


SB 552 Implementation Updates
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Presentation Notes
Kyle/Ken? Or Rebecca


SB 552 Requirements

* County to establish a standing county drought and water
shortage task force to facilitate drought and water shortage
preparedness

* County to develop a County Drought Resilience Plan that
Includes potential drought and water shortage risk and proposed
iInterim and long-term solutions

o May be a stand-alone document or included to an existing
county plan
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
E.g., small water suppliers with 1,000-2,999 service connections and schools are required to develop a WSCP
Small water suppliers with less than 1,000 service connections need to add drought planning elements to their emergency notification or response plan

I don’t want to spend too much time on this since we have a lot to cover, I know we have a few people here today that are new so if anyone is not familiar with the SB 552 requirements, please reach out…




Ongoing DWR Efforts

DWR released the County
Drought Resilience Plan
Guidebook on December 20,

2022.

Public comment period was
between December 20, 2022
and January 20, 2023.

DRAFT
County Drought Resilience Plan Guidebook

Task Force FI'.'II’I'I"ILIlEtiCI'n, Plan Development, and
Implementatlnn Considerations for Implementing Senate
Bill 552 (Hertzberg)

December 2022

Califomia Department of Water Resources
Water Use Efficiency Branch
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
DWR prepared this Guidebook as a technical assistance document to help counties develop their County Drought Resilience Plan. This Guidebook includes information:
Risk assessment
available data and tools from State agencies
short-term emergency response actions
long-term mitigation actions

The Agency provided comments to DWR based on our experiences with El Dorado County

For small water suppliers that are required to develop a WSCP (i.e., 1,000-2,999 connections and schools)…DWR and the State Water Board released a WSCP template


Ongoing EDWA
Implementation Efforts

El Dorado County Drought
Resilience Plan

* Currently being drafted

* |[nitial draft is expected Spring
2023

'i""EI Dorado e -
- County Drought Resilience Plan

. " Draft | Spring 2023

In collaboration with:

i



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Upfront language is drafted

Purpose of the document
Background on El Dorado County, its available resources, and small water systems


El Dorado County Drought Resilience Plan

To address the concerns discussed in the WRDMP and
UARB RDCP, El Dorado County’s Drought Plan will
address all small water systems within the region.

This goes beyond what is
required by SB 552, which
only requires addressing water
shortage preparedness for
state small water systems and PRI N G = VoY
domestic wells. [ ® 8,

Service Type i
D Community Water Systems ' Non-Transient Non-Community Water Systems

Y
D Non-Community Water Systems D State Small Water Systems %



Small Water Systems in El Dorado Co
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Presentation Notes
Rebecca


Definitions

Community water system = public water system that serves at least 15
service connections used by yearlong residents or regularly serves at
least 25 yearlong residents of the area

Small water suppliers = community water systems serving 15-2,999
service connections and less than 3,000 AF annually

State small water systems = water system serving 5-14 service
connections and does not regularly serve drinking water to more than an
average of 25 individuals daily for more than 60 days out of the year

Nontransient noncommunity water system = public water system that
IS not a community water system and that regularly serves at least 25 of
the same persons over 6 months per year


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Community systems are residentials.

Some examples of NTNC systems include schools, factories, office buildings, and hospitals which have their own water systems.

Public water system means a system for the provision of water for human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances that has 15 or more service connections, or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year.


Small Water Systems in El Dorado County

Service Type
D Community Water Systems
' Non-Community Water Systems

’ Non-Transient Non-Community Water Systems
D State Small Water Systems

southiLake
anoe, [~
e o

“d

o ‘ < ' .-:.' ' e
o City R
Service Connections
@ <5
@ 5-14
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Small Water Systems in El Dorado County
by Region

Nontransient

Community | Noncommunity | Noncommunity | State Small
Water Systems | Water Systems | Water Systems | Water System

