in the Upper Russian River is most crucial. The proposed five schedules
would also allow for additional, smaller, incremental reductions in minimum instream flows,
particularly in the Upper Russian River, if reservoir storage amounts are lower due to lower
inflows. This allows the Russian River Hydrologic Index to better match minimum instream flow
requirements to available water supply and to prevent large changes in minimum instream
flows, which could impact habitat and other beneficial uses.

Minimum Instream Flow Schedules

The proposed Russian River Hydrologic Index is comprised of five minimum instream flow
schedules (Flow Schedules): Schedule 1, Schedule 2, Schedule 3, Schedule 4, and Schedule 5.
Flow Schedule 1 being the wettest hydrology and Schedule 5 being the driest hydrology. Flow
Schedules are proposed for the East Fork Russian River from Coyote Valley Dam to the
confluence with the Russian River, the Upper Russian River between the East Fork Russian
River and Dry Creek, the Lower Russian River from the Russian River confluence with Dry
Creek to the Pacific Ocean, and Dry Creek from Warm Springs Dam to its confluence with the
Russian River as shown in Table 1-1.
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Table 1-1. Russian River Hydrologic Index with Upper Russian River, Lower Russian River, and Dry Creek Minimum Instream Flow
Schedules [cubic feet per second (cfs)], Lake Mendocino Cumulative Inflow Condition [cumulative inflows into Lake Mendocino (acre-
feet)], and Lake Mendocino Storage Condition [storage condition thresholds (acre-feet)]. Upper Russian River, Lower Russian River,
and Dry Creek Flow Schedules determined by Lake Mendocino Cumulative Inflow Condition beginning January 1 and continuing to
October 1. Beginning June 1 to December 1, the Upper Russian River Flow Schedule determined by both Lake Mendocino Cumulative
Inflow Condition and the Lake Mendocino Storage Condition.

Minimum Instream Flow Schedules

East Fork Russian River (from Coyote Valley Dam to its confluence with the Russian River)
The minimum instream flow shall be 25 cfs at all times.

Upper Russian River (between the East Fork Russian River and confluence with Dry Creek) Minimum Instream Flow Schedules 1 through 5 (cfs)

Flow Schedule Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Oct Nov Dec
1-15 16-31
2 105 105 105 105 85 85 85 85 85 85 105 105 105
) 100 100 100 100 65 65 65 65 65 65 100 100 100
4 70 70 70 70 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 70 70
5 (Driest) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Lower Russian River (from the Russian River confluence with Dry Creek to the Pacific Ocean) Minimum Instream Flow Schedules 1 through 5 (cfs)
Flow Schedule Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Oct Nov Dec
1-15 16-31

2 135 135 135 135 70 70 70 70 70 70 135 135 135
& 135 135 135 135 70 70 70 70 70 70 135 135 135
4 85 85 85 85 50 50 50 50 50 50 85 85 85
5 (Driest) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
Dry Creek (from Warm Springs Dam to its confluence with the Russian River) Minimum Instream Flow Schedules 1 through 5 (cfs)
Flow Schedule Oct Oct

Jan Feb Mar Apr Ma Jun Jul Au Sep 1-15 16-31 Nov Dec
2 75 75 75 75 50 50 50 50 50 50 105 105 105
& 75 75 75 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 75 75 75
4 75 75 75 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 75 75 75
5 (Driest) 75 75 75 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 75 75 75
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The Flow Schedules would be determined based on Lake Mendocino Cumulative Inflow
Condition beginning January 1 and continuing to October 1. Beginning June 1, the Flow
Schedule for the Upper Russian River would be determined by both the Lake Mendocino
Cumulative Inflow Condition and the Lake Mendocino Storage Condition as described in the
Chapter 3, “Background and Project Description.”

Lake Mendocino Cumulative Inflow Condition

On the first day of each month starting January 1, cumulative inflow into Lake Mendocino would
be evaluated monthly through October 1 for a total of ten condition evaluation dates each year
determining the Flow Schedule for each reach. The Lake Mendocino Inflow Condition (Inflow
Condition) determined at each evaluation date sets the Flow Schedule for the Upper Russian
River, Lower Russian River, and Dry Creek. The Inflow Condition is evaluated based on
cumulative inflow thresholds.

Lake Mendocino Storage Condition

Beginning June 1, the Upper Russian River Flow Schedule would be determined by both the
Inflow Condition and the Lake Mendocino Storage Condition (Storage Condition). On the first
day of each month from June 1 through December 1, the Storage Condition would be
determined by evaluating storage in Lake Mendocino against storage condition thresholds. The
storage condition thresholds would be used to set the Upper Russian River Flow Schedule if the
flow schedule determined by the Storage Condition alone is greater (is drier) than the schedule
determined by Inflow Condition. For the evaluation dates from June 1 through September 1, the
Storage Condition can adjust the Upper Russian River Flow Schedule only one schedule higher
(drier) than the value of the Inflow Condition. The evaluation of Lake Mendocino storage from
June 1 to October 1 would allow for changes in Upper Russian River Flow Schedules to
respond to variability in downstream demands. The evaluation of storage from November 1 to
December 1 would allow for changes in Upper Russian River Flow Schedules to respond to
years with low fall/early winter rainfall.

The Russian River Biological Opinion determined that reducing minimum instream flows in the
Upper Russian River during Normal years would enhance the quantity and quality of rearing
habitat for steelhead in the Russian River between the confluence of the East Fork Russian
River and Cloverdale, the reach that typically supports suitable summer water temperatures for
rearing juvenile steelhead. The Russian River Biological Opinion also concluded that
conservation of the cold water pool in Lake Mendocino would increase the likelihood that water
released from the reservoir would remain suitably cool for rearing steelhead through the
summer and help ensure that sufficient flow could be released to facilitate upstream migration of
fall run Chinook salmon. The Russian River Biological Opinion also determined that artificially
high inflows into the Russian River estuary interfere with the normal processes that discharge
river flow through or over the barrier beach to the ocean and that changing minimum instream
flow requirements would enhance the prospects of enhancing salmonid estuarine rearing
habitat.

