Agenda
Sacramento Suburban Water District
Facilities and Operations Committee

3701 Marconi Avenue, Suite 100 Wednesday, May 27, 2009
Sacramento, CA 95821 5:30 p.m.

Public documents relating to any open session item listed on this agenda that are distributed to
the Committee members less than 72 hours before the meeting are available for public inspection
in the customer service area of the District’s Administrative Office at the address listed above.

The public may address the Committee concerning any item of interest. Persons who wish to
comment on either agenda or non-agenda items should fill out a Comment Card and give it to the
General Manager. The Committee Chair will call for comments at the appropriate time.
Comments will be subject to reasonable time limits (3 minutes).

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you have a disability, and you need a
disability-related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, then please

contact Sacramento Suburban Water District Human Resources at 679-3972. Requests must be
made as early as possible and at least one-full business day before the start of the meeting.

Call to Order

Roll Call

Public Comment

This is an opportunity for the public to comment on non-agenda items within the subject matter
jurisdiction of the Committee. Comments are limited to 3 minutes.

Items for Discussion and Action

1. Facility Consolidation Study
Consider additional property options for District facility consolidation.

2. Variance Request; 3417 Freedom Park Drive
Consider request of developer to deviate from District Standards and Specifications.

3. Easement Acquisition Status Report
Review report from District staff.

4. Engineering Design Services Contract
Review report from District staff.
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5. Public Records Request; Sacramento Bee
Review status of request and staff response.

Adjournment

EE I S S i S i S i

Upcoming Meetings:
Monday, June 15, 2009 at 6:30 p.m., Regular Board Meeting

Monday, July 20, 2009 at 6:30 p.m., Regular Board Meeting

EE I S S i S S i S i

I certify that the foregoing agenda for the May 27, 2009 meeting of the Sacramento Suburban
Water District Facilities and Operations Committee was posted by May 22, 2009 at the
Sacramento Suburban Water District office, 3701 Marconi Avenue, Suite 100, Sacramento,
California, and was made available to the public during normal business hours.

Robert S. Roscoe, P.E.
General Manager
Sacramento Suburban Water District
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Facilities and Operations Committee
Agenda Item: 1

Date: May 21, 2009
Subject: Facility Consolidation Study

Staff Contact:  John E. Valdes, Capital Improvement Program Manager

Recommended Committee Action:

Receive report on new proprieties that have been identified and investigated for potential facility
consolidation and provide direction to staff on whether to proceed with any further study or
action.

Background:
At the September 2008 Board meeting, the Board directed staff to continue working with the

Facilities & Operations Committee on possible alternatives for facility consolidation. Some
remaining budget was available with our engineering consultant, Domenichelli & Associates
(D&A), and real estate subconsultant, Overland, Pacific & Cutler (OP&C), from Phase 2A of the
Facility Consolidation Study.

It was concluded in Phase I of the Facility Consolidation Study that the District needs a
minimum of 3.8 acres of property to consolidate all staff, vehicles, equipment, etc. onto one site.
Phase 2A of the study was undertaken to determine if consolidation was economically feasible to
the District. Four potential sites had been identified during Phase 1 of the Facility Consolidation
Study and these sites were recommended for further evaluation. These four sites all met a
number of pre-selected evaluation criteria. These four sites were: 1) Winters Street and Rene
Avenue site, 5.0 acres; 2) McClellan Park Site S-1, Stratus Drive and Main Avenue, 5.2 acres
(made up of 2 parcels); 3) McClellan Park Site S-3, Forcum Avenue, 4.0 acres; and 4) Winona
Way site, 4.2 acres.

Phase 2A of the Facility Consolidation Study included an evaluation of all the “hard” costs
(property, building construction and utility costs) and “soft” costs (savings in vehicle
maintenance, fuel, etc.) associated with facility consolidation. A report was prepared by D&A
which detailed the findings of Phase 2A of the study. As indicated in the report, the estimated
cost of land, development and construction of a new office building and associated facilities at
each of the four sites ranged from $12.9 million to $13.7 million. This is offset by the estimated
sales value of $4.5 million for the existing Administration office and Walnut Avenue
Corporation Yard buildings plus some “soft” cost savings. However, even after factoring in
these consolidation “savings,” the estimated total present worth cost of consolidation ranged
from $7.6 million to $8.3 million.
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Facilities and Operations Committee

Agenda Item: 2

Date: May 19, 2009
Subject: Mutual Housing at the Highlands - 3417 Freedom Park Drive

Staff Contact: Warren Jung, Manager Engineering Services

Recommended Board Action:

Require compliance to District Regulation #7 & #9, which requires the construction and
installation of a water main of adequate size frontlng the proposed Mutual Housing project at
3417 Freedom Park Drive (Northeast corner of 34" Street and Freedom Park Drive).

Discussion:

Staff has received improvement plans from Cunningham Engineering (Cunningham) for the
proposed Mutual Housing project at 3417 Freedom Park Drive, North Highlands in the District’s
North Service Area. The property is a 3.5 acre parcel zoned RD30 located at the northeast
comer of Freedom Park Drive and 34" Street (See Attachment 1 — Location Map). The project
calls for the construction of 9 buildings consisting of 78 studio type apartment units and 12
townhouse units for very-low income residents and one 3,000 square feet (SF) community
building. The required infrastructure for the proposed project is private fire sprinkler system for
each building, fire hydrants and a single domestic and 1rr1gat10n metered water services (See
Attachment 2 — Proposed Facilities).

The existing infrastructure is an 8-inch distribution water line on 34™ Street and Freedom Park
Drive. In addition there is an existing 24-inch transmission pipeline, which parallels the 8-inch

water line along 34™ Street and on Freedom Park Drive east of 34" Street to Watt Avenue (See
Attachment 3 — Existing Facilities).

The development of the proposed project will require new domestic and irrigations water
services and fire protection, which according to District regulations requires a water main of
adequate size fronting the parcel. The size of the water main is based on the zoning of the
property. For the RD30 zoning the minimum size water main required to front the property is
12-inch. Per District Regulation #7, Staff required the installation of a 12-inch water main
fronting the proposed project along the public right of ways. This information was provided in a
letter to Cunningham for inclusion on the plans (See Attachment 4 — Letter dated 11/19/08).
Staff stated the following regulations applied to the requirement of the 12-inch water line
fronting the project:
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> Regulation #7 — Section A, B-2 and C. Per the regulations a water main of adequate size
must be available and fronting the project along the public right-of-way. (See Attachment 5 -
Regulation #7)

> Regulation #9 — Section N, Minimum Water Main Size. The minimum water main size is
based on the zoning of the property. For a high density residential site the minimum water
main size is 12-inch diameter. (See Attachment 6 - Regulation #9.)

> Regulation #9 — Section O, Maximum Water Velocity. The maximum water velocity during
max day including fire flow is not to exceed 5 feet per second (fps) in the proposed facilities
including District supporting water system. (See Attachment 6 - Regulation #9).

Cunningham has provided a water analysis to determine if the required water flows for domestic
and fire protection could be provided through the existing water facilities in 34™ Street (See
Attachment 7 — Water System Calculations, dated May 1, 2009). Staff was informed by
Cunningham that the owner had chosen not to install the 12-inch water line along the public right
of ways fronting the proposed project as per the District’s Regulations. Cunningham stated that
the water analysis demonstrated that the fire and domestic flows could be handled from the
existing water lines.

