External Activities/Affairs

R3 - Federal Advocacy

» Contract with Ferguson Group
> Roseville

> Folsom
> SJWD

Statements of Policy

Multiple DC trips

Cap to

General Legislation — Water rights preservation
Drought legislation

USBR meetings/Foslom operations

Coordinating message with PCWA - not always easy
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External Activities/Affairs

BDCP
» Workgroup at ACWA

» Meetings with AR diverters, sac region, sac
valley diverters, friant, CCWD and EBMUD
and multiple joint defense agreements

» MBK Engineers modeling

» Comments




External Activities/Affairs

» State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) Drought Urgency Order for 2014
Operations of Central Valley Project (CVP)
and State Water Project (SWP)

» SWRCB Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan
Update

» Reclamation CVP and Folsom Reservoir
Operations

» American River Flow Management
Standard/Water Forum



External Activities/Affairs

» Alternate on NWRA board of directors
» NSWA branding and set of principles and
legislative platform

» RWA board approved two interactive exhibits
at the Powerhouse Science Center that we are
participating in

» FOWD issues

» Presidents’ advisory board for Cal State water
resources degree




EXx

ternal Activities /Affairs

SSWD/SJWD Merger
» 2Xx2 ad hoc water management committee
» Joint board meetings

» P
» S

nase 1 completion
WD unanimous to go to phase 2A

» P

nase 2A almost complete - hiring of John

O’Farrell, MMS
» Initiating customer phone survey










Upcoming Discussions for 2015

» Federal Drought Bill

» Human Resources Plan

» Water Supply Strategy

» Storage Discussions

» Folsom Reservoir Operations-water supply
» Merger

» Retail rate structure







STAFF REPORT

To: Board of Directors

From: Keith Durkin, Assistant General Manager

Date: January 7, 2015

Subject: 257 Cascade Falls Drive — Easement Encroachment Request

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends the Board consider a motion to approve an easement encroachment
request for 257 Cascade Falls Drive and direct staff to execute the necessary
agreement with the property owner.

BACKGROUND

San Juan Water District (District) has an existing pipeline within an easement located
outside of the property owner’s parcel at 257 Cascade Falls Drive. The District also has
a contiguous easement located within the owner’s parcel. The property owner desires
to build improvements within their parcel, and therefore is requesting an encroachment
into the District's easement area within their parcel. Attached are photographs and
figures depicting the easement and proposed property improvements.

STATUS AND JUSTIFICATION

Staff has reviewed the requested easement encroachment and has considered the
extent of the improvements and the potential impact on the District’s ability to operate,
maintain, repair, or replace the affected pipeline. Staff has concluded that the owner’s
requested encroachment will not have a detrimental effect on the District’s short-term or
long-term requirements to operate, maintain, repair, or replace the pipeline.

BUDGET IMPACT
No impact.



257 CASCADE FALLS DRIVE
FACILITIES DELINEATION AND EASEMENT ENCROACHMENT SUMMARY
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APPROX. LOCATION OF SJWD'’S
EXISTING 54” PIPELINE

FIGURE 3 — 50-FT SJWD SLOPE EASEMENT — PLAN VIEW OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS IMPACT
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SINCE 1854

Directors

Edward J. “Ted” Costa

Kenneth H. Miller

January 6, 2015 Dan Rich
Pamela Tohin

Bob Walters

General Manager

Shauna Lorance

Mr. Robert A. Churchill, General Manager
Citrus Heights Water District

6230 Sylvan Road

Citrus Heights, California 95611

Subject: Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station
Dear Bob:

This letter provides a response to your letter dated December 1, 2014 regarding the
Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station Project (Project). We appreciate the time
and effort you took to clearly state your questions and comments regarding our October
29, 2014 Report on the Project in writing. We also appreciate your patience waiting for
a response until after the holidays. For ease of understanding, each of your questions
(Q) or comments (C) is briefly re-stated in italics below in the order presented in your
letter, with our response (R) directly following. A copy of your letter is also attached for
reference.

Q: While planned outages are predictable and the frequency and duration of
emergencies are vastly unknown, what is the prediction or criteria that would trigger the
operation of the Project and resultant operation of other facilities such as wells or
pipelines?