Tahoe 4 38 3 14
West Slope 11 59 6 6
Total 15 97 9 20

59

82

141

&



Small Water Systems in El Dorado County
by Number of Service Connections

Nontransient

Community | Noncommunity | Noncommunity | State Small

Connections Water Systems | Water Systems | Water Systems | Water System
1,000-2,999 Service 0 0 N/A 2
Connections

VRN ,ﬁZ'
15-999 Service Connections 46 '/ 2 1\ llaaa N/A 61
1 (5)
\
5-14 Service Connections N/A & \\5 ,’ A4
<5 Service Connections N/A 32 2 N/A 34
Total 15 97 9 20 141

N/A = not applicable per definition

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The circles represent the small water systems with SB 552 requirements

Of those 7 NTNC water systems, 5 are schools, the other 2 do not have SB 552 requirements
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Risk Assessment Overview



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So the focus of this presentation is going to be on the risk assessment…where we identify different small water systems vulnerabilities, which we then use to identify which small water systems are most at risk for drought or water shortage events

The risk assessment is going to inform our emergency response actions and long-term mitigation actions
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Risk Assessment Process

(

Gather existing
data on small
water systems

~

4 )

Interview and
survey small
water systems to
gather additional
information

/

Review and
analyze existing
data and
information
gathered during
the interview

process

~

|dentify
vulnerabilities
and risk factors to
inform County
Drought
Resilience Plan




Data Collection

Compiled and reviewed existing data from:

o County of El Dorado Environmental
Management Department

o 2020 Electronic Annual Report, State
Water Resources Control Board

o Existing datasets (e.g., American River
Basin Study, CAL FIRE, Cal-Adapt)

Interviewed water systems via phone and
Google Forms survey

14

\# El Dorado
(. Water Agency

JOIN OUR SURVEY TO
IMPROVE YOUR WATER

SUPPLY RELIABILITY!

[ EMAIL US: EDCWA@EDCGOV.US J

We’re Gathering
information.

Are you part of a small water system?
Are you worried about your long-term water security?

Do you want to help future generations have a reliable water supply?

The County of El Dorado and El Dorado Water Agency need your help to better prepare
for droughts and water shortages. Please take the applicable 5-minute survey below to be
a part of the solution. Any published results and findings will remain unattributed.

Small water systems
Click here or
scan th:s code



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We interviewed 9 systems and got survey responses from 39 systems.



DWR'’s Water Shortage Vulnerability Tool
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Interviews/Surveys to Date

Small Water Systems

Community water systems serving 1,000
to 2,999 service connections, inclusive,
and nontransient noncommunity water
systems that are schools

Community water systems serving 15 to
999 service connections

State Small Water Systems (5-14 service
connections)

Other small water systems not subject to
SB 552 requirements

Number of Small
Water Systems
in Each Category

13

20

101

Number of
Interviews
Completed

Number of
Google Forms
Surveys
Completed

21

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Out of 141 systems total, we interviewed 8 systems and got google forms responses from 36 systems

8 interviews
34 Google Forms survey responses
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Risk Assessment Methodology

Vulnerabilities were identified based on DWR’s County

Plan Guidebook, previous drought work, and water system
interviews/surveys

|dentified and evaluated 32 drought- and water shortage-
related vulnerabilities

Each small water system received an overall risk score
(based on individual vulnerability scores)

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
UARB RDCP, water resources development and management plan, county drought advisory group
_________

Note that these overall risk scores will not be used as a “report card”. Ultimately, the risk assessment will group the results based on small water system location, water source, system type, etc.

This grouping will be used to focus County and Agency efforts on small water systems that are particularly vulnerable to drought or water shortage events and will allow them to provide support that is tailored to a particular system’s needs. 