Cunningham at the request of the developer is requesting a variance from the Board to deviate
from the District’s Regulations and not require the installation of the 12-inch water main and to
allow the use of the existing 8-inch water main in 34" Street.

After review the calculations show the velocities in the District’s existing offsite 8-inch water
main along 34™ Street (Pipe number P-50 (5.3fps), P-52 (5.36fps), P-63 (5.36fps) and P-54
(7.411ps)) exceed the 5 fps maximum water velocity. The velocities in the District’s 8-inch
water distribution main exceed the limits set forth in Regulation #9 — Section O, Maximum
Water Velocity.

Additionally this area along Freedom Park Drive and 34" Street is part of the larger Watt
Avenue Corridor Project, which is being planned for redevelopment. The Corridor extends from
Antelope Road south to I-80. The proposed area is along both sides of Watt Avenue and east
and west along the connecting streets are proposed to be rezoned for mix-use development,
which will allow retail/commercial businesses to be located as the ground floor structures along
the frontage of the right of ways and either multi-family or single family use as the second story
above the retail/commercial businesses. The new proposed develop will require relatively larger
fire flow protection than the previously existing structures, which may not be available with the
existing facilities. Per District Regulations, retail, commercial and multi-family use requires a
minimum of 12-inch water main for potential fire flow requirements for that type of use. The
proposed Mutual Housing project is the first project planned in the area. The parcel is zoned
RD-30 but the use is similar to RD-20; however RD-20 per Regulations still requires the main
size of 12-inch minimum.

This is not an uncommon request. Staff currently has two nearby projects that are similar to this
project. The first project is on the east side of Watt Avenue north of Elkhorn Boulevard behind
the existing shopping center. The project is a multi-family housing project. The zoning of the
parcel is RD30. On the east side of Watt Avenue along the right of way line is an existing 8-inch
water main. The water line, which required relocation was upsized to a 12-inch line in Watt
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Avenue across the frontage of the property and connected to an existing water main one parcel
north of the project site. The 12-inch line was required due to the present zoning and the
requirements of Regulation #7 requiring a water main of adequate size fronting the property.
This project is in the construction phase and the new 12-inch water main has been installed (See
Attachment 8, Facilities Map). The second project is in the preliminary planning department
review stages. This project is located on the west side of Watt Avenue north of I. Street. The
project is a three-phase project of multi-family housing. Phase 1 includes the construction of
approximately 121 units sandwiched around a church. The property also extends from Watt
Avenue to 34™ Street. The District has provided written requirements to the developer and
planning department that a 12-inch water main would be required fronting the property and
extended another 640 feet from the project site to I. Street. In addition the water mains will be
extended from Watt Avenue through the project site to 34" Street for looping to maintain fire
flows (See Attachment 9, Site Map).

In both projects, District Regulations Governing Water Service were implemented and applied as
requirements for water service.

The District Regulations were written to assure that adequate sized water infrastructure is
installed to provide the necessary require fire flows for different type developments. Staff
applies and enforces the Regulations on behalf of the Board. Staff does not have authority to
deviate or provide alternatives to the regulations.



SACRAMENIO

Facilities and Operations Committee

Agenda Item: 3

Date: May 22, 2009
Subject: Status of Easement Acquisition for Main Replacement Projects and Well
Sites

Staff Contact:  Dave Jones, Associate Engineer

Recommended Committee Action:
Receive report on status of ongoing easement acquisition efforts for various main replacement
projects and well sites.

Background:

General Manager Roscoe recently approved a contract with Overland, Pacific and Cutler to
provide the District with real estate services pertaining to easement and/or land acquisition. Staff
has encountered several well sites within the District where there is no legally deeded access
easement allowing access to our facilities, and sites where our facilities are placed on private
property without any easement or recorded agreement. Also, new easements have been
identified that will be required in order to complete portions of various main replacement
projects.

Discussion:

The District is currently pursuing the acquisition of approximately 15 easements and the
purchase of a portion of 3 properties (for access purposes) adjoining the Hilldale/Cooper Well
(#69R). The majority of these easements are located primarily within the boundaries of main
replacement projects currently in construction or in design. These easements are required
because the District has no legal right to place pipelines in or on private property. In addition,
staff has determined that the District has no legal access to the Marconi North/Fulton Well (#23),
the Ravenwood/Eastern Well (#9), or the South Park/Wrendale Well (#8). See the attached
exhibits which show the specific location of the proposed easements and/or property acquisition.

Easements not associated with wells are primarily required to allow the District to place
waterlines on private property providing the District with the best pipeline alignment and
connection opportunities to existing water meters, fire department connections (FDC’s), and/or
fire hydrants. Currently many of the meters, FDC’s and fire hydrants are located along or near
the rear and side of the properties we serve. Relocating these services to the front of the property
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where the new water mains are located is not practical, and in many cases is prohibited by the
fire department. Therefore an easement for the new water line alignment is required to serve the
existing meter, FDC, or hydrant at its existing location.

Status of Easement Acquisition for Main Replacement Projects and Well Sites
May 22, 2009
Page 2 of 2

In some situations, acquisition of property in fee title is being pursued. This is the case of for the
Hilldale/Cooper Well (#69R). This is a large land locked piece of property near the corner of
Fulton Avenue and Arden Way. The well site is located on the south property line of several
properties that front on Hilldale Way. Currently, the District has a 12 foot easement from
Hilldale Way that allows a vehicle to access to only the front 10-15 feet of the property. The
easement is also dependent upon the homeowners to keep the access clear, which is not always
the case. There are three residential properties to the east of the well site. Each property is 76° x
375’ in size. With the assistance of Overland Pacific & Cutler, the District is pursuing obtaining
the north 30” from each of the three property owners. By purchasing the back 30 feet of the three
properties, it would give the District full access to the well site property. This property would
then be more valuable to the District in the future for well development or for a construction
storage yard or small reservoir site.

Fiscal Impact:

Unknown at this time. Easements vary in cost. When the easement is to the advantage to the
property owner the easement usually is obtained at no cost to the District other than the services
provided by Overland Pacific & Cutler. When the easement is to the advantage of the District
and the property owner receives no benefit, easement acquisition is negotiated based on the
appraised value of the easement. All easement acquisitions follow regulations adopted by the
District’s Board of Directors. Appraisals are obtained, costs are defined and terms are agreed
upon. All easements are surveyed. Title reports are reviewed and plats and documents are
prepared for recording with the County Recorder after Board approval.

Strategic Plan Alignment:

Facilities and Operations — 2.A. The District will utilize appropriate planning tools, identify
financial resources necessary, and prioritize system requirements to protect and maintain District
assets and attain water resource objectives incorporating resource sustainability into the
framework.

Facilities and Operations — 2.B. Monitor and improve the District’s efficiencies in operating and
maintaining system infrastructure.

Easement and/or land acquisition will allow the District to better maintain District assets
(pipelines and wells) and to improve operations and maintenance efficiency.
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Facilities and Operations Committee
Agenda Item: 4

Date: May 21, 2009
Subject: Multi-Year Master Service Contract for Design of Main Replacement
Projects

Staff Contact:  Dave Jones, Associate Engineer

Recommended Committee Action:
Receive report on proposals received for a Multi-year Master Service Contract for Main

Replacement Design Services and staff’s recommendation on consultant selection.