These objectives were incorporated in the evaluation of a range of minimum instream flow
alternatives and development of the proposed hydrologic index. Meeting these objectives
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requires balancing reservoir operations and water supply releases (operational feasibility) that
meet demands downstream while meeting objectives for rearing habitat in the summer months,
spawning habitat, particularly for Chinook salmon, in the fall, and reservoir and flow reliability.

1.5.2 Other Requested Changes to Water Rights Permits

Petitions for Extensions of Time to Complete Full Beneficial Use of

Water

The Water Agency’s existing water right Permits 12947A, 16596, 12949, and 12950 specify a
deadline of December 1, 1999, for the full application of water to beneficial use. In 1999, the
Water Agency filed a petition to extend this deadline to December 1, 2020. The highest
diversion and use prior to 1999 was 65,110 AFY for Water Year 1997, and the overall highest
diversion and use historically occurred in Water Year 2004 and totaled 68,994 AFY. The Water
Agency’s significantly lower Russian River diversions during recent years is because of the
Water Agency’s and its contractors’ successful water conservation, recycled water use, and
groundwater conjunctive use programs and the downturn in the economy.

The Water Agency anticipates that total diversions under its water right permits will increase
over time, even with water conservation, recycled water use, and groundwater conjunctive use,
because of population and economic growth in Water Agency’s service area. The Water Agency
therefore has filed a petition to extend the current the beneficial use deadline to 2040.

The Water Agency’s wholesaler 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (Brown and Caldwell
2016) concluded that, with the savings expected from water conservation, recycled water and
groundwater conjunctive use, and based on the water demand projections described in the
2015 UWMP, the annual diversion and re-diversion limit of 75,000 AFY in the Water Agency’s
water right permits may be exceeded in 2035 (Brown and Caldwell 2016). The Water Agency
estimates that this limit will be exceed by about 117 AFY in 2035 and by almost 1,000 AFY in
2040. The UWMP states that the near-term demand projections are conservative estimates and
the growth rate of water demand may be lower. The potential need to increase the 75,000 AFY
diversion and re-diversion limit in the Water Agency’s water right permits and the need for future
projects will be reevaluated in the Water Agency’s 2020 UWMP and in each subsequent UWMP
as necessary.

Petition to Add Additional Authorized Points of Diversion

The Water Agency has agreements with specific entities that authorize them to divert water from
the Russian River under the Water Agency’s water right permits using their own facilities. These
entities are the City of Healdsburg, Town of Windsor/Windsor Water District, Camp Meeker
Recreation and Park District, and Occidental Community Services District (Occidental CSD).
The Water Agency’s agreements with these customers require them to use any water right they
have before using the Water Agency’s water rights. The agreements with Town of Windsor and
Occidental CSD require the Water Agency to file petitions with the SWRCB for changes to the
Water Agency’s water right permit that will allow these Russian River customers to divert water
from the Russian River at specific points of diversion under the Water Agency’s permits. The
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Water Agency petitioned the SWRCB to authorize the addition of the Occidental CSD and Town
of Windsor points of diversion in October 2002 and May 2004, respectively. Both petitions are
still pending before the SWRCB. The Water Agency’s agreement with the Occidental CSD will
become effective when the SWRCB approves the petition to add the Occidental CSD point of
diversion.

The addition of the Occidental CSD’s point of diversion would add one new point of diversion
and re-diversion to the Water Agency’s water right permits. Occidental CSD is currently
provided water through an agreement with Camp Meeker Recreation and Park District. The
SWRCB authorization of the petition would result in the Water Agency’s agreement with
Occidental CSD becoming effective and would allow Occidental CSD to take and the Water
Agency to provide water to the Occidental CSD under the Water Agency’s Permits 16596,
12947A, 12949, and 12950.

The addition of the Town of Windsor points of diversion would add two existing points of
diversion and re-diversion at Town of Windsor Well No. 10 and Well No. 11 to the authorized
points of diversion in the Water Agency’s water right permits. The two points of diversion and re-
diversion are located adjacent to the Town of Windsor’s well field near Eastside Road in
Sonoma County. Approval of this petition would allow the Town of Windsor to take, and the
Water Agency to provide, water under the Water Agency’s Permits 16596, 12947A, 12949, and
12950.

1.6 Summary of Environmental Impacts

Impact Assessment Methodology

This EIR includes Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,” is
divided into resource sections, which discuss the following resource categories that are listed in
order in which they appear in Chapter 4.0.

1. Hydrology 7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
2. Water Quality Climate Change

3. Fisheries Resources 8. Cultural Resources

4. Vegetation and Wildlife 9. Aesthetics

5. Recreation 10. Public Services and Utilities

6. Energy

The resource sections evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from the Fish Flow
Project. Each section provides the existing environmental setting, regulatory framework, impact
analysis methodology, significance criteria, and the analysis of potential impacts. Impacts are
numbered sequentially; any required mitigation measures are described and numbered to
correspond with the impact number. Impacts are categorized as either no impact, less than
significant impact, less than significant with mitigation, significant and unavoidable or beneficial.
References are included at the end of each resource section.
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The methodology used to assess the impacts of the project varies with the type of resource or
impact being addressed. In some cases, the impacts have been determined by applying
quantitative methods or reasoning; in other cases, a more qualitative approach was found to be
most appropriate. The professional judgment of the Water Agency’s staff and consultants has
been applied in conducting this environmental assessment and developing feasible mitigation
measures.

1.6.1 Effects Determined Not to be Significant and Not

Discussed Further

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines allow a lead agency to dismiss environmental effects that are
not significant or potentially significant from detailed discussion in an EIR (PRC Section 21100,
CCR Sections 15126.2[a] and 15128). For effects dismissed as clearly less than significant and
not discussed further, the CEQA Guidelines require a brief explanation of the reasons
supporting that determination.

Based on a review of the project description and research and analysis of potential
environmental effects during preparation of this Draft EIR, it has been determined that the
following resource categories would not result in significant environmental impacts from the
project. Accordingly, these resources are not addressed further in this Draft EIR. Further
discussion is provided in Chapter 4,” Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,”
regarding the reasons why significant impacts to each resource would not occur.