R: It is anticipated that the Project would be utilized, along with CHWD and FOWD
groundwater wells, agency interties, extraordinary conservation efforts, and potential
other actions, whenever normal water supplies are not available to meet demands. The
duration and severity of any given event will dictate the order and operations criteria for
each action. As we have done in the past, operations will be accomplished in an
extremely coordinated manner between the agencies to optimize resources, minimize
extra costs, and maintain acceptable customer service levels.

C: “Target demands” should be allocated between the agencies based on a gallons per
capita per day (health and safety) approach to provide more equity.

R: We agree that if our water supply was cut to a “health and safety level’( currently
defined by USBR as 55 gallons per person per day or a total or approximately 8.8 MGD
for the entire SUWD wholesale service area not counting commercial use or system
losses) it would be appropriate to allocate the limited supplies to each agency on per
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Citrus Heights Water District
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person health and safety basis. However, the approach used to identify water supply
needs during dry year and emergency conditions, and to develop plans to meet those
needs, is not based on a health and safety level supply approach, or what you call
“target demands”. It is based on providing a minimum acceptable level of service in a
consistent, fair, and equitable manner to all customers. While there may be differences
of opinion on what the “minimum” acceptable level of service is, we based it on being
able to supply the typical fall, winter, and early spring demand level to all customers
through the entire year. This level of service would meet all normal indoor water uses
without the severe cutbacks associated with delivering only health and safety levels of
water supply, and this service level also provides supply for some outdoor uses as is
typical in fall through spring months. Managing conservation efforts to this supply level
will be challenging, but not as challenging as managing to health and safety levels.

As identified in my October 29" report, we determined that a 25 MGD water supply
would meet the historical combined agency water demands during the months of
November through April. This supply would be allocated on the same basis on which it
was determined; typical usage by each agency during the months of November through
April. This automatically takes into account the differences between the agencies in
terms of residential and commercial makeup, multifamily dwelling units, lot size factors,
etc. Every customer would have access to the typical amount of water they use fall
through spring. However, customers with larger parcels and higher outdoor irrigation
demands, such as in the SJWD-R service area, would be harder hit during the months
of May through October.

The “minimum acceptable level of service” approach is a reasonable approach to
delivering available water supplies during shortage conditions and will be the basis for
determining benefits and allocations for the Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station
Project.

C: Water deliveries from the Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station through the
CP and CTP are harmful to the interests and investments of CHWD because they
interfere with CHWD's use of the CTP pipeline.

R: The evaluation presented in the October 29" report focused on the “bookend”
scenario of no surface water availability from Folsom Reservoir. This scenario
illustrates the extent to which those agencies without access to other water supplies
would depend on the Project, and therefore what their greatest benefit and cost
allocation in the Project should be. Under this scenario there would be no surface water
available from the SJWD water treatment plant to deliver west through the CTP to those
agencies normally receiving water through the pipeline. Therefore there is no “harm”
with the connections along the CTP being closed. The reverse flow in the CTP can
utilize SSWD’s capacity in the CTP either directly or through assignment to SJWD
under the terms of the CTP Agreement.
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Under most surface water shortage conditions there will be some supply available from
Folsom Reservoir. We are completing engineering evaluations including hydraulic
analyses to determine the best way to operate the transmission system when some
surface water is available in combination with groundwater supplied through the Project
and wells within the CHWD and FOWD service area. Our evaluations identified the
requirement for control valves at various locations in the transmission system (the CTP,
FO-40, and CHWD 42-inch transmission pipelines). As you know, we have had several
meetings with operations staff of all wholesale customer agencies to provide information
on the proposed operation of the system and receive input from each agency. We will
continue to work closely with the agencies as we refine our work and develop operating
procedures for the system under various surface water and groundwater supply
scenarios. We anticipate that field testing of the operating procedures will be
recommended.

C: Several water delivery questions come to mind when considering operation of the
Project. Hydraulic analyses are recommended for several scenarios.

R: See response to previous comment above. We appreciate your input and will
consider your recommended scenarios in our analysis. We also encourage the
wholesale customer agencies, including CHWD, to complete their own evaluations to
determine if improvements within their service areas could improve or optimize the
production capabilities of their groundwater facilities or interties.

Q: What is the cost allocation methodology for the control valves?

R: The control valves are required by SUWD-W to operate the transmission system
under various water supply conditions. The capital and O&M costs will be paid for by
SJWD-W.

C: Water shortage planning — If the Project comes to fruition, does the SJWD Water
Shortage Management Plan need to be amended or cancelled?