Background:

In 2004, the Board of Directors approved a pilot water main replacement contract using a master
service contract approach for awarding construction contracts to a single contractor to complete
several main replacement projects per year. The first year proved successful for the District.
The Board then approved a multi-year master service contract for a period of 5 years. This
master service contract was competitively bid and Ahlstrom Construction and GM Construction
were awarded the contract with annual cost reviews and negotiations. This contract is in its’
third year and has also proven to be successful.

The District has been using consulting engineers to design water main replacement projects at
least one year in advance of their scheduled construction. To meet an annual target of installing
40,000 linear feet (approx. 7 miles) of new water mains, the design of three to four projects per
year need to be completed. To stay ahead of construction and manage these projects, additional
consulting engineering services are needed. With the success of the master service contract
approach for construction, it was decided to advance the program to include design services for
the water main replacement projects.

Discussion: ,

In March, District staff transmitted Request for Proposals (RFP) to seven qualified engineering
consulting firms for a Master Services Contract for water main design. These seven engineering
consultants have all previously demonstrated the ability to provide the required design services.
In the RFP, the consultants were directed to prepare their proposals on the The Highlands Water
Main Replacement Project.

The Highlands Main Replacement Project is a 12,000 foot main replacement project located near
the comer of Don Julio Blvd. and Watt Avenue. This is a primarily a residential main
replacement project with only 2 commercial properties within its boundary. Watt Avenue and
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Don Julio Blvd. will have only minor to moderate traffic impacts, with no night work. This is
one of the easier main replacement projects currently planned within the District.

The RFP stated that the District was going to use a qualification based selection process for
consultant selection. The proposals were screened by a selection committee consisting of
Assistant General Manger, Ed Formosa; Engineering Services Manager, Warren Jung; Capital
Improvement Program Manager, John Valdes; and Associate Engineer, Dave Jones. The
proposals were rated on:

* Quality and adequacy of the response to the RFP

=  Work Plan

= Understanding of the Project

» Experience and qualifications of the project manager, key personnel assigned, and sub
consultants

® Project Schedule

The RFP also indicated that estimated fees may be used to distinguish between similarly
qualified firms. The RFP further stated that the top three proposers would be ranked 1 through 3.
The number 1 ranked firm would be awarded a main replacement project as a task order, and up
to three task orders per year. If the number 1 ranked firm is unable to perform the task order(s)
then the District will award task order(s) to the next ranked firm. In October of each year, during
the life span of the contract, fees and tasks will be renegotiated for the next year’s task orders. If
the District and the number 1 ranked firm are unable to agree on the annual contract renewal, the
second ranked firm will be contacted.

Proposals were received from all firms contacted. The firms are Area West Engineers, Bennett
Engineering Services, Domenichelli and Associates, MacKay& Somps, Psomas, RMC and West
Yost Associates.

The selection committee reviewed, evaluated, and ranked the firms individually, and then met to
discuss the proposals and make a final ranking decision. Two firms, Domenichelli and
Associates and West Yost Associates, were clearly rated above the rest. They provided the best
engineering teams, good understanding of the project, a good design schedule, and adequately
identified the needs of the District. Both Domenichelli and West Yost have preformed water
main replacement design services for the District in the past and are currently designing water
main replacement projects for the District. During the evaluation between West Yost and
Domenichelli it was observed that Domenichelli committed more of the senior engineer’s time to
the design than West Yost did, and that the hourly rate for Domenichelli was significantly lower
than West Yost. In reviewing past work with the two firms it was noted that Domenichelli has
not gone over budget on their contracts, and have submitted their designs on schedule. Based on
these findings, Domenichelli and Associates was the top ranked firm by the selection committee.

Note that the estimated fee was not a major consideration in the selection process, as the
difference between the two firms was less than $1,000. Both firms submitted estimated
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engineering fees of approximately $50,000 for the design. The overall cost range of all design
proposals received ranged from $50,000 to slightly over $156,000.

The final ranking of the firms as determined by the selection committee is as follows:

1. Domenichelli and Associates
2. West Yost Associates

3. MacKay and Somps

4. Area West

5. RMC

6. Psomas

7.

Bennett Engineering Services

Therefore, staff recommends that the District enter into a multi-year Master Service Contract for
water main design projects with Domenichelli & Associates.

The General Manager has the authority to enter into this contract on behalf of the District.
However, because the approach of using a master services contract for engineering services is
new, a decision was made to run it by the committee first. If the committee concurs with staff’s
recommendation, this action will be reported to the full Board of Directors at the next regular
meeting.

Fiscal Impact:
A total of $11.0 million is included in the District’s approved 2009 capital improvement program
(CIP) budget for main replacement projects. This includes consulting services for water main
replacement design. Although it is difficult to quantify, the District should save money through
the master service contract approach for water main design through improved efficiency and
streamlining of the design process.

Strategic Plan Alignment:

Facilities and Operations — 2.A. The District will utilize appropriate planning tools, identify
financial resources necessary, and prioritize system requirements to protect and maintain District
assets and attain water resource objectives incorporating resource sustainability into the
framework.

The water main replacement projects align with this goal through the planned replacement of
worn out water mains with new mains which will improve water system reliability.

Facilities and Operations — 2.B. Monitor and improve the District’s efficiencies in operating and
maintaining system infrastructure.

The use of a master service contract approach for water main design services aligns with this
goal through improved efficiency and cost savings to the District.
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Facilities and Operations Committee

Agenda Item: 5

Date: May 22, 2009
Subject: Public Records Request; Sacramento Bee

Staff Contact:  Ed Formosa, Assistant General Manager

In mid April, 2009, Mr. Charles Piller, staff to the Sacramento Bee, contacted Assistant to the
General Manager, Jan Gentry requesting information about customer water consumption. The
call was referred to Administrative Services Manager, Annette O’Leary, who in-turn contacted
Mr. Piller to get clarification of his request. Mr. Piller was requesting water meter readings for
all metered connections with the names and addresses of all customers in conjunction with those
metered connections. After reviewing District policy PL - Adm 002, Records Inspection,
Retention, Disposal, and Storage Policy, Section 200.60, conferring with legal counsel and other
management staff, Mrs. O’Leary notified Mr. Piller that the District could not release customer
names and addresses related to the meter reading data due to the legal responsibility of the
District to maintain customer privacy. However, the District could provide the data, absent
customer information, or some other form of consumption history.

On April 29, the District received an e-mail from Mr. Piller again requesting the meter
consumption history and customer information related to the accounts as well as citing
government code in support of his request. Staff referred the letter to District legal counsel who
formulated a reply letter, dated May 5, 2009, again denying the inclusion of customer
information in any records request without further justification and offering to provide data
absent customer information.

On May 14, 2009, the District received a letter from a legal firm representing the Sacramento
Bee which requested that the District reconsider its position on the “blanket denial of the Bee’s
Public Records Act request”. As of the date of this report, staff was reviewing its position, as
requested by the letter, and is reconsidering its position. However, neither the Bee’s e-mail
request nor the subsequent letter from their legal counsel has provided a compelling argument
which would justify, in staff’s opinion, the need to release private customer information in
conjunction with the meter consumption data. A letter has been drafted that reflects this
response and is awaiting final review and signature at the time of this report.

Options for consideration in this Public Records Act Request:
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A. Provide all information requested.

B. Continue to deny the release of customer information without further justification.

C. Consider modification to the District’s Records Inspection, Retention, Disposal
and Storage Policy, PL. — Adm 002, that would further define conditions in which

customer information should be made available.