4 Air Quality 4 Land Use and Planning

4 Agricultural Resources 4 Noise

4 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 4 Population and Housing
4 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 4 Traffic and Transportation

1.6.2 Findings

An overview of environmental impacts by resource area is provided below based on the detailed
findings for the Proposed Project provided in Chapter 4.0, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures.” Table 1-2, provided at the end of this chapter, summarizes the
environmental impacts associated with the Fish Flow Project. The table is organized to present
impacts by environmental resource categories, available mitigation measures, and the
significance of each impact after mitigation. The listing of environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, and alternatives included in this chapter constitutes the required identification of
issues to be resolved and areas of controversy in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15123(b).
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Less than Significant

For the Fish Flow Project, based on technical review and evaluation against the environmental
and regulatory setting, the impacts to the following environmental resources were determined to
be less than significant.

1. Hydrology 6. Energy
2. Water Quality 7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
3. Fisheries Resources Climate Change
4. Vegetation and Wildlife 8. Aesthetics
5. Recreation
Beneficial

As summarized in Table 1-2, environmental impacts would beneficial in the following areas:

1.

2.

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the quantity of rearing habitat for
steelhead fry in the Upper Russian River (Impact 4.3-1).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the quantity of habitat for rearing
Chinook salmon fry in the Upper Russian River (Impact 4.3-3).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the quantity of habitat in the Upper
Russian River rearing juvenile Chinook salmon (Impact 4.3-4).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the movement of salmonids in the
Upper Russian River (Impact 4.3-6).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the movement of salmonids in Dry
Creek. (Impact 4.3-8).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the quantity of spawning habitat for
salmonids in the Russian River (Impact 4.3-9).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the rearing habitat for juvenile
steelhead through elevated water temperatures in the months April through
November in the Russian River (above Cloverdale) and in Dry Creek. (Impact 4.3-
21)

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the habitat for spawning sunfish
through increased reservoir releases at Lake Mendocino (Impact 4.3-27).

Changes in minimum instream flow could benefit the habitat for spawning sunfish
through increased reservoir releases at Lake Sonoma. (Impact 4.3-28).

Significant and Unavoidable
As summarized in Table 1-2, environmental impacts would be significant and unavoidable, even
with implementation of feasible mitigation measures, in the following areas:

1.

The Fish Flow Project could contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
(Impact 4.1-5). The Project would potentially increase water elevations in the
Russian River Estuary during lagoon conditions when the river mouth is closed or an
outlet channel is in place. In the very unlikely event of a tsunami of sufficient
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magnitude, the Proposed Project may result in increased risk to people and
structures from flooding.

2. Changes in minimum instream flow requirements could result in a violation of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise degrade water
quality relating to biostimulatory substances in the Russian River (Impact 4.2-4).
Elevated nitrogen and phosphorus concentrations that exceed United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) criteria, along with depressed and
supersaturated dissolved oxygen concentrations observed under Baseline
Conditions would likely continue under the Proposed Project.

3. Changes in minimum instream flow requirements could adversely affect when water
right permit holders may divert water from the Russian River while complying with
the minimum bypass flow terms in their water-right permits (Impact 4.10.1). Water
right permits along the Russian River may have terms that restrict diversions,
including a minimum bypass flow rate below which diversions are not authorized.
The Proposed Project would result in lower instream flows that could adversely affect
when holders of these permits could divert water.

Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,” and its sub-chapters, did
not identify any significant, but mitigable, environmental impacts.

1.7 Summary of Alternatives Evaluation

This EIR describes and evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126(a). Because the range of alternatives considered must meet most of
the basic objectives of the project, alternatives evaluated were limited to management of water
supply releases from Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma to meet minimum instream flow
requirements in the Russian River and Dry Creek. Selecting another location for project
alternatives would not be feasible.

Alternatives evaluated using the screening process included those identified in the Russian
River Biological Opinion, by Water Agency staff and in comments provided by regulatory
agencies, public agencies and members of the public in response to the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of Environmental Impact Report (EIR) issued for the Fish Flow Project in 2010. The
Water Agency screened 21 minimum instream flow alternatives and 7 combined hydrologic
index and minimum instream flow requirement alternatives. The detailed results of the
alternatives screening process are included in Chapter 7, “Alternatives,” of the EIR. Provided
below are summary descriptions of the alternatives which meet the basic project objectives,
avoid, minimize or lessen environmental effects, and were carried forward for further analysis.

1.7.1 No Project 1 Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125.6(e)(1) requires that a no project alternative be described and
analyzed. Evaluation of a no project alternative allows decision-makers to compare the impacts
of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the project. Under the No Project 1
Alternative, the Water Agency would continue to make releases from Coyote Valley Dam and
Warm Springs Dam to maintain the minimum instream flow requirements specified in its water
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right permits. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not proceed under the No Project
1 Alternative and the Water Agency’s water supply operations would not be in compliance with
the Russian River Biological Opinion.

The No Project 1 Alternative would result in the continuation of existing conditions within the
Russian River and Dry Creek. The Water Agency would continue to make releases from
Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam to maintain the minimum instream flow
requirements specified in its water right permits. These water supply operations have been
found to be detrimental to threatened and endangered fish species and could result in the Water
Agency being out of compliance with the Russian River Biological Opinion. Implementation of
the No Project 1 Alternative would not meet project objectives related to the improvement of
habitat for threatened and endangered fish species. The Proposed Project’s benefits identified
in Section 7.3.1 above would not be achieved under the No Project 1 Alternative.
Implementation of the No Project 1 Alternative would not avoid significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with risk of flooding from tsunami, which is an existing condition in the
Russian River Estuary, or potential for violations of water quality standards or degradation of
water quality relating to biostimulatory substances in the Russian River as these conditions
occur under Baseline Conditions. The No Project 1 Alternative would avoid the Proposed
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to changes in minimum instream flow
requirements that could adversely affect the ability of some water right permit holders to divert
from the Russian River.