R: We agree the shortage plan needs to be reviewed by all parties to see if it needs to
be modified (amended) or cancelled and/or replaced. We will place this on an agenda
for a future General Manager’s meeting.

Q: Bids for constructing the Project came in higher than initially budgeted. Is the
Project still viable? Does this change the schedule or funding available for the Project?

R: Bids for the project came in approximately $700,000 higher than anticipated.
SSJWD and SSWD amended the Project MOU between the agencies to cover the
additional cost. The project is still extremely viable. The total project cost is less than
$4 million and will provide a capacity of approximately 14.3 MGD of groundwater; less
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than $280,000 of capital cost per MGD. The Project schedule and funding remain
unchanged.

C: Depending on the pricing arrangement, expanding the Project to include CHWD
could be a less-costly alternative than CHWD’s construction of additional wells.

R: We agree that exploring options to expand the Project might be beneficial to SJIWD
wholesale customer agencies and we will be looking at those opportunities with SSWD
in the future. Although the cost/benefit ratio for expanded capacity will likely not be as
attractive as the initial Project because the capital cost of additional wells to provide
additional capacity will need to be factored into the equation, there could be significant
operations and maintenance benefits. We will include the SUWD wholesale customer
agencies in future discussion about the Project as appropriate.

Again, thank you for providing comments and questions regarding the Project. Please
contact me if you have any questions about these responses, or if you have any
additional comments or questions.

Sincerely,

Nl aen b

Keith Durkin
Assistant General Manager

cc: Shauna Lorance, General Manager, San Juan Water District
San Juan Water District Board of Directors
Sharon Wilcox, General Manager, Orange Vale Water Company
Tom Gray, General Manager, Fair Oaks Water District
Fair Oaks Water District Board of Directors
Marcus Yasutake, Environmental and Water Resources Director, City of
Folsom
Rob Roscoe, General Manager, Sacramento Suburban Water District
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6230 Sylvan Road
P.O. Box 286
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Allen B. Dains
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December 1, 2014

Ms. Shauna Lorance, General Manager
San Juan Water District

P.O. Box 2157

Granite Bay, CA 95746

Re: Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station Project
Dear Shauna:

Itis my understanding that use of the proposed Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump
Station Project (the “Project™) to provide Sacramento Suburban Water District
(SSWD) groundwater supplies to San Juan Water District Wholesale (“SJTWD-W”)
will occur during dry years, planned outages of the United States Bureau of
Reclamation (“USBR™) or San Juan Water District Wholesale (STWD-W) Water
Treatment Plant facilities, or emergencies when surface water supplies from Folsom
Reservoir to STWD-W are reduced or interrupted.

I have questions and concerns related to the assignment of capacity, use of facilities
and the operation of the Project and equity between the retail customers served by
SIWD-W; those customers being Citrus Heights Water District (CHWD), Fair Oaks
Water District (FOWD), San Juan Water District Retail in Sacramento and Placer
Counties (SIWD-R), Orange Vale Water Company (OVWC) and the City of Folsom
— Ashland Area (FOL). While planned outages are predictable and the frequency and
duration of emergencies are vastly unknown, what is the prediction or criteria that
would trigger the operation of the Project and resultant operation of other facilities
such as wells and pipelines?

EQUITY:

As identified in the SSWD/SIWD Pump Back Project Report dated QOctober 29,
2014, a water supply target of 25 MGD is estimated to provide the minimum level of
acceptable service for the STWD wholesale service area, which is slightly higher than
the 2012 winter and late fall wholesale area daily demand. CHWD’s comments and
edits to said Report accompany this letter.

Allocation of those target demands is proposed as follows:

Agency Target
SJWD-R 7MGD
FOL 1 MGD
CHWD 8§ MGD
FOWD 6 MGD
OVWC 3 MGD
Assumed Health and Safety Demand 25.0 MGD




CHWD confirms that its winter and late fall demands for 2012 and in aggregate for
the period of 2009-2013 were 7.22 and 7.80 MGD, respectively.