Attached for Committee review are the copies of correspondence as described above and a copy
of District Policy PL - Adm 002.

Strategic Plan Alignment

District Value — Respect customers and pursue public service through open and transparent
operations and communications. While obligated to provide public information upon request,
the District has the responsibility to protect the privacy of its customers while trying to operate in
an open and transparent manner.



Edward Formosa

From: Annette O'Leary

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2009 3:56 PM

To: Edward Formosa '

Subject: FW: Bee request - Sac Suburban Water
Attachments: Voice of San Diego - water121508.pdf

See below...in response to my voicemail.

Annette O'Leary

Manager Administrative Services
Sacramento Suburban Water District
916.679.3975

aoleary@sswd.org

From: Piller, Charles - Sacramento [mailto:cpiller@sacbee.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2009 1:05 PM

To: Annette O'Leary

Subject: Bee request - Sac Suburban Water

Annette O'Leary
Manager of Administrative Services

Dear Annette,

This letter is to appeal your rejection (received on my voicemail on April 21) of my request for water meter
readings for all metered customers (commercial and residential) in your service area, based on property

address (with names, if possible).
| require the following monthly-total data points:

Feb. and Aug. 2004
Feb. and Aug. 2005
Feb. and Aug. 2006
Feb. and Aug. 2007
Feb. and Aug. 2008

| also require annual totals for all metered customers for the years 2004-2008 inclusive.

| believe that your rejection incorrectly applies the privacy provisions of Gov't Code 6254.16. My reasoning

is based on the following provisions of that code:

"(d) Upon determination by the local agency that the utility customer who is the subject of the request
has used utility services in @ manner inconsistent with applicable local utility usage policies."
"(f) Upon determination by the local agency that the public interest in disclosure of the information

clearly outweighs the public interest in nondisclosure.”

1



For my request, both of those provisions apply:

Like other water purveyors, your agency repeatedly has stated that local usage policies urge or enforce
conservation, with the threat of rationing or other restrictions or cost increases as a consequence for
failure to apply conservation measures. The identification of customers whose water usage has increased
without good cause in recent years would be warranted because increased usage clearly conflicts with
usage polices. ldentifying customers who are conserving adequately and those who are using water
profligately would also be a matter of overriding public interest in a region of critical water scarcity.

Other water purveyors have recognized and acted on the public interest and usage-policy exemptions to
the cited government code. For example, San Diego water purveyors recently released data for 2007 and
2008 commercial users, as the attached chart from a media website demonstrates (Voice of San Diego -
water121508.pdf). The San Diego release reflects both the spirit and the letter of the law, which favors
public disclosure when warranted.

| should also mention that Government Code section 6253.1(a) requires public agencies such as yours to
identify records responsive to Public Records Act requests and to "provide suggestions for overcoming
any practical basis for denying access to the records or information sought." Here, even if the statute you
have invoked might justify withholding the names of some residential water users, there is an
overwhelming public interest in disclosure of the largest water users and those who water usage is not
complying with calls for conversation and/or rationing. Indeed, the reference in section 6254.16 to "credit
history," "home address" and "family members" indicates that the section was never intended to allow
withholding of the names of large commercial water users. San Diego's release of the names of
commercial water users recognizes this fact.

Thanks for your assistance on this matter. We look forward to a prompt and affirmative response to this
letter within 10 days.

Sincerely,

Charles Piller
Sacramento Bee

kkkdkkkkkkkkikkkkkkkikkihikkhhirkik

Charles Piller

The Sacramento Bee
916.321.1113 direct
510.469.7984 mobile
cpiller@sacbee.com
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00 wolce of sandiegooy
_ Annual Water Usage in Gallons

Water User 2008 2007 % Change
1. City of San Diego 3,178,934,176 3,651,211,652 -12.93
2. US Navy 2,144,344,708 2,678,208,016 -19.93
3. UCSD 778,674,732 778,475,016 0.03
4. CalTrans 635,081,920 656,699,868 -3.29
5. Federal Agencies 488,662,416 664,579,300 -26.47
6. SD Unified 423,092,736 401,779,972 5.30
7. CPKelco 308,309,892 312,457,552 -1.33
8. SeaWorld 266,452,560 249,600,868 6.75
9. San Diego Port District 245,721,740 233,189,000 5.37
10. SDSU 234,067,900 230,429,628 1.58
11. San Diego Zoo 207,417,408 218,977,748 -5.28
12. County of San Diego 152,212,016 143,774,576 5.87
13. The Irvine Company 138,699,396 94,710,264 46.45
14. Marriott Full Service 127,944,652 121,632,280 5.19
15. HG Fenton Co 113,702,732 117,556,428 -3.28
16. Coca Cola Bottling 104,348,992 120,567,128 -13.45
17. Poway Unified 103,873,264 115,189,008 -9.82
18. BRE Properties 95,631,052 100,039,764 -4.41
19. USD 93,722,156 87,759,100 6.79
20. SD Housing Commission 90,896,960 96,223,468 -5.54
21. SDCCD 86,879,452 95,498,656 -9.03
22. Costa Verde 86,453,840 84,274,916 2.59
23. Sharp Memorial Hospital 81,297,876 82,437,828 -1.38
24. Qualcomm 80,095,840 75,153,804 6.58
25. Kaiser Permanente 69,975,400 62,932,232 11.19
26. La Jolla Country Club 69,148,112 65,856,912 5.00
27. El Camino Memorial Park 67,577,312 67,077,648 0.74
28. Garden Communities 66,455,312 43,545,568 52.61
29. Angelica Healthcare 62,170,768 59,336,596 4.78
30. Hyatt Regency San Diego 58,846,656 62,312,888 -5.56
31. Penasquitos Village 58,386,636 53,796,160 8.53
32. Scripps Memorial Hospital 57,935,592 205,842,120 -71.85
33. Sheraton Calif. Corp 57,349,160 49,048,604 16.92
34. Atlas Hotels inc 56,821,820 32,216,360 76.38
35. Miramar Wholesale Nursery 55,978,076 76,019,240 -26.36
36. Scripps Research 54,412,512 54,277,872 0.25
37. Point Loma Nazarene Univ. 54,164,924 43,582,220 24.28
38. Archstone Communities 53,597,192 51,388,348 4.30
39. Progress Mgmt. Co 53,321,180 54,705,728 -2.53
40. General Atomic 51,942,616 56,611,632 -8.25
41. Unlisted State Agencies 51,684,556 59,446,552 -13.06
42. Conrad Prebys 50,950,020 50,389,768 1.11
43. Kyocera America 50,935,060 60,384,544 -15.65
44. Regency Hill Assoc. 48,476,384 51,413,780 -5.71
45. FF Properties Inc 45,726,736 46,323,640 -1.29
46. San Diego Hilton 45,307,108 45,511,312 -0.45
47. Scripps Clinic 45,128,336 94,973,560 -52.48
48. Scripps Mercy Hospital & Med. Center 44,215,776 33,897,116 30.44
49. Solar Turbines Inc 42,629,268 39,274,488 8.54
50. Bartell Hotels 41,641,160 47,823,380 -12.93
51. Alexander Invest Co. 39,936,468 36,690,896 8.85
52. Mission Valley Assoc. 39,565,460 40,778,716 -2.98
53. Alliance Investment Corp. 39,130,872 45,066,252 -13.17
54. Children's Hospital 37,577,276 35,858,372 4.79
55. San Diego Paradise Resort 37,500,980 62,000,224 -39.51
56. Pacific Bell 37,070,880 38,461,412 -3.62
57. Holy Cross Cemetary 36,717,076 38,331,260 -4.21
58. Hewlett Packard Co 35,470,908 33,086,284 7.21
59. JMS Acquisition LL.C 34,636,140 37,646,840 -8.00
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=1, wolce of sandiegooo