1.7.3 No Project 2 Alternative

Under the No Project 2 Alternative, the Water Agency would continue to make releases from
Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam to maintain the minimum instream flow
requirements specified in its water right permits, but would include the temporary instream flows
changes in compliance with the Russian River Biological Opinion. The Russian River Biological
Opinion requires annual Water Agency petitions for temporary changes to minimum instream
flow requirements for the mainstem Russian River, but not to the requirements for Dry Creek.
These minimum instream flow changes are as follows: under Normal conditions from May 1 to
October 15: 125 cfs in the Upper Russian River and 70 cfs in the Lower Russian River. The
Russian River Biological Opinion did not provide recommended temporary changes to minimum
instream flows for Dry or Critical conditions, so these are the same as the minimum instream
flow requirements included in the Water Agency’s water right permits and approved by the
SWRCB'’s Decision 1610. As described in Chapter 3, “Background and Project Description,” the
Water Agency has filed temporary urgency change petitions as required by the Russian River
Biological Opinion and received temporary urgency change orders issued by the SWRCB, in
several years since the Biological Opinion was provided by NMFS. Under the No Project 2
Alternative, the Water Agency’s water supply operations would comply with the Russian River
Biological Opinion’s recommendations for temporary changes in minimum instream flows;
however, no changes in reservoir operations through implementation of the Russian River
Hydrologic Index would occur. Reservoir operations would continue to follow the Decision 1610
Hydrologic Index.
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The No Project 2 Alternative would result in the continuation of existing conditions within the
Russian River and Dry Creek, except during the rearing season when minimum instream flow
requirements would be reduced on a temporary basis. Outside the rearing season, the Water
Agency would continue to make releases from Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam to
maintain the minimum instream flow requirements specified in its water right permits.
Implementation of the No Project 2 Alternative would meet some of the project objectives
related to the improvement of habitat for threatened and endangered fish species. The
Proposed Project’s benefits identified in Section 7.3.1 above would be achieved for steelhead
fry rearing habitat, Chinook salmon fry rearing habitat, Chinook salmon juvenile rearing habitat,
adult passage flows in the Upper Russian River, adult passage flows into Dry Creek, improve
the quantity of spawning habitat for salmon in the Russian River, and habitat for spawning
sunfish in Lake Mendocino.

Water temperatures for juvenile steelhead rearing habitat would not be affected by the No
Project 2 Alternative in the Upper Russian River above Cloverdale or in Dry Creek, and the
Proposed Project beneficial impact on temperatures would not be achieved. Water surface
elevation changes in Lake Sonoma would be nearly identical between the No Project 2
Alternative and Baseline Conditions, and the Proposed Project beneficial impact on habitat for
spawning sunfish would not be achieved.

Implementation of the No Project 2 Alternative would not avoid significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with risk of flooding from tsunami, which is an existing condition in the
Russian River Estuary, or potential for violations of water quality standards or degradation of
water quality relating to biostimulatory substances in the Russian River as these conditions
occur under Baseline Conditions. The No Project 2 Alternative would not avoid the Proposed
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to changes in minimum instream flow
requirements that could adversely affect the ability of some water right permit holders to divert
from the Russian River as the minimum instream flow requirements under this alternative would
be below the minimum bypass flow terms included in many of these permits.

1.7.4 Russian River Biological Opinion Alternative

Under the Russian River Biological Opinion Alternative, the Water Agency would continue to
make releases from Coyote Valley Dam and Warm Springs Dam to maintain minimum instream
flow requirements, but minimum instream flow requirements would be as follows: in Normal
hydrologic conditions: Upper Russian River (125 cfs), Lower Russian River (70 cfs), and Dry
Creek (40 cfs) as recommended in the Biological Opinion. In Dry hydrologic conditions, the
alternative included a 70 cfs minimum instream flow requirement in the Lower Russian River.
The Russian River Biological Opinion did not provide recommended permanent changes to
minimum instream flows for Dry conditions in the Upper Russian River and Lower Russian
River, or Critical conditions for all three reaches, so the minimum instream flow requirements
are the same as those included in the Water Agency’s water right permits and approved by the
SWRCB'’s Decision 1610. However, no changes in reservoir operations through implementation
of the Russian River Hydrologic Index would occur. Reservoir operations would continue to
follow the Decision 1610 Hydrologic Index.
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The minimum instream flows under the Russian River Biological Opinion Alternative would be
higher than the Proposed Project, which could result in reductions water supply stored in Lake
Mendocino earlier in a year, reducing the availability of cold water stored in the reservoir for
releases into the end of the rearing season and the beginning of the fall-run Chinook salmon
migration and spawning season.

Implementation of the Russian River Biological Opinion Alternative would not avoid significant
and unavoidable impacts associated with risk of flooding from tsunami, which is an existing
condition in the Russian River Estuary, or potential for violations of water quality standards or
degradation of water quality relating to biostimulatory substances in the Russian River as these
conditions occur under Baseline Conditions. The Russian River Biological Opinion Alternative
would minimize the Proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to changes in
minimum instream flow requirements that could adversely affect the ability of some water right
permit holders to divert from the Russian River as the minimum instream flow requirements
under this alternative are higher than under the Proposed Project.

1.7.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

With regard to the other alternatives considered, the Proposed Project is the environmentally
superior alternative. Both the No Project 2 and Russian River Biological Opinion alternatives
would meet most of the basic objectives of the Fish Flow Project and would achieve some of the
improvements to habitat for threatened and endangered fish species. Implementation of the No
Project 2 and Russian River Biological Opinion alternatives would not avoid significant and
unavoidable impacts associated with risk of flooding from tsunami, which is an existing condition
in the Russian River Estuary, or potential for violations of water quality standards or degradation
of water quality relating to biostimulatory substances in the Russian River as these conditions
occur under Baseline Conditions. The No Project 2 Alternative would not avoid the Proposed
Project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to changes in minimum instream flow
requirements that could adversely affect the ability of some water right permit holders to divert
from the Russian River, while the Russian River Biological Opinion Alternative would minimize
this impact. The Proposed Project would achieve the project objectives to manage Lake
Mendocino and Lake Sonoma water supply releases to provide instream flows that will improve
habitat for threatened and endangered fish species by achieving the most beneficial habitat
impacts.

1.8 Impact Summary Table

Table 1-2, provided at the end of this chapter, summarizes the environmental impacts
associated with the Fish Flow Project. The table is organized to present impacts by
environmental resource categories, available mitigation measures, and the significance of each
impact after mitigation. The listing of environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and
alternatives included in this chapter constitutes the required identification of issues to be
resolved and areas of controversy in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines Section
15123(b).
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Table 1-1. Summary of Impacts, Levels of Significance, and Proposed Mitigation Measures for the Fish Flow Project.

standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade water quality as it
relates to aluminum and specific conductance in
the Russian River.

Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance

Hydrology

4.1-1. The Fish Flow Project could substantially No Mitigation Required Less than

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere Significant

substantially with groundwater recharge such that

there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a

lowering of the local groundwater table level.

4.1-2. The Fish Flow Project could substantially No Mitigation Required Less than

alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area, Significant

including through the alteration of the course of a

stream or river, in a manner which would result in

substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or off-site.

4.1-3. The Fish Flow Project could substantially No Mitigation Required Less than

alter the area of exposed shoreline within Lake Significant

Mendocino and Lake Sonoma in a manner which

would result in substantial erosion or sedimentation

on- or off-site.

4.1-4. The Fish Flow Project could expose people No Mitigation Required No Impact

or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or

death involving flooding, including flooding as a

result of the failure of a levee or dam.

4.1-5. The Fish Flow Project could contribute to No mitigation available Significant and

inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Unavoidable

Water Quality

4.2-1. Implementation of the Fish Flow Project No Mitigation Required Less than

could result in a violation of water quality standards Significant

or waste discharge requirements or otherwise

substantially degrade water quality relating to

mercury accumulation in fish tissue in Lake

Mendocino and Lake Sonoma.

Impact 4.2-2. Implementation of the Fish Flow No Mitigation Required Less than

Project could result in a violation of water quality Significant
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

Impact 4.2-3. Implementation of the Fish Flow
Project could result in a violation of water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade water quality
relating to temperature and dissolved oxygen in the
Russian River and Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

Impact 4.2-4. Changes to minimum instream flows
could result in a violation of water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
degrade water quality relating to biostimulatory
substances in the Russian River.

No mitigation is available.

Significant and
Unavoidable

Fisheries Resources

4.3-1. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of rearing habitat
for steelhead fry in the Upper Russian River.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-2. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of habitat for
rearing juvenile steelhead in the Upper Russian
River.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-3. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of habitat for
rearing Chinook salmon fry in the Upper Russian
River.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-4. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of habitat in the
Upper Russian River rearing juvenile Chinook
salmon.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-5. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of habitat for
rearing steelhead, Coho, and Chinook salmon in
Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-6. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially interfere with the movement
salmonids in the Upper Russian River.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-7. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially interfere with the movement of
salmonids in the Lower Russian River.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

4.3-8. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially interference with the movement
salmonids in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-9. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of spawning habitat
for salmonids in the Russian River.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-10. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quantity of spawning habitat
for salmonids in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-11. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the upstream migration of
Chinook salmon through elevated water
temperatures in the months October through
December in the Russian River and in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-12. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quality of spawning habitat
and egg incubation for Chinook salmon through
elevated water temperatures from November 15
through March in the Russian River and in Dry
Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-13. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quality of habitat for rearing
Chinook juveniles by elevated water temperatures
from April through June in the Russian River and in
Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.3-14. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quality of habitat for
Chinook salmon smolts by elevated water
temperatures from April through July 15 in the
Russian River and in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-15. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the upstream migration of coho
salmon through elevated water temperatures in the
months November through February in the Lower
Russian River and in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-16. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the spawning and egg
incubation of coho salmon through elevated water

No Mitigation Required

No Impact
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

temperatures in the months December through
May in Dry Creek.

4.3-17. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the quality of habitat for rearing
coho salmon juveniles by elevated water
temperatures from April through November in Dry
Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-18. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect emigrating coho salmon
through elevated water temperatures in the months
March through May in the Russian River and in Dry
Creek.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.3-19. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the upstream migration of
steelhead through elevated water temperatures in
the months December through March in the
Russian River and in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-20. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the spawning and egg
incubation of steelhead through elevated water
temperatures in the months December through
May in the Russian River (above Cloverdale) and
in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.3-21. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the rearing habitat for juvenile
steelhead through elevated water temperatures in
the months April through November in the Russian
River (above Cloverdale) and in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

Beneficial

4.3-22. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the emigrating steelhead smolts
through elevated water temperatures in the months
March through May in the Russian River and in Dry
Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.3-23. Changes in minimum instream flow could
substantially affect the upstream migration of
Chinook salmon through reduced dissolved oxygen

No Mitigation Required

No Impact
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Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance

levels in the months October through December in

the Russian River and in Dry Creek.

4.3-24. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the habitat for rearing juvenile

steelhead through reduced dissolved oxygen levels

in the months April through November in the

Russian River and in Dry Creek.

4.3-25. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the habitat for native warmwater

species through reduced dissolved oxygen levels

in the months April through November in the

Russian River and in Dry Creek.

4.3-26. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect quantity and quality of habitat

for resident, rare or endangered species in the

Upper Russian River under 1977 Drought

Conditions.

4.3-27. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required Beneficial
substantially affect the habitat for spawning sunfish

through increased reservoir releases at Lake

Mendocino.

4.3-28. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required Beneficial
substantially affect the habitat for spawning sunfish

through increased reservoir releases at Lake

Sonoma.

4.3-29. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for

spawning steelhead by elevated water

temperatures from January through mid-April at the

Coyote Valley Egg Taking Station.

4.3-30. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for

steelhead smolts by elevated water temperatures

from March through April at the Coyote Valley Egg

Taking Station.

4.3-31. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for

spawning steelhead and egg incubation by
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Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance

elevated water temperatures from January through

mid-April at the Don Clauson Fish Hatchery.

4.3-32. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for juvenile

steelhead rearing at the Don Clauson Fish

Hatchery by elevated water temperatures from

April through November.

4.3-33. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for

steelhead smolts by elevated water temperatures

from March through April at the Don Clauson Fish

Hatchery.

4.3-34. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for

spawning coho salmon and egg incubation by

elevated water temperatures from April through

November at the Don Clauson Fish Hatchery.

4.3-35. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for

spawning coho salmon and egg incubation by

elevated water temperatures from April through

November at the Don Clauson Fish Hatchery.

4.3-36. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the quality of habitat for coho

salmon smolts by elevated water temperatures

from April through November at the Don Clauson

Fish Hatchery.

4.3-37. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
substantially affect the habitat for native warmwater

species in the Russian River.

4.3-38. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required Less than
substantially affect the habitat for spawning Significant
American shad in the Russian River.