However, when equating these target demands with the population in each agency
(source: STWD/SSWD Phase 2A Draft Study dated November 14, 2014, page 63 of
91) there is a significant level of disparity in the level of service in gallons per person
per day (GPCID) proposed to be provided as follows:

Agency Population Target GPCD
SIWD-R 32,086 7 MGD 218
FOL 38,449 1 MGD 244
CHWD 67,333 8§ MGD 119
FOWD 38,449 6 MGD 156
OVWC 18.154 IMGD 165
160,122
Assumed Health and Safety Demand 25.0 MGD 156

During times of dry years, planned outages of the USBR or SJWD-W Water
Treatment Plant facilities, or emergencies when surface water supplies from Folsom
Reservoir to STWD-W are reduced, times in which indoor consumptive use will be
the primary focus and outdoor watering is discouraged or prohibited, utilizing data
that is not reflective of personal needs is not appropriate. Such conditions are likely
to apply to Water Emergency (Stage 4) or Water Crisis (Stage 5) of our water
conservation plans and most certainly to a water supply limitation of 65 GPCD that
has been discussed regionally and by the USBR as its minimum water allocation to
protect Health and Safety.

As such, it is Citrus Heights Water District’s conclusion that the target demands for
the Project need to be revised as follows:

Agency Target GCPD
SJWD-R 5.0MGD 156
FOL 0.6 MGD 156
CHWD 10.5MGD 156
FOWD ' 6. 0MGD 156
OVWC 29MGD 156
Assumed Health and Safety Demand 250 MGD 156
WATER DELIVERIES:

It is my understanding that the Project as proposed will reverse the flow of water in
SSWDr’s 48-inch Conveyance Pipeline (CP) and the SIWD Cooperative
Transmission Pipeline (CTP) to allow for the new Antelope Pump-Back Booster
Pump Station to pump groundwater to the STWD-W Hinkle Reservoir for
distribution to STWD-R, OVWC, FOL, CHWD and FOWD. To do so, all water
delivery connections off of the CP and the CTP will need to be turned off to enable
SSWD groundwater to be delivered directly to Hinkle Reservoir.



SSWD Conveyance Pipeline Element:

CHWD invested in three connections to the SSWD CP during construction by
SSWD’s predecessor agency, Northridge Water District. These connections are as
follows:

e A 12-inch by 6-inch metered connection with pressure sustaining station to
augment fire protection and to provide a redundant delivery source to
CHWD at Van Maren Lane and Navion Drive. This connection is typically

3 k

on’.

e A 24-inch outlet for future connection to the CHWD water transmission
system at Antelope Road and Lauppe Lane. Piping from this outlet was
extended southerly across Antelope Road in conjunction with the City of
Citrus Heights’ recent roadway improvements. There is presently no
connection to the CHWD system. Metering and a pressure control station
will be needed at the time of future connection and deliveries.

¢ An 18-inch metered connection on Antelope Road east of Mariposa Avenue.
This connection is typically ‘off’.

SIWD Cooperative Transmission Pipeline Element:

CHWD invested over $5,000,000 for Capacity Entitlements in the SJTWD CTP to
provide much-needed reliability and operational flexibility for receiving surface
water deliveries from STWD-W. The CTP now operates in parallel with CHWD's
42-inch Transmission Pipeline that was constructed in 1958.

Operation of the CTP in a reverse method at any time negates CHWD’s investment
and its ability to use its Capacity Entitlements for the benefit of its ratepayers.
Furthermore, STWD does not have any Capacity Entitlements as enumerated in the
CTP Ownership, Utilization, Operation and Maintenance Agreement (the “CTP
Agreement”) in the southernmost CTP segment on Santa Juanita Avenue (see Exhibit
C-8) nor in any of the ten CTP segments on Oak Avenue (see Exhibits C-9, C-11, C-
14, C-15, C-17, C-18, C-19, C-21, C-22 and C-23). The Capacity Entitlements of
other agencies would be similarly negated, especially CTP deliveries along Qak and
Filbert Avenues to OVWC and FOWD and along Main Avenue to OVWC.

Subsection B — Capacity Entitlement of Section 3 — Capacity Provisions (attached) of
the CTP Agreement includes the provision that “No Participant shall use a share of
the available capacity in a pipeline segment that is greater than the share that
Participant is entitled to as set forth in Exhibit C if that use would diminish, impair,
restrict or otherwise adversely impact the operation of the (CTP) Project or the use of
capacity to which another Participant is entitled.”

