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- ,"We are sure most people in Cai!fomta wouid ermsuder a daubhng of wa’ter mﬂaws to be a cansrderabie

: E@EnwE »~

| “ Deadline: 3/26/10 by 12 noon

g step forward, The analysis of the proposals by The Sea Ranch Water Company show thatifthe new - :

: pofrcy was apphed to this community it would: require @ 1200% incréase in the minimum by pass flow. -

B “This seems unreasonable jump from the existing standards and we questmn if lt was the mtentmn of BN N

R the legaslatton to reqmre mcreases of thfs magmtucie

L -The pnhcy allews the aEternatwe af a sc;ent‘ﬁc s’fue&y however ?t has been estimated that thls wsu!d cast
- iin'the orderof $1,000,000. Agam thus seen'ss a pmhibitwe burden for aften small water compames and

e the commun;ties they serve;

B -Why shoutd existmg cpmmumﬁes be concemed?

- :'There area: number of sedtions in the paiacy that it appears could requnre existtng users ta adapt the i
. new standarﬂs mciudzng Mson 3: 3 1 ztem 2, Section 3 3.2.2 and Sectmn 8 3 S

S 58@%05& the new requrrament$ are so much hngher man the ex:shng even a small hmremeniai |ncrease _

Cin existing use. would have a profound- sffect. Based on The Sea Ranc:h calnulatzon a 10% mcrease in

demand weuld r&qunre a 120% mcrease in f!ow requ:rements

| Section 8. 3 gzves author;!y to the SWRCB to rewew any exqstlng license Thare appear to be ne stated
E 3performance criteria that corripanies can work to guarantee that they wﬂi not run: mto probiems other i

e thana sub;ective requsremem for “reasonable use”:

i - it appears that ali exustmg acmmumtles eou!@d therefnre be affected The Sea Ranch study has shawn
L thata commumty would-either be saddied with &hormous costs or bé deprived of water for. drinking,
- sanitation and fire protection. It seems ‘unreasonabte that they should bear the financial burden for -

 mitigating the effects of all the other things that affect water flow in our rivers: such as mming, 1eggmg, f : e 5_ -

2 " o ;agr:cuﬂare etc If th:s nsk exrsts |t wm have an :mmedsa’te etmnomac eﬁect

S :"i'o avoid these haa‘dshlps we req " st that eﬁhar the : ”cuiatwns shouid be rewsed or that there should
i ;be a cap on the mareases to mmzmum by pass flows appl‘ed to extstmg users s _
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