4.3-39. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact

substantially affect the habitat for smallmouth bass

in the Russian River.

4.3-40. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
affect the frequency Estuary closures which could
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Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance

substantially interfere with the movement of adult

salmonid.

4.3-41. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
affect the frequency Estuary closures which could

substantially interfere with the movement of

salmonid smolts.

4.3-42. Changes in minimum instream flow could No Mitigation Required No Impact
affect the frequency of Estuary closures which

could substantially affect the quantity and quality of

juvenile steelhead habitat and steelhead could

become more susceptible to avian predation.

Vegetation and Wildlife

4.4-1. Changes in water surface elevations and No Mitigation Required Less than
flows could adversely affect sensitive natural Significant
communities.

4.4-2.Changes in minimum instream flows could No Mitigation Required No Impact
adversely affect federal and state jurisdictional

waters.

4.4-3. Changes in water surface elevations could No Mitigation Required Less than
interfere with wildlife movement or impede the use Significant
of nursery sites.

4.4-4. Changes to minimum instream flows and No Mitigation Required Less than
water levels could adversely affect special-status Significant
plant and wildlife species.

Recreation

4.5-1. Changes in releases from Lake Mendocino No Mitigation Required No Impact

could result in low water surface elevations and
substantially impact access to Lake Mendocino at
the South Boat Ramp.

4.5-2. Changes in releases from Lake Mendocino No Mitigation Required No Impact
could result in higher water surface elevations and

substantially impact the operation of the South

Boat Ramp, including closure of the South Boat

Ramp parking lot, during the recreational season.
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

4.5-3. Changes in releases from Lake Mendocino
could result in low water surface elevations and
substantially impact access to Lake Mendocino at
the North Boat Ramp.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.5-4. Changes in releases from Lake Mendocino
could result in higher water surface elevations and
substantially impact access to Lake Mendocino at
the North Boat Ramp, including closure of the
North Boat Ramp parking lot.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.5-5. Changes in releases from Lake Mendocino
could result in higher water surface elevations that
could flood Inlet Road and substantially alter or
inhibit access to Bushay Campground during the
recreational season.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.5-6. Changes in releases from Lake Mendocino
could result in higher water surface elevations that
could substantially alter or inhibit access to Kyen
Campground during the recreational season.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.5-7. Changes in releases from Lake Sonoma
could result in low water surface elevations that
could cause additional closures of the Yorty Creek
Boat Ramp and could substantially alter or inhibit
access to Lake Sonoma during the recreational
season.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.5-8. Changes in releases from Lake Sonoma
could result in low water surface elevations that
could substantially alter or inhibit access to the
Lake Sonoma Marina during the recreational
season.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.5-9. Changes in releases from Lake Sonoma
could result in low water surface elevations that
could substantially alter or inhibit access to Lake
Sonoma at the public boat ramp.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.5-10. Changes in releases from Lake Sonoma
could result in low water surface elevations that
could substantially alter or inhibit access to Lake
Sonoma'’s boat in campgrounds.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact
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Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance
4.5-11. Changes in releases from Lake Sonoma No Mitigation Required No Impact

could result in high water surface elevations that

could substantially alter or inhibit access to Lake

Sonoma'’s boat in campgrounds.

4.5-12. Changes in minimum instream flows could No Mitigation Required Less than
result in impacts that substantially alter or inhibit Significant
access to recreational activities such as swimming

and sunbathing in the Russian River.

4.5-13. Changes in minimum instream flows could No Mitigation Required No Impact
result in impacts that substantially alter or inhibit

access to recreational activities in the Russian

River Estuary.

4.5-14. Changes in minimum instream flows could No Mitigation Required Less than
result in impacts that substantially alter or inhibit Significant
access to boating in the Russian River from Rio

Lindo Academy to the confluence of Dry Creek.

4.5-15. Changes in minimum instream flows could No Mitigation Required No Impact
result in impacts that substantially alter or inhibit

access to boating in the Russian River from the

mouth of Dry Creek to Wohler.

4.5-16. Changes in minimum instream flows could No Mitigation Required Less than
result in impacts that substantially alter or inhibit Significant
access to recreational facilities or activities such as

boating in the Russian River from Wohler to the

Pacific Ocean.

4.5-17. Changes in minimum instream flows No Mitigation Required No Impact
related to the Proposed Project and the No Project

2 Alternatives could result in impacts that

substantially alter or inhibit access for fishing in the

Russian River.

4.5-18. Changes in minimum instream flows No Mitigation Required Less than
related to the No Project 1 Alternative could result Significant
in impacts that substantially alter or inhibit access

to recreational facilities or activities such as fishing

in the Russian River.
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

4.5-19. Changes in minimum instream flow
releases from Lake Sonoma could substantially
alter or inhibit access to recreational facilities or
activities in Dry Creek.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

Energy

4.6-1. The Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights
Project could substantially increase reliance on
fossil fuels.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.6-2. The Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights
Project could conflict with existing energy policies
and standards intended to protect the environment.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.6-3. The Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights
Project could conflict with or impede the Water
Agency'’s ability to provide carbon-free water.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

Cultural Resources

4.7-1. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could disturb any human remains or cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
unique archaeological resource or a historical
resource.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.7-2. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could impact the distribution of natural vegetation
communities along the Russian River or Dry Creek,
such that availability of culturally significant plants
is reduced.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

4.8-1. The Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights
Project could result in a substantial increase in
reservoir-generated GHG emissions.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.8-2. The Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights
Project could substantially affect the City of Ukiah’s
ability to meet RPS requirements.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.8-3. Climate change could alter Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project operations,
potentially resulting in indirect environmental
effects.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

Aesthetics
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

4.9-1. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista or degrade the visual character or quality of
Lakes Mendocino and Sonoma and their
surroundings.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.9-2. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista or degrade the visual character or quality of
the Upper Russian River and its surroundings.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.9-3. Implementation of the No Project 1
Alternative could have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista or degrade the visual character or
quality of the Upper Russian River and its
surroundings.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.9-4. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista or degrade the visual character or quality of
the Lower Russian River and its surroundings.

No Mitigation Required

Less than
Significant

4.9-5. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could have substantial adverse effects on a scenic
vista or degrade the visual character or quality of
Dry Creek and its surroundings.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

4.9-6. Implementation of the Proposed Project
could substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway.