Enclosed is a Schematic Diagram of the Cooperative Transmission Pipeline Project
for reference. My review of this schematic indicates that the following diversion
points will need to be closed to facilitate the proposed operation of the Project;



Node 27 — 24-inch delivery point to CHWD at C-Bar-C Park

Node 25 — 18-inch delivery point to CHWD at Hazel Avenue

Node 24 — 8-inch delivery point to CHWD at Filbert Avenue

Node 20 — 48-inch turnout at Filbert Avenue for deliveries to OVWC and FOWD
Node 18 — 30-inch turnout at Main Avenue for delivery to OVWC

Node 17 — 72-inch valve to east to isolate CTP Pipeline Segment 9 from the CTP
Node 16 — 18-inch delivery point to STWD-R at Santa Juanita Avenue

Node 12 — 42-inch connection to STWD-R Bacon Pump Station

With these valves closed, water deliveries to the retail customer agencies will be
rerouted from Hinkle Reservoir through the water transmission facilities in place
prior construction of the CTP, to include utilization of STWD’s Fair Qaks 40-inch
Transmission Pipeline and CHWD’s 42-inch Transmission Pipeline.

Several other water delivery questions come to the forefront when considering
operation of the proposed Project.

» Under pump-back conditions, does STWD-W expect to deliver a water supply
to SJTWD-R through the CHWD 42-inch Transmission Pipeline at Granite
Avenue (Node not shown on the Schematic Diagram) and to SJTWD-R and
OVWC at Hazel Avenue (Node 10). Will control valves be required at these
locations? An Agreement needs to be developed for STWD-W utilization of
CHWD’s 42-inch Transmission Pipeline to serve STWD-R and OVWC.

¢ Under pump-back conditions, assuming that all deliveries are routed through
Hinkle Reservoir, is there enough capacity in the remaining connection(s) to
provide 2.9 MGD to OVWC, both with and without the aforementioned
Hazel Avenue connection being in service.

As such, it is Citrus Heights Water District’s conclusion that water deliveries by
reversing the operation of the STWD Cooperative Transmission Pipeline (CTP) to
allow for the proposed Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station to pump
groundwater to the SJWD-W Hinkle Reservoir for distribution is not consistent with
the intent of or provisions of the CTP Ownership, Utilization, Operation and
Maintenance Agreement and thereby harmful to the interests and investment of
CHWD and cannot be undertaken without approval and amendments to the CTP
Agreement.

HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS:

As considered in the SSWD/SIWD Pump Back Project Report dated October 29,
2014 under the section on Operational Considerations, pressure sustaining/pressure
reducing control stations on the CHWD 42-inch Transmission Pipeline and on
SJWD’s Fair Qaks 40-inch Transmission Pipeline are currently under design.

From CHWI’s perspective, with the SSWD CP and SJWD CTP traversing the entire
CHWD service area from east to west, further analyses are recommended for the
following scenarios:



* A single control valve at CHWD’s 42-inch connection to SJWD-W at
Cascade Falls Drive plus control valves at STWD-W connections to the
CHWD 42-inch Transmission Pipeline at Granite Avenue and at Hazel
Avenue.

* A control valve along the CHWD 42-inch Transmission Pipeline along with
internal control valves on other CHWD transmission/distribution pipelines
along a topographic elevation rather than at pipeline or political boundaries to
maximize the production capabilities of CHWD’s groundwater facilities. This
scenario would enable some portions of CHWD to receive surface water and
or pump-back water under certain conditions with the remainder of CHWD
being served with CHWD-produced groundwater.

e A series of control valves at selected or all CHWD connections to the SSWD
CP and SIWD CTP.

¢ A combination of the above.

What is the cost allocation methodology proposed for design, construction, operation
and maintenance of the control valves?

LONG TERM WATER SUPPLY AND DELIVERY PLANNINGQ

Citrus Heights Water District has been and will continue to provide facilities and
water supplies to meets its mission first and foremost to “furnish a dependable supply
of safe, quality water delivered in an efficient, responsive and affordable manner™.

The District also “commits to collaborate with other agencies in support of regional
endeavors of mutual interest and benefit”.

To meet this mission and commitment and to communicate with STWD-W as
CHWD’s supplier of surface water from the American River, I'm providing the
following information such that we can continue to work together in a collaborative
manner;

Groundwater Facilities:

» CHWD’s Skycrest Well (No. 6) is expected to be on line in September 2015.
Production is estimated to be 3.2 MGD. Bids for equipping the site (pump,
motor, controls, building, site work) will be presented to the CHWD Board of
Directors on January 13, 2015.

* CHWD’s 10-year Capital Improvement Plan anticipates completion of Well
No. 71n 2018 and Well No. 8 in 2022 at an estimated cost in 2014 dollars of
$3,015,000 each.