Annual Water Usage in Gallons

Water User 2008 2007 % Change
50. Alsco Linen Service 34,475,320 30,107,000 14.51
. Emerald Plaza Own Assoc. 34,062,424 34,780,504 -2.06
. Bahia Hotel 33,819,324 37,687,980 -10.26
53. Regent Garden Assoc. 33,725,824 32,775,864 2.90
54. Manchester Resorts 32,318,088 29,460,728 9.70
55, Steadfast Villa Nueva 32,255,256 16,561,468 94.76
. L Jinternational Gardens 31,567,096 32,725,000 -3.54
. Loma Palisades 31,323,248 29,684,380 5.52
. Wesley Palms 30,840,788 34,349,656 -10.22
. Salk Institute 30,827,324 29,535,528 4.37
., Prime Prop Capital Inc 30,807,876 31,168,412 -1.16
71. Friars Village HOA 30,263,332 28,471,124 6.29
7. Ralph's Grocery Co. 29,769,652 31,629,180 -5.88
. Lee Bartell 29,546,000 30,441,356 -2.94
. Pepsi Cola Bottling Co 29,290,932 45,702,052 -35.91
. Fluid Systems Corp. 29,189,952 51,363,664 -43.17
. Willmark Communities 28,558,640 28,162,200 1.41
. Penasquitos Casablanca 28,100,116 30,407,696 -7.59
. San Ysidro School Dist 28,040,276 25,143,272 11.52
. San Diego Convention Center 27,579,508 26,712,576 3.25
. Cameron Bros. Construction 27,344,636 27,320,700 0.09
. Hyatt islandia 26,820,288 22,481,888 19.30
2. Playmor Bernardo HOA 26,767,928 30,107,748 -11.09
. Holiday Inn Inc. 26,751,472 33,096,756 -19.17
. South Bay Townhomes 26,414,872 29,926,732 -11.73
5. William R. Turpin 26,380,464 26,565,968 -0.70
. Rancho Mission Villas HOA 26,055,832 16,254,040 60.30
. Bay Vista Housing LP 25,072,212 N/A
. Villa Martinique HOA 24,913,636 24,663,804 1.01
. Bridgeport Properties 24,229,964 24,776,004 -2.20
. Waterbridge Community 23,969,660 19,650,708 21.98
. Dan Floit 23,858,956 24,553,100 -2.83
. Security Capital Pacific 23,216,424 24,535,896 -5.38
. Genesee Highlands Assoc. 21,522,204 25,765,608 -16.47



Edward Formosa

From: Edward Formosa

Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2009 12:19 PM

To: cpiller@sachee.com

Cc: Annette O'Leary; Jan Gentry; Robert Roscoe
Subject: Bee Request - Sac Suburban Water
Attachments: Regulation 15.doc

Dear Mr. Piller,

Thank you for your e-mail dated April 29, 2609, in which you “appeal” the District’s decision
to reject your request for metered water customers’ water usage by name and address for 2004
through 2008. The District takes its obligations to inform the public seriously and has
carefully considered your request and the arguments you made in disagreeing with the
District’s decision to reject your request for specific customer usage data. After reviewing
the arguments in your April 29 e-mail and further considering the matter, the District still
declines to disclose the requested information for the reasons stated below.

Your e-mail states that “[The District] repeatedly has stated that local usage policies urge
or enforce conservation, with the threat of rationing or other restrictions or cost increases
as a consequence for failure to apply conservation measures.” This statement
mischaracterizes District policy. While the District has always encouraged its customers to
use water efficiently and reasonably and prohibited unreasonable and wasteful use of water,
it has not imposed mandatory rationing or imposed punitive rates on water users who fail to
meet voluntary conservation measures. In addition, the District has adequate water supplies
to meet its customers’ water needs. For 2009, the District’s Board of Directors has
requested that its customers voluntarily conserve 20% of their average water use, but has
only directed staff to enforce the District’s existing policies on any individual water user
violates District rules against water waste.

Mandating cutbacks in normal water use and enforcing rules against waste of water are not
synonymous. The District has engaged in a sustained water conservation messaging campaign
for the past several years, which has been very successful in educating customers about ways
to reduce normal water use. 1In fact, water use in the District declined in both 2007 and
2008 due in part to conservation by its customers. The District also employs a Water
Conservation Coordinator and seasonal conservation employees who monitor water use, assist
customers with water conservation efforts, and enforce District regulations prohibiting water
waste. All District staff are authorized and requested to monitor and take action against
water waste whenever it is found in the District. For your information, I have attached a
copy of Regulation No. 15, which governs water use in the District. I also direct you to the
District’s website, www.sswd.org <http://www.sswd.org/> , which contains significant water
use and conservation information and even a link for customers to report water waste.

Because of the District’s success in educating its customers and encouraging proper water use
practices, it has not had to determine that any of its customers have used water in a manner
inconsistent with District policies. Therefore, the District has no individual customer
violations that would permit to make the determination necessary to disclose the requested
information under subdivision (d) of Government Code section 6254.16.

The District also is not persuaded that there is any “overwhelming public interest” in
disclosing the water usage data of any of its customers. The fact that one or more agencies
in the San Diego area have apparently made a different choice is not persuasive. Government
Code section 6254.16 was enacted effective January 1, 1998 and provides a specific exemption
from the general requirement that records maintained by public agencies be disclosed. The
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fact that the Legislature added a specific exemption from the general disclosure obligation
for the type of information you have requested is significant. Your selective parsing of
Government Code section 6254.16 does not alter the fact that it appears intended to have a
broad application. Section 6254.16 uses the term “customer” without differentiating between
residential and commercial customers or individuals and entities. While some ambiguity is
created by the use of the term “home address,” the lack of any language limiting section
6254.16 to individual residential customers demonstrates an overall intent that this statute
apply to any District customer and that “home address” was used as a shorthand for the
address where a customer receives service. The use of “credit history” does not support your
argument because businesses, as well as individuals, have credit histories and all such
histories have legal protections against uncontrolled disclosure. 1In addition, subdivision
(a) provides that the District may disclose water usage data to “agents” as well as “family
members.” Because an entity can only act through an “agent,” the fact that “agent” also was
used demonstrates the Legislature’s intent that Government Code section 6254.16 apply to
entities as well as individuals. Thus, when Government Code section 6254.16 is read as a
whole, it is clear that it was intended to apply to any customer, not just a specific class
or type of customer.