Risk Assessment Matrix

Vulnerabilities Risk Assessment Data

Water Systems

Water System Information

Environmental Vulnerabilities

Infrastructure Vulnerabilities

Regulatory and Organizational Vulnerabilities

SWS5 1D

CADS00616
CAZS0021%
CADD01217
CADS00618
CADB00206
CAZS00401
CAIS00100
CAZ00205
CADB00516
CADD00112
CAD901219
CAD901222
CAZo01223
CADS01260
CADD00422
CADS00109
CAIS00650

Small Water System Name

47 Milestone/Aspen Creek Tract

All Qutdoors Adventure Trips

Bear State Water Works

Bryant Creek/Fir Tracts Mwa

Camp Chiguita Campground [Health)
Camp Fleming — Campground

Camp Fleming — Lodge

Camp Lotus Water System

Camp Sacramento

Candlelight Willage Mutual Water Co.
Capps Crossing Campsround

China Flat Campground

Cleveland Corral Rest Area

Cody Water Association

Cryzstal Caves Mhp

Dru Barner Campsround

Echo Lake Camp

System Type

-

SSWS
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NC
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Recreation Ares Well Ws
Reszidential Area Spring WS
Other Residential Area Well W5
Cther Transient Area Well W5
Other Transient Area Well WS
Other Transient Area Well Ws
Other Transient Area Well W5
Summer Camp Intake W5
Mobile Home Park Well W5
Recreation Area Spring WS
Recreation Ares Well Ws
Highway Rest Area Well WS
Other Residential Area Intake W5
Mobile Home Park Well W5
Recreation Area Well W3
Summer Camp Intake Ws
Rezidantial Area Intaka ws
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
So after we identified all of our vulnerabilities (top row), we developed scoring criteria, which were provided earlier this week…and we then assigned a score between 1 and 5 for each vulnerability for each small water system. 1 is green and means that this is a low risk (or no risk) for that particular system, while a 5 (red) is considered a very high risk. So the lower the score for a small water system, the better

These are preliminary results that are subject to change so please do not distribute these results…

These are all weighted, but after the input received during our breakout session, these might be changing slightly.


Risk Assessment Vulnerabilities




Risk Assessment Vulnerability Categories

Environmental Vulnerabilities — Evaluates the effects of
current and future environmental or natural resource
conditions.

ﬁu Infrastructure Vulnerabilities — Evaluates water system
supply and facility conditions.

Regulatory and Organizational Vulnerabilities —
Evaluates the effects of regulations, funding, and water
system framework/planning.

20
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Env: warming temperatures, wildfire risk, water quality..

Infrastructure: number of supply sources, whether a small water system has an intertie, auxiliary power, etc.

Regulatory and Organizational, which I’ll just be referring to as regulatory for the rest of the presentation, represent vulnerabilities related to regulations, funding, 

Reg: water curtailments, how a water systems structures their rate system, when they have a drought preparedness plan or WSCP


Group Activity
Rate the drought- and water shortage-related vulnerabilities based on:

* How likely the vulnerability is to contribute to a drought or water
shortage event (i.e., low, medium, or high risk)

* |If applicable, the likelihood of the vulnerability occurring in the future
(i.e., low, medium, or high frequency)

o

v ¢l
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Some of the vulnerabilities are just binary or are not based on an event so won’t be scored with a frequency…e.g., water shortage contingency plan

So we’d like to rate these vulnerabilities but I also want this to be an open discussion about possible ways we may be able to improve our analyses, maybe there is other data that you’d suggest we use or another way we could use the data to evaluate a particular vulnerability


Risk Assessment tsand T



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For this meeting we just wanted to focus on the high level trends, we are looking at this data in different ways but didn’t want to get to in the weeds for this meeting….
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High Scoring Vulnerabilities by Region

Reliance on Single
Water Source Type
» Lack of Interties

 Receives Water
from Fractured

« Lack of « Lack of Metered Rock Aquifer
Secondary Connections . Lack of
Water Supply * Lack of Drought Groundwater Level

Preparedness or \Water
Shortage Contingency
Plan

Monitoring

Tahoe West Slope

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Average vulnerability score of 4 or more. 