Water Transmission Facilities:

As noted in the discussion above, with regard to the SSWD Conveyance
Pipeline Element, CHWD has a 24-inch outlet and pipeline extension at
Antelope Road and Lauppe Lane. CHWD has been methodically adding 24-
inch transmission main segments to its internal transmission main system to
create a loop from C-Bar-C Park on Oak Avenue south to Greenback Lane,
westerly along Greenback Lane to San Juan High School, and north to
Antelope Road. Only two segments of this loop remain to be completed:
westerly across the back of San Juan High School in 2015 and northerly from
Auburn Blvd near Citrus Heights Costco along Carriage Drive and Lauppe
Lane to Antelope Road in 2023.

This transmission main loop was envisioned coming out of the ARBCA plan
in the mid-1990’s to potentially receive surface water from the Sacramento
River. This is one of the reasons that CHWD became party to the recent
machination of the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study that STWD-W
may soon be a party to also. In addition to other water treatment and pump
station facilities needed for the region, including CHWD, to someday receive
water from the Sacramento River, a booster pump station at SSWD’s
Antelope facility will be an integral part.

We are appreciative of your recognition and consideration of CHWD’s prior
and ongoing planning efforts with respect to any planned SSWD/SIWD
collaborative operation of the SSWD CP and welcome the opportunity to be a
party to further discussion and agreements.

Water Shortage Plannine:

Asyouor SIWD staff will recall, the initial parties to a SSWD Booster Pump
Station Project were SSWD and CHWD with the Regional Water Authority
seeking support for a grant application. To facilitate participation in studying
the Project, CHWD had budgeted $250,000.

Consistent with the SJWD Family Water Shortage Management Plan,
CHWD would use its wells and potentially receive supplemental groundwater
through the SSWD CP thereby further reducing its need for surface water
during critically dry years or in an emergency. In so doing, this would allow
others to receive more Folsom Reservoir surface water from STWD-W while
reimbursing CHWD consistent with said Water Shortage Management Plan,

The recent drought and water supply shortage situation has prompted STWD-
W to consider options for scenarios where there is no water in Folsom
Reservoir with the Pump-Back Project being the alternative now considered
for additional water supplies for the STWD Family.

If the Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump Station Project comes to fruition,
does the SIWD Family Water Shortage Management Plan need to be
amended or cancelled?




FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

[heard recently that the cost for constructing the Antelope Pump-Back Booster Pump
Station Project was higher than initially budgeted and also that the Memorandum of
Understanding for the Project was not yet approved by SSWD. Is the Project stiil
viable? Does this change the schedule or the funding available for the Project?

At the November 5, 2014 SJWD Wholesale Budget Board Workshop, it was
mentioned by SJWD Assistant General Manager Keith Durkin in response to a
Director’s question, that the cost of pump-back water from SSWD was less than
other supplies (interpreted by me as being less than CHWD and FOWD costs).

I would be very receptive to receiving information regarding SSWD’s price to
SIWD-W to produce, treat and deliver groundwater water through its facilities to the
C-Bar-C terminus of the CTP. Depending upon the pricing arrangement, expanding
the Antelope Pump Back Booster Pump Station Project to include CHWD could be a
less-costly alternative than CHWD’s construction of additional wells.

Thank you for your consideration of these questions and concerns. A written
response by December 31, 2014 is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Churchill
General Manager

ce: Citrus Heights Water District Board of Directors
Judith K. Albietz, Legal Counsel
Sharon Wilcox, General Manager: Orange Vale Water Company
Marcus Yasutake, Environmental and Water Resources Director:
City of Folsom
Tom Gray, General Manager: Fair Oaks Water District
Rob Roscoe, General Manager: Sacramento Suburban Water District
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ACWA Federal Government
ACWA JPIA

ACWA Local Government
ACWA Region 4

CVP Water Users Assn.

RWA

SGA
2x2 Water Management Ad Hoc
SSWD Board Meetings

Ad Hoc Executive Committee

Assignment
Ted Costa

Pam Tobin
Bob Walters
Pam Tobin
Pam Tobin
Ted Costa

Pam Tobin/
Shauna Lorance

Pam Tobin
Ted Costa/Bob Walters

Dan Rich

Alternate
Pam Tobin
Pam Tobin
Ken Miller
Ted Costa
Bob Walters

Ted Costa

Alternate

Ken Miller

Bob Walters

Ted Costa

Pam Tobin/Dan Rich