The legislative history is consistent with the District’s interpretation of Government Code
section 6254.16. This statute was enacted for three purposes: (1) in response to a court
ruling that required disclosure of customer utility information; (2) in response to the
public’s previously unlimited access to customer identifying information, which resulted in
the disclosure of a utility customer’s address to an individual who used the information to
locate and murder a witness in a criminal trial; and (3) to place public utility agencies on
parity with private utilities, which have no legal duty to disclose any customer information
to third parties. The court ruling discussed in item 1 that led to the enactment of section
6254.16 was a 1990 California court of appeal case in which the New York Times Company sought
and won a ruling requiring disclosure of utility customer information. The legislative
history also discusses the importance of customers’ privacy rights in their utility records.
While only individual privacy is protected by the California Constitution, federal and
California law also recognizes and extends privacy rights to corporations and other

entities. Here, you argue that the public has an “overwhelming” right to know on a customer-
by-customer basis at least which persons or entities are the largest water users in the
District. However, you have not articulated what that interest is and why it outweighs the
public’s well-known and keen interest in protecting their private information from public
dissemination without their permission. This is particularly true where you have assumed
without any evidence that a large water user is wasting or using water in violation of
District policy and that the District has a duty and the authority to conduct unconstrained
surveillance on its customers’ water use to satisfy an undefined public right to know. The
protection of such information seems paramount in this case. For example, it is possible
that disclosing the usage of a large commercial customer could inadvertently reveal something
about that customer’s trade secrets. Similarly, an individual customer’s water use may
increase for legitimate reasons such as medical illness or a new communal living situation.
For these and similar reasons, therefore, the District finds that the public interest is far
better served by protecting its customer’s individual usage data and corresponding personal
identifying information from disclosure than by invading those customers’ privacy by
disclosing identifiable customer usage data. This is particularly true where the District’s
customers are using water responsibly and as required under District policies.

Finally, you cited Government Code section 6253.1(a), which imposes an affirmative duty on
District staff to assist a requestor with identifying records that are disclosable and that
may be responsive to the request. The record should reflect that in the April 21 voicemail
left for you by District Customer Service Manager Annette O’Leary, the District offered the
alternative of providing metered water usage data by customer class. This offer is
consistent with the District’s duties under section 6253.1 to find an alternative mode of
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production that meets the purpose of the request. The District also could produce a listing
of individual usage for the dates requested, but with the names and addresses of the users
redacted for customers’ privacy. In addition, District staff would be happy to discuss this
issue with you further to try to identify data that the District is authorized to disclose
and that would be responsive to your request.

Please contact me if you have any questions about this letter or would like to discuss one of
the alternative methods of disclosure described in it.

Sincerely,

Edward H. Formosa

Assistant General Manager
Sacramento Suburban Water District
(916)679-3973



Levy, Ram & OLSON LLP

ATTORNEYS

May 14, 2009

VIA EMAIL AND MAIL

Edward H. Formosa

Assistant General Manager
Sacramento Suburban Water District
3701 Marconi Avenue, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95821-5346

efonuosaisswd.cre

Dear Mr. Formosa:

I am writing on behalf of my client the Sacramento Bee in response to your May 5 email
to its reporter Charles Piller.

We respectfully disagree with your position that your agency will not disclose the names
of any water users. In a year — indeed, an era — where water scarcity is of grave concern and
citizens and businesses are being called upon to reduce their water consumption, there is an
overwhelming public interest in disclosure of excess water users. As the Court of Appeal
concluded in New York Times v. Superior Court (1990) 218 Cal. App. 3d 1579, 1585-86:
“Disclosure of all who exceed their allocation will ensure that certain individuals do not receive
special privileges from the District, or, alternatively, are not subject to discriminatory treatment

.. The preservation of water resources has long been a matter of great concern in California. It
is the policy of the state to foster the beneficial use of water and discourage waste . . . The
District asserts that the over-drafting of one’s water allocation for a month’s period does not
necessarily demonstrate non-compliance on the part of the customers. Nonetheless, publication
of over- draﬁmg by customers dunng a given perlod will dlscourage profligate use of water
duriig thie ensning months and encourage cusiomers {o bying their consumplion within the
guidelines of the ordinance.” The court went on to hold the privacy interests of water users did
not outweigh the public interest in disclosure.

Nothing in Government Code section 6254.16, which you have cited, changes the
balance in favor of the public interest in disclosure of those who are excess water users. Indeed,
given the passage of Proposition 59 (article I, section 3(b) of the California Constitution) in 2004
— creating a constitutional right of access to public records and mandating narrow construction of
exemptions from disclosure — and the fact that three straight years of relative drought have
spurred calls for water conservation (with your agency requesting a 20 percent cut in water use),
the public interest in disclosure of excess water users is higher than ever. This is particularly true
with respect to commercial water users, given that the language of section 6254.16, and its
reference to “home addresses” and “family members” evinces no apparent intention to withhold
their names and water consumption from disclosure.

639 Front Street, Fourth Floor San Francisco, California 94111-1965

Telephone (415) 433-4949 Email firm@Irolaw.com Facsimile (415) 433-7311
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Edward H. Formosa
Assistant General Manager
May 14, 2009

Page 2

The California Supreme.Court held in International Federation of Professional and
Technical Engzneers Local 21 v. Superior Court (2007) 42 Cal. 4™ 319, 328: “Openness in
government is essential to the functioning of a democracy. ‘Implicit in the democratic process is
the notion that government should be accountable for its actions. In order to verify
accountability, individuals must have access to government files. Such access permits checks
against the arbitrary exercise of official power and secrecy in the political process.”” Here, we
respectfully submit that a blanket policy on the part of your agency that not one name of any
excess water user will be disclosed disserves the policy of openness so recently expressed by the
Supreme Court and also disserves the strong public interest in water conservation by making it
impossible to monitor and publicize those who waste water.

Your e-mail to Mr. Piller states that your District has requested that customers voluntarily
conserve 20 percent of their average water use, and that the District has hired a “Water
Conservation Coordinator” to help enforce District regulations prohibiting water waste. If this is
the case, we find it difficult to believe that every single customer of the District is, as you assert,
“using water responsibly and as required under District policies.” It must be true that not every
District customer is using water responsibly, and, as the Court of Appeal explained in New York
Times, “publication of over-drafting by customers during a given period will discourage
profligate use of water during the ensuing months and encourage customers to bring their
consumption within the guidelines” (20 percent cut) set by your agency. In short, disclosure of
the information sought by 7%e Bee will significantly serve the public interest and help your
agency in discouraging excess water use.

For the above redsons, we request that your agcncy reconsider iis blanket denial of the
Bee’s Public Records Act request.
Sincerely, W/

o

Karl Olson

KO:amw

cc: Steve Burns, Assistant General Counsel
Amy Pyle, Assistant Managing Editor
Charles Piller



May 19, 2009

Mr. Karl Olson

Levy, Ram & Olson LLP

639 Front Street, Fourth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111-1965

Dear Mr. Olson:

This letter is in response to your letter dated May 14, 2009 in which you requested that
Sacramento Suburban Water District reconsider its decision to not release specific customer data
to the Sacramento Bee. Per your request, District staff reviewed the original Public Records
Request submitted by the Sacramento Bee’s employee, Mr. Charles Piller, and all subsequent
communication between District staff, Mr. Piller, and your letter dated May 14, 2009. Neither
the original request nor the subsequent arguments submitted by Mr. Piller or yourself have
provided sufficient justification to compel the staff of this District to release private information
about its customers, at this time. However, | am directing staff to present this request to a
subcommittee of the Board of Directors for their review and direction. Mr. Piller will be
informed as to the date, time, and location of that subcommittee meeting.