So while a lot of Tahoe systems lack a secondary supply, it may not be an issue if their primary (and only) supply has never had disruptions to delivieries
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High Scoring Vulnerabilities in Tahoe by
System Type

Nontransient

Community Noncommunity Noncommunity State Small Water
Systems Systems Systems Systems

* Located in CAL
FIRE Fire Hazard
Severity Zone

« Lack of Secondary Supply
» Lack of Drought Preparedness or Water
Shortage Contingency Plan

 Reliance on a

Single Water

Source Type .
* Lack of Interties Lack of Metered e Lack of Interties
e Serves Connections
Socioeconomically
Vulnerable

Customers

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Selected the 3 highest scoring vulnerabilities for each system type.


High Scoring Vulnerabilities in the West Slope
by System Type

Nontransient

Community Noncommunity Noncommunity State Small Water
Systems Systems Systems Systems

« Reliance on Fractured Rock Aquifers
» Lack of Interties

» Higher Wildfire Lack of Drought Preparedness or Water
Risk Expected Shortage Contingency Plan
e Serves Rel
Socioeconomically « Lack of Metered etlance on a « Lack of Secondary
: Single Water
Vulnerable Connections s - Supply
Customers ource lype

@


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Community systems are the only system type that is not primarily dependent on wells. About 60% of the community systems in the West Slope are on intakes or springs.

Most of the NTNC systems are schools. 



Key Points and Takeaways

* Most systems in the County lack interties and a Drought
Preparedness or Water Shortage Contingency Plan (Drought

Plan)

o Community systems tend to be the only systems with a
Drought Plan

* Community systems are often located in higher wildfire risk
areas and serve socioeconomically vulnerable customers

* Systems that lack a secondary water supply are
predominately located in Tahoe

26

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Filtering by number of system type, service classification, or service connections did not exhibit any noticeable trends with the vulnerability scores. However, we did see some differences between regions…




Risk Assessment Matrix

Vulnerabilities Risk Assessment Data

Water Systems

Water System Information

Environmental Vulnerabilities

Infrastructure Vulnerabilities

Regulatory and Organizational Vulnerabilities

SWS5 1D

CADS00616
CAZS0021%
CADD01217
CADS00618
CADB00206
CAZS00401
CAIS00100
CAZ00205
CADB00516
CADD00112
CAD901219
CAD901222
CAZo01223
CADS01260
CADD00422
CADS00109
CAIS00650

Small Water System Name

47 Milestone/Aspen Creek Tract

All Qutdoors Adventure Trips

Bear State Water Works

Bryant Creek/Fir Tracts Mwa

Camp Chiguita Campground [Health)
Camp Fleming — Campground

Camp Fleming — Lodge

Camp Lotus Water System

Camp Sacramento

Candlelight Willage Mutual Water Co.
Capps Crossing Campsround

China Flat Campground

Cleveland Corral Rest Area

Cody Water Association

Cryzstal Caves Mhp

Dru Barner Campsround

Echo Lake Camp

System Type
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Other Transient Area Well W5
Summer Camp Intake W5
Mobile Home Park Well W5
Recreation Area Spring WS
Recreation Ares Well Ws
Highway Rest Area Well WS
Other Residential Area Intake W5
Mobile Home Park Well W5
Recreation Area Well W3
Summer Camp Intake Ws
Rezidantial Area Intaka ws
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Note: These are preliminary results for today’s discussion only. Please do not distribute.

A

Wfater Curtailments in 2021
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Reiterate that these scores might change slightly based on weighting activity done earlier.
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Vulnerability Score Maps
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Vulnerability Score Maps
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Total Vulnerability Score by Region and Water
Source Type
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The higher the score, the more at risk a system is, lower scores represent a lower risk for small water systems


Environmental Vulnerability Score by Region
and Water Source Type
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Springs in Tahoe actually score higher than those in the West Slope, this is due to some reported water quality concerns as well as the location of some systems in a high wildfire risk zones


Vulnerable

Vulnerable
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Infrastructure Vulnerability Score by Region
and Water Source Type
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Surprisingly, intakes and springs score higher in Tahoe than they do in the West Slope. For intakes, this is due to the lack of secondary supplies and the consolidation vulnerabilities. For springs, this is due to the lack of secondary supplies and metered connections.


