
RESOLUTION NO. SCV-530 

RESOLUTION OF APPLICATION BY THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY WATER AGENCY 
REQUESTING THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION FOR THE COUNTY OF 

LOS ANGELES (LAFCO) TO INITIATE PROCEEDINGS FOR THE CHANGE OF 
ORGANIZATION ON BEHALF OF STEVENSON RANCH VENTURE, LLC FOR THE LEGACY 

VILLAGE SUBDIVISION ANNEXATION, MAKING RESPONSIBLE AGENCY FINDINGS 
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, IN THE AGENCY'S 

LIMITED ROLE AS RESPONSIBLE AGENCY 

WHEREAS, Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency ("SCV Water'') is a water agency created to 
acquire, hold, and utilize water and water rights, including, but not limited to, water available 
from the state under the State Water Resources Development System/ State Water Project 
("SWP"), and to provide, sell, manage, and deliver surface water, groundwater, and recycled 
water for municipal, industrial, domestic, and other purposes for retail and wholesale within the 
boundaries of the SCV Water; and 

WHEREAS, Stevenson Ranch Venture, LLC ("Applicant"), owns approximately 1,759 acres of 
land adjacent to the service area boundary of SCV Water in the County of Los Angeles, 1,607 
acres of which is proposed to be annexed into SCV Water ("Annexation Lands"); and 

WHEREAS, SCV Water's predecessor in interest, Castaic Lake Water Agency ("CLWA"), and 
Applicant executed various documents establishing certain obligations, conditions and 
responsibilities consistent with CLWA's Annexation Policy, and its underlying principles, 
necessary for the orderly development and service of water to the Annexation Lands. These 
documents include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Deposit and Funding Agreement dated December 21, 2012 ("Deposit and
Funding Agreement")

2. Pre-Annexation Agreement dated December 21, 2012, ("Pre-Annexation
Agreement"); and

WHEREAS, the Deposit and Funding Agreement requires, among other things, that the 
Applicant pay for all staff time and fees relating to SCV Water's preparation and submittal of an 
annexation application to LAFCO; and 

WHEREAS, SCV Water desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, Government Code section 56000 et seq., for a 
change of organization for annexation of the Annexation Lands into SCV Water; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed change of organization requested by this Resolution of Application 
pursuant to Government Code section 56654 is annexation of the Annexation Lands to SCV 
Water ("Annexation

,,

); and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Annexation is within the sphere of influence ("SOI") of SCV Water; 
and 

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be annexed is uninhabited; and 



WHEREAS, SCV Water gave notice of its intention to adopt this resolution to the Commission, 
each interested agency, and each subject agency, at least 21 days prior to the adoption of this 
resolution, pursuant to Government Code section 56654; and 

WHEREAS, the boundaries of the Annexation Lands are described in the legal description, and 
depicted on the corresponding map, attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "B, 11 respectively, 
which are incorporated herein by reference; and 

WHEREAS, on November 27, 2012, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") (Pub. Res. Code, § 21000, et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 15000, et seq.), the County of Los Angeles ("County") certified the Santa Clarita Valley 
Area Plan Environmental Impact Report, SCH #20080711119 ("Area Plan EIR") and approved 
the Area Plan pursuant to Findings of Fact under State CEQA Guidelines section 15091; and 

WHEREAS, as a water agency who desires to initiate proceedings for the approval of the 
Annexation, but who has only some discretionary authority with regard to the Annexation Lands, 
SCV Water is a responsible agency pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21069; and 

WHEREAS, the Area Plan EIR, which includes the Annexation Lands, accounted for the 
planned development of the Annexation Lands and, among other topics, analyzed the potential 
impacts on water service and supplies from the growth allowed by the Area Plan, finding that 
potable water demand for buildout of the Annexation Lands will be met through SCV Water's 
water supply portfolio such that buildout would result in a less than significant impact to water 
supplies; and 

WHEREAS, SCV Water hereby incorporates by reference the Area Plan EIR certified by the 
County, and the Findings of Fact under State CEQA Guidelines section 15091 adopted by the 
County, copies of which are on file with SCV Water; and 

WHEREAS, SCV Water, at its agendized public meeting on June 2, 2026, independently 
reviewed and considered the Area Plan EIR, the adopted Findings of Fact under State CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15091 and 15096 for the parts of the development of the Annexation Lands 
that are within the scope of its jurisdiction, and other information in the record consistent with 
the process set forth in State CEQA Guidelines section 15096; and 

WHEREAS, all of the findings and conclusions made by SCV Water pursuant to this Resolution 
are based upon the oral and written evidence presented to it as a whole and not based solely on 
the information provided in this Resolution; and 

WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by SCV Water, that: 

1. Recitals. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated herein
and made an operative part of this Resolution of Application.

2. CEQA Compliance. As the decision-making body for SCV Water, and in SCV
Water's limited role as a responsible agency under CEQA, the SCV Water Board
of Directors ("Board of Directors") has independently reviewed and considered
the information contained in the Area Plan EIR, and all supporting
documentation. Based on this review, the Board of Directors finds that, as to



those potential environmental impacts within SCV Water's powers and authorities 
as responsible agency, the Area Plan EIR, and supporting environmental 
documentation contain a complete, objective, and accurate reporting of the 
Annexation's potential impacts on water service and supplies from the growth 
allowed by the Area Plan, adequately and properly analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts of the Annexation; the Board of Directors further finds that 
these documents comply with all CEQA requirements. 

SCV Water further hereby finds that, as to parts of the development of the 
Annexation Lands that are within the scope of its jurisdiction, none of the 
conditions set forth in State CEQA Guidelines section 15162 that could 
potentially trigger the need for a Subsequent EIR or Subsequent Negative 
Declaration apply to the Annexation. The Annexation does not entail or propose 
any substantial changes to the Area Plan that will require major revisions of the 
Area Plan EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects 
within the scope of SCV Water's jurisdiction. There have been no substantial 
changes that have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the 
development of the Annexation Lands, which was analyzed in the Area Plan EIR, 
will be undertaken that will require major revisions of the Area Plan EIR due to 
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects within the scope of SCV 