No Mitigation Required

No Impact

Public Services and Utilities

4.10-1. Changes in minimum instream flow
requirements could adversely affect the ability of
water right permit holders to divert from the
Russian River.

No Mitigation Available

Significant and
Unavoidable
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Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance

4.10-2. Changes in instream flows could result in No Mitigation Required No Impact

violations of wastewater discharge requirements.

Cumulative

Impact 5.7.1-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Available Cumulatively

Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially Significant and

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere Unavoidable

substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level in the
Upper Russian River in combination with
Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios

Impact 5.7.1-2. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level in Dry
Creekin combination with Cumulative 1 through 4
Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.1-3. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level in the
Lower Russian River in combination with
Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant)

Impact 5.7.1-4. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or off-site
in the Upper Russian River in combination with the
Cumulative 1 Scenario and the Cumulative 4
Scenario.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

Impact 5.7.1-5. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or off-site
in the Upper Russian River in combination with
Cumulative 2 Scenario and Cumulative 3 Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.1-6. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or off-site
in Dry Creek in combination with Cumulative 1
Scenario and the Cumulative 4 Scenario.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.1-7. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or off-site
in Dry Creekin combination with Cumulative 2
Scenario and the Cumulative 3 Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.1-8. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or sedimentation on- or off-site
in the Lower Russian River. in combination with the
Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.1-9. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially
alter the area of exposed shoreline within Lake

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

Sonoma in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or sedimentation on-or off-site
in combination with Cumulative 1 through 4
Scenarios.

Impact 5.7.1-10. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could contribute to
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow in the
Russian River Estuary in combination with
Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.2-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could result in a
violation of water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality relating to mercury
accumulation in fish tissue in Lake Sonoma in
combination with Cumulative 1 through 4
Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.2-2. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could result in a
violation of water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality as it relates to aluminum and
specific conductance in the Upper Russian River in
combination Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.2-3. Implementation of the Fish Habitat

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively

Flows and Water Rights Project could result in a Less than
violation of water quality standards or waste Significant
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially

degrade water quality as it relates to aluminum and

specific conductance in the Upper Russian River in

combination with the Cumulative 2 Scenario and

Cumulative 3 Scenario.

Impact 5.7.2-4. Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Required Cumulatively
Flows and Water Rights Project could result in a Less than
violation water quality standards or waste Significant

discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality as it relates to aluminum in
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

the Lower Russian River in combination with
Cumulative 1 through 4.

Impact 5.7.2-5. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project changes to
minimum instream flows could result in a violation
of water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise degrade water quality
relating to biostimulatory substances in the Upper
and Lower Russian River in combination with
Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.3-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flow that
could substantially effect the quality of habitat for
rearing Chinook juveniles by elevated water
temperatures from April through June in the
Russian River and in Dry Creek in combination
with Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.3-2 Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flow that
could substantially affect emigrating coho salmon

through elevated water temperatures in the months

of March through May in the Lower Russian River
and in Dry Creek in combination with Cumulative 1
through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.3-3. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flow that
could substantially affect the spawning and egg
incubation of steelhead through elevated water
temperatures in the months of December through

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Fish Habitat Flows
and Water Rights Project
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

May in the Russian River (above Cloverdale) and
in Dry Creek in combination with Cumulative 1
through 4 Scenarios.

Impact 5.7.3-4. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flow that
could substantially affect the habitat for spawning
American shad in the Russian River in combination
with Cumulative 1 Scenario and the Cumulative 4
Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
significant

Impact 5.7.3-5. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flow that
could substantially effect the habitat for spawning
American shad in the Russian River in combination
with the Cumulative 2 Scenario and Cumulative 3
Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.4-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in water surface elevations and
flows that could adversely affect sensitive natural
communities in combination with Cumulative 1
through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.4.-2. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in water surface elevations the
could impede the use of nursery sites in
combination with Cumulative 1 through 4
Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.4.-3. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes to minimum instream flows and
water levels that could adversely affect special-
status wildlife species in combination with
Cumulative 1 through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.5-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in releases from Lake Mendocino

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Fish Habitat Flows
and Water Rights Project
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

that could result in higher water surface elevations
that could inundate Inlet Road and substantially
alter or inhibit access to Bushay Campground
during the recreational season in combination with
the No Potter Valley Project (Cumulative 1 through
4 Scenarios.

Impact 5.7.5-2. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in releases from Lake Mendocino
could result in higher water surface elevations that
could substantially alter or inhibit access to Kyen
Campground during the recreational season in
combination with Cumulative 1 through 4
Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.5-3. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flows that
could result in impacts that substantially alter or
inhibit access to recreational activities such as
swimming and sunbathing in the Upper Russian
River in combination with the Cumulative 1
Scenario and the Cumulative 4 Scenario.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.5-4. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flows that
could result in impacts that substantially alter or
inhibit access to recreational activities such as
swimming and sunbathing in the Upper Russian
River in combination with the Cumulative 2
Scenario and the Cumulative 3 Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.5-5. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flows that
could result in impacts that substantially alter or
inhibit access to boating in the Upper Russian
River from Rio Lindo Academy to the Confluence

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Fish Habitat Flows
and Water Rights Project
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

of Dry Creek in combination with the Cumulative 1
Scenario and the Cumulative 4 Scenario.

Impact 5.7.5-6. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flows that
could result in impacts that substantially alter or
inhibit access to boating in the Upper Russian
River from Rio Lindo Academy to the Confluence
of Dry Creek in combination with the Cumulative 2
Scenario and the Cumulative 3 Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.5-7. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could
result in changes in minimum instream flows that
could result in impacts that substantially alter or
inhibit access to recreational facilities or activities
such as boating in the Russian River from Wohler
to the Pacific Ocean in combination with the
Cumulative 1 Scenario and the Cumulative 4
Scenario.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.5-8. Implementation of the Fish Habitat

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively

Instream Flows and Water Rights Project could Less than
result in changes in minimum instream flows that Significant
could result in impacts that substantially alter or

inhibit access to recreational facilities or activities

such as boating in the Russian River from Wohler

to the Pacific Ocean in combination with the

Cumulative 2 Scenario and the Cumulative 3

Scenario.