Regulatory and Organizational Vulnerability
Score by Region and Water Source Type

Tahoe W
Intake Spring Well Average Score — - West Slope M
‘s A\ N\ 7 A N7 A ~
4.00
@
v 8
S & 3.00
E% o
S 2.50
2 2.12 I 2= 2.26
> . 2.06 ----------------------------------
=~ - | 1.94
2 2.00 ==l =4
L
>
Qo
)
o
@
v 1.00
=
0.00

33


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Averages are much closer between the two regions for the regulatory vulnerabilities, which makes sense since a lot of the vulnerabilities identified aren’t location dependent, compared to some of the environmental and infrastructure vulnerabilities.

Spring systems scored so much higher in the West Slope due to:

Water curtailments in 2021
More stringent water treatment operator certification requirements
And because they tend to serve more socioeconomically vulnerable customers


Score
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Vulnerability Scores by Region and Category
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Quick little refresher on box and whisker plots for anyone that’s like me that looks at them approximately once every 3 years
First quartile (bottom box) is greater than 25% of the data and less than the other 75%
The second quartile, or the MEDIAN, is the line in the middle of the box and divides the data in half
The third quartile (top of the box) is larger than 75% of the data and smaller than the remaining 25%
The whiskers extend to the furthest data point that is within 1.5 times of the distance between the third and first quartile (top and bottom of the box)
The x represents the mean and we’ve also included the actual values for the mean as well

Infrastructure vulnerabilities were the highest scoring vulnerability category for both Tahoe and the West Slope

Tahoe small water systems have a lower average and tend to be more closely distributed around this mean for every vulnerability category as well total score. 

Differences in the average for each vulnerability category are most pronounced for the environmental and infrastructure vulnerabilities. Again, regulatory scores between the two regions are grouped pretty closely together


Key Points and Takeaways

* |nfrastructure vulnerabilities were the highest (i.e., worst) scoring

cateqory

o Next highest scoring vulnerability category was:
* Regulatory and Organizational vulnerabilities for Tahoe
* Environmental vulnerabilities for the West Slope

* The West Slope scores higher for the total vulnerability score
and all vulnerability categories

o Differences are most pronounced for the Environmental and
Infrastructure vulnerability categories

o Well systems appear to be driving this disparity
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Remember…intakes and springs in the West Slope for the infrastructure vulnerabilities actually scored lower, but there are so many well systems, which score quite a bit higher in the West Slope.

Filtering by number of system type, service classification, or service connections did not exhibit any noticeable trends with the vulnerability scores


Scoring Breakdown by Vulnerability
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Reliance on fractured rock aquifiers, lack of interties, lack of metered connections, and lack of drought preparedness or WSCPs are the big offenders

Did want to draw your attention to the rate-related vulnerabilities and the auxiliary power vulnerability


Scoring Composition
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Scoring Breakdown by System and Water
Source Type (Tahoe)
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Wanted to dry your attention to the number of no responses for the state small water systems


Scoring Composition

38

Scoring Breakdown by System and Water
Source Type (West Slope)
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Key Points and Takeaways

* Large numbers of No Responses for:

o SWRCB'’s eAR Data (e.g., lack of auxiliary power and
rate-related vulnerabilities)

o otate small water systems

* In both Tahoe and the West Slope, community systems tend
to score the lowest (i.e., best)

* State small water systems and noncommunity systems had
the highest average total score in Tahoe and the West Slope,

respectively
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
These are just general trends, we’ve looked at the data a lot of different ways but none that are really illuminating. If there are other ways you’d like to see the data presented, reach out and I can get you specific graphs
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Moving Forward



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Rebecca
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Next Meeting

April 2023*
* Regulatory and legislative updates

* Review of preliminary response and mitigation actions for the County Drought
Resilience Plan

* Drought preparedness planning for upcoming summer

\&dditional meetings may be scheduled based on ongoing county drought conditions

&


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Likely the week of the 10th or the 17th
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Thank you!
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