In your letter, you stated that the District issued a “blanket denial of the Bee’s Public Records
Act request.” I would point out that the District has offered alternative data as well as the
original data requested absent customer information in compliance with the law. The District
takes its obligations to provide public information very seriously and in light of the information
exchanged thus far in the e-mails and letters between the parties, I feel that there is clearly a
misunderstanding which can be addressed. I would welcome the opportunity to discuss the issue
with Mr. Piller in a meeting where both parties can communicate their position and hopefully
collaborate to form a solution which meets the Sacramento Bee’s needs and protects the privacy
of the District customers.

Please contact me if you have any questions about the District’s position or if Mr. Piller would
like to arrange a meeting to discuss our company and agency positions.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Roscoe, P.E.
General Manager
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PL - Adm 002

Sacramento Suburban Water District

Records Inspection, Retention, Disposal, and Storage Policy

Adopted: October 20, 2003
Revised: January 23, 2006; January 28, 2008

100.00 Purpose of the Policy
This document describes the Sacramento Suburban Water District’s policy concerning
records inspection, retention, destruction, and storage.

200.00 Inspection

200.10 Purpose and Scope
This section provides criteria for the inspection of records.

200.20 General
Public records of the District are open to inspection during normal office hours and
every person has a right to inspect these records.

200.30 Definitions
As used in this section:

a. “Public Records” includes any writing containing information relating to the
conduct of public business prepared, owned, used, or retained by the District
regardless of physical form or characteristics and which is not otherwise exempt
from disclosure in accordance with applicable laws.

b. “Writing” means handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostating,
photographing, and every other means of recording upon any form of
communication or representation, including letters, words, pictures, sounds or
symbols, or combinations thereof, and all papers, maps, magnetic or paper tapes,
photographic films and prints, magnetic or punched cards, discs, drums, or other
documents. Writing does not include compilations of writings created outside
the normal course of business.

Records Inspection, Retention, Disposal and Storage Policy Page 1 of 10
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200.40  Exemptions

Nothing in this section requires disclosure of the following records:

a.

Preliminary drafts, notes, or intra- or inter-agency memoranda not retained by
the District in the ordinary course of business, if the public interest in
withholding such records clearly outweighs the public interest in disclosure;

Records pertaining to pending litigation in which the District is a party or to
claims made pursuant to Division 3.6 (Commencing with Section 810) of Title 1
of the Government Code, until such litigation or claim has been finally
adjudicated or otherwise settled,

Personnel, medical or similar files, the disclosure of which would constitute an
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy;

Geolagical and geophysical data, plant production data, and similar information
relating to utility systems development obtained in confidence from any person;

Test questions, scoring keys, and other examination data used to administer
examinations for employment;

The contents of real estate appraisals, engineering or feasibility estimates and
evaluations made for or by the District relative to the acquisition of property, or
to prospective supply and construction contracts, until such time as the property
has been acquired or the contract agreement has been obtained. The law of
eminent domain will not be affected by this provision;

Records exempted or prohibited from disclosure pursuant to provisions of
Federal or State Law, including, but not limited to, provisions of the Evidence
Code relating to privilege;

Data, plans, drawings, schematics, manuals and other documents related to the
security and protection of the District’s water supplies; and

Other records the disclosure of which is not required by law.

200.50 Additional Public Records

Notwithstanding the foregoing:

Every employment contract between the District and ‘a public official or public

a.
employee is a public record.

b. An itemized statement of the total expenditures and disbursements of the District
provided for in Article VI of the California Constitution will be open for
inspection.

Records Inspection, Retention, Disposal and Storage Policy Page2 of 10
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200.60

200.70

C.

Documents concerning an open session item of a noticed public meeting that are
provided to all or a majority of the Board or a committee less than 72 hours
before that meeting,.

Justification for Withholding of Records

The District will justify withholding a record by demonstrating the record is exempt
under the express provisions of Government Code section 6254 (including the records
listed above in section 200.40) or by demonstrating that the public interest served by not
making the record available clearly outweighs the public interest served by disclosing
the record. Written notice of intent to withhold records stating the reasons for
withholding the records will be provided to the person requesting the record within ten
days of the request for inspection as required by Government Code sections 6253,
subdivision (c) and 6255, subdivision (b).

Copies of Records

a.

A person may obtain copies of identifiable records, preferably by written request
on the District’s request form, although verbal requests are acceptable. The
District Secretary is the custodian of the District’s records and will provide the
requestor with exact copies of all requested records unless a record is in
electronic form or in a specialized format, in which case the District will provide
the most accurate copy possible within the limits of available technology and the
requestor’s instructions and willingness to pay the appropriate costs to retrieve
and reproduce copies of such non-standard records. Officers, agents and
employees of the District are not required to request records in compliance with
this section when acting within the course and scope of employment or office
holding. If the District is unable to provide requested copies within ten days of
the request, it will advise the requestor in writing of the date when the record
will be provided.

The charge for plain paper standard black and white letter or legal size
photocopies will be $0.10 per page, which reflects the District’s direct copying
costs. Large format documents, maps, color copies and similar specialized
documents will be charged at cost, which the District will determine and advise
the requestor of and receive approval from the requestor before copying begins.
Payment for all services is required at the time copies are provided, although in
the case of large or specialized copying jobs (e.g., large maps or color), the
District may require a deposit as provided below in subdivision (c) before
beginning copying and/or sending the job to an outside copy service, in which
case the copy service’s actual charges will be passed through to the requestor. A
certified copy of each requested record will require an additional payment of
$3.00. No charge will be imposed for research.

The District Secretary may require a person who desires to obtain a copy of a
record to deposit an amount equal to the estimated fees for copying prior to
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200.80

200.90

300.00

300.10

300.20

receiving the record. The portion of the deposit not required will be refunded. If
the deposit is insufficient, the District may require the requestor to pay an
additional deposit before any records are released.

Public Counter Records

a. Except for writings exempt from public disclosure, the District Secretary will
maintain a duplicate copy of the last approved Board meeting minutes and the
agenda and written materials distributed to the Board for discussion or
consideration at the next scheduled Board meeting. These records will be
maintained at the public counter located in the District’s administrative office.
Public records discussed during a public meeting but not previously available
will be made available before the commencement of discussion at such meetmg
or as soon thereafter as practicable.

b. Public counter records also inctude those public meeting documents described in
subdivision (c) of section 200.50 of this Policy.

c. No charge will be imposed for the use or review of the records described in this
section. The District will, however, impose a copy charge if a copy of a public
counter record is requested.

Recording-Keeping

The District Secretary will maintain a record of requests for inspection that are denied
and the reasons for the denial.

Retention, Disposal and Storage

Purpose and Scope

This section provides criteria for the retention, destruction, and storage of records.

Records Retention Schedule

This is the District’s Records Retention Schedule, which has been adopted by the Board
of Directors by Resolution 06-01 in accordance with Government Code sections 12236
and 60201, subdivision (b)(2). As provided by California law, the District will retain,
store and dispose of its records in accordance with this schedule and the requirements
and procedures set forth in this policy.

R = Legally required retention period.