Impact 5.7.6-1: Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Required Cumulatively
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially Less than
increase reliance on fossil fuels in combination with Significant

the Cumulative 1 Scenario), Cumulative 3
Scenario, and Cumulative 4 Scenario.

Fish Habitat Flows
and Water Rights Project
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Impact Proposed Mitigation Impact
Significance

Impact 5.7.6-2: Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Required Cumulatively

Flows and Water Rights Project could conflict with Less than

existing energy policies and standards intended to Significant

protect the environment in combination with the

Cumulative 1 Scenario, Cumulative 3 Scenario,

and Cumulative 4 Scenario.

Impact 5.7.7-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Required Cumulatively

Flows and Water Rights Project could result in an Less than

increase in reservoir-generated greenhouse gas Significant

emissions in combination with the Cumulative 1
through 4 Scenarios.

Impact 5.7.7-2: Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Required
Flows and Water Rights Project could substantially

affect the City of Ukiah'’s ability to meet State of

California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard

requirements in combination with the Cumulative 1

through 4 Scenarios

Cumulatively
Less than
Significant

Impact 5.7.8-1. Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Available
Flows and Water Rights Project could have a

substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or

degrade the visual character or quality of the Upper

Russian River and its surroundings from June

through October in combination with the

Cumulative 1 Scenario and the Cumulative 4

Scenario.

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7.8-2. Implementation of the Fish Habitat No Mitigation Required
Flows and Water Rights Project could have a

substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or

degrade the visual character or quality of the Upper

Russian River and its surroundings from June

through October in combination with Cumulative 2

Scenario and the Cumulative 3 Scenario.

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Fish Habitat Flows
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Impact

Proposed Mitigation

Impact
Significance

Impact 5.7.8-3. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or
degrade the visual character or quality of the Lower
Russian River and its surroundings during June
and July in combination with the Cumulative 1
through 4 Scenarios.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.8-4. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or
degrade the visual character or quality of the Lower
Russian River and its surroundings from August
through October in combination with the
Cumulative 1 Scenario and the Cumulative 4
Scenario.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Impact 5.7-8-5. Implementation of the Fish Habitat
Flows and Water Rights Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or
degrade the visual character or quality of the Lower
Russian River and its surroundings from August
through October in combination with the
Cumulative 2 Scenario and the Cumulative 3
Scenario.

No Mitigation Required

Cumulatively not
Considerable

Impact 5.7.9-1. Changes in minimum instream flow
requirements could adversely affect when water
right permit holders may divert water from the
Russian River while complying with the minimum
bypass flow terms in their water right permits in
combination with the (Cumulative 1 through 4
Scenarios.

No Mitigation Available

Cumulatively
Significant and
Unavoidable

Fish Habitat Flows
and Water Rights Project

1-38

Executive Summary

Draft EIR





		Item V-D - August 24 Fish Flow Project Open House

		Meeting Date : September 1, 2016 



		Item V-D.1  SCWA Fish Flow Project Ex Summary

		Structure Bookmarks

		Table 1-1. Summary of Impacts, Levels of Significance, and Proposed Mitigation Measures for the Fish Flow Project...












TO:

SWEETWATER SPRINGS WATER DISTRICT

Board of Directors AGENDA NO. VI

FROM: Steve Mack, General Manager

Meeting Date: September 1, 2016

Subject: GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive report from the General Manager.

FISCAL IMPACT: None

DISCUSSION:

1.

Water Production and Sales: Water sales in July were 26,811 units (61.5 AF, Guerneville
cycle) and production was 73.9 AF. Compared to one year ago, sales and production were
higher (59.8 AF and 65.4 AF, respectively). The water lost percentage increased a bit
(21.5) and is still staying at historically low levels. The reduction from July 2013, the State
Board standard, was 20%, GPCD for May was 81.7. Figure 1 shows sales, production and
% difference since 2008.

. Leaks: In July we had 9 total leaks and spent 27.6 man-hours on them. Those are fewer

leaks and man-hours compared to the prior month and to July one year ago (20 leaks, 62.5
man-hours). | incorrectly reported leaks last month (June data) - 14 leaks and 41.8 man-
hours, also better than the prior year. Figure 2 shows service and main leaks separately
with a total breaks line as well. The District continues to be at historic lows for this and the
trend is heading steeply downward; let's hope it continues.

. Russian River Flow: Russian River flow (Figure 3) is looking decent for this time of year -

similar to last year but a bit higher.

River Lane Property Sale: | hope to have a report on the Board of Supervisors action on the
Open Space District grant to the Russian River Recreation and Parks District.

Toilet Rebate/Direct Install Program: One toilet rebate reported for July.

In-House Construction Projects: One in-house projects completed in August: installed
475 feet of 2 inch poly pipe and replaced 8 services on Sunset (274.5 man-hours)

Gantt Chart: The only item in the Gantt Chart is preparation of the Urban Water
Management Plan which is on the agenda for this meeting.
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Figure 1. Water Production and Sales 12 Month Moving Averages
Sweetwater Springs Water District Since September 2008
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Figure 2. Sweetwater Springs Water District Main and Service Pipeline
Breaks
400 Moving Annual Average Since September 2008
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Figure 3. Russian River Summer Flow at Hacienda Bridge, 2016 Compared to
Earlier Years, and the 2009-15 Average, Updated August 22, 2016
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Figure 4. Sweetwater Springs WD Calendar Gantt Chart|
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Board Action

Current Month

By Activity

Action Item/Milestone

Projected
Completion
/

Milestone
Date

Crystal Communications Lease

2014-15 Budget Preparation

o Capital Improvement Program
Board Discussion

o Staff Budget Preparation Begins

¢ Ad Hoc Budget Committee Reviews
Draft Budaet

o Draft Budget to Board for
Discussion/Action

o Approve Budget

Capital Projects

¢ Update/Review District CIP

o 2017 CIP Design

¢ 2017 CIP Award of Contract

¢ 2017 CIP Construction Starts

Urban Water Management Plan

Oct-16

Water Rights

SCWA Protestf

Emergency Response Plan Review

Building Lease

o |ease Renewal

August-17

Policies and Procedures

o Other Policy

o Overall Review

Board and General Manager Annual Review

il
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