Until Converted = until converted to “Other Storage Medium Retention Period.”
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Title
Administration:
Correspondence
Policy and Procedures
Formation/accreditation
Consumer confidence reports
Oaths of office/ballots/other
official materials related to
election or appointment of
directors and officers
Filings with Secretary of State
Work Orders/ Time Sheets
Form 700 Statements of
Economic Interests
Board of Directors:

Agendas

Meeting Notices

Board and standing committee
meeting minutes

Ordinances and Resolutions
Conflict of Interest Code
Board policies and procedures
Ethics Code

Proofs of Completion of
Directors’ and Designated
Employees’ Ethics Training

Committees:
Agendas
Meeting notices
Minutes
Reports

Contracts:
Agreements and contracts

Requests for proposal and
request for qualifications
Responses to requests for
proposal and requests for
qualifications

Original Form
Minimum
Retention Period

3 years
7 years after cancellation
Permanent Until Converted
Permanent Until Converted
Term of Office + 7 years R

Permanent Until Converted
3 years
7 years after filing R

3 years
3 years
Permanent

Permanent
Current + 3 years R
Current + 3 years
Current + 3 years
Five Years R

3 years
3 years
3 years
3 years

7 years following end of
confract R
Contract Termination + 5 years

Contract Termination + 5 years
R, but only for two years for
all unaccepted proposals

Other Storage
Medium'Minimum
Retention Period

10 Years
10 Years
Permanent R
10 Years
10 Years

Permanent R
None
None

10 Years
10 Years
Permanent R

Permanent R
10 Years
10 Years
10 Years

None

10 Years
10 Years
Permanent R
10 Years
10 Years

None

None

! Microfiche, microfilm, computer disk or other permanent record in compliance with Government Code section

60203 (a) and (b).
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Capital Improvements:
Capital improvement contracts

Accepted bid documents
As-built plans/ documents

Unaccepted construction bids
and proposals

Elections:
General
Special

Financial:
Accounts payable
Correspondence
A/P ledger/distribution
journal
Cash disbursements
Payroll/stipend payments
Petty cash reports
Expense reports
Invoices
Purchase orders
Warrants
. Accounts Receivable
A/R register
Aged trial balance
Invoices
Audit Reporting
Correspondence
Reports
State Controller’s report
Work papers
Banking
Correspondence
Bank confirmations
Bank reconciliations
Bank statements
Canceled and voided
checks
Deposit slips
Signature authorization
Financial Reporting
Correspondence

7 years following end of
contract R
5 years
7 years following end of
contract
2 years R

3 years

Audit + 7 years

ARARR =W

Audit + 4 years

Audit + 4 years

Audit + 4 years

4 years

Records Inspection, Retention, Disposal and Storage Policy
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10 Years

10 Years
10 Years

None

10 Years

10 years

10 yéars

10 Years

10 years

10 years
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Reports and studies
Charts of accounts
Treasurer’s reports
Accountant reports
Ledgers
Account analysis
Balance sheets
General ledger
Journal entries
Annual Budgets
Bond Insurance
Trust indentures
Funds management
agreement
Other permanent bond
records
Canceled checks for bond
interest payments/redemption
Securities
Acquisition of securities
Broker/ bank receipts
Periodic statements
Personal Property
Inventory
Maintenance and inspection
logs
Computer licenses and
documentation

Insurance:

Memoranda of coverage
Insurance policies
Endorsements

Certificates of insurance
Coverage opinions
Surety/Fidelity Bonds
Required to be maintained by
insurer

Legal:
General correspondence

Attorney correspondence
Claims and claims records

Minor’s claims

Audit + 4 years

4 years
4 years after repayment R
R
R

R

10 years

4 years
4 years
10 years

Current + 4 years
4 years

Expiration/obsolescence

Expiration + 5 years

Expiration + 5 years

Expiration + 5 years

Expiration + 5 years

Expiration + 5 years

Expiration + 5 years
10 Years

3 years

3 years
2 years after close of claim
R, but only for two years

2 years from age of 18 R
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10 Years

10 Years
10 Years

None

10 Years
10 Years
None

10 Years
None

None

10 Years
10 Years
10 Years
10 Years
10 Years
10 Years
10 Years

10 Years
_ 10 Years
10 Years (rejection letters,
settlement agreements and
releases only)
10 Years (rejection letters,
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Litigation
Opinions

Membership:
Membership records

Program participation
agreements '
Appointment
resolutions/letters

Personnel:

Personnel files

Job descriptions

Time sheets

Call reports and logs
Employment Agreements

Real Property:
Deeds and other documents
related to real property
interests

- Eminent domain
Annexation and detachment

Tax-Related:

Auditor’s assessed valuation
certificates

District tax collection
information

Miscellaneous:

Other records Board
determines to be of significant
and lasting historical,
administrative, financial, legal
or research value

Records not prepared or
received nor required to be
maintained pursuant to state or
federal law

2 years after litigation concludes

R
7 years

7 years, Until Converted
10 Years

7 years Until Converted

Termination + 5 years
Current + 2 years
Current + 4 years
Current + 4 years

Expiration + 4 years
R, in some form for at least 7
years after termination

Permanent, Until Converted

Permanent, Until Converted
Permanent, Until Converted

5 years R
S year
R

Permanent, Until Converted

2 years
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settlement agreements.and
releases only)
10 Years (judgments, settlement
agreements and releases only)
10 Years

10 Years
10 Years

10 Years

Permanent
None
None
None

7 Years

Permanent R

Permanent R
Permanent R

10 Years

12 Years

Permanent

None
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Other records prepared or 3 years 10 Years
received pursuant to state or

federal law, but not expressly

required to be maintained

Board meeting tape recordings After Approval of Minutes by None

Board or 30 days, whichever is
later R, if District chooses to
record

300.30 Retention of Other Records

a. The District must retain the following records, regardless of any different
destruction policy or schedule as to any identified record or records specified in
the records retention schedule set forth in section 2.2 above:

il.

111.

iv.

Any record of the District that is the subject of a pending request made
under the California Public Records Act, Government Code sections
6250 through 6276.48, until the District has either (A) complied with the
request or (B) withheld the record and provided written notice to the
requestor denying the request; R

Documents related to public works not accepted by the District or to
which a stop notice claim may be legally presented; R

Documents related to any non-discharged District debt; and R

Any document that has not yet fulfilled the administrative, fiscal, or legal
purpose for which it was created or received by the District; R

b. The District may dispose of the following records at any time, without
maintenance of a copy:

il

1.

1v.

Duplicates, the original or a permanent photographic record of which is
on file;

Rough drafts, notes and working papers prepared or kept by any
employee or accumulated in the preparation of a communication, study
or other document, unless of a formal nature contributing significantly to
the preparation of the document, including but not limited to meter books
after the contents thereof have been transferred to other records;

Cards, listings, non-permanent indices, other papers used for controlling
work and transitory files including letters of transmittal, suspense letters,
and tracer letters;

Canceled coupon sheets from registered bonds; and
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300.40

300.50

400.00

v. Shorthand notebooks, telephone messages and inter-departmental notes.

Records Storage

All of the records referenced in this section will be maintained at the District’s
Administrative office located at 3701 Marconi Avenue, Suite 100, Sacramento,
California 95821; 5331 Walnut Avenue, Sacramento, California 95841; 7800 North
Antelope Road, Antelope, California 95843; or such other repository that the District
may designate from time to time. All records requests should be directed to the
District’s administrative office at 3701 Marconi Avenue, Suite 100, Sacramento,
California 95821. Records kept by District consultants are not public records of the
District because they are not held by the District in the normal course of business.

Records Disposal
The District Manager, or his or her designee, may destroy and discard, by any
permanent method that protects the confidentiality of any privileged or confidential

information contained therein, any District record after the expiration of the applicable
retention period described in the above Records Retention Schedule.

Policy Review

This policy shall be reviewed at least biennially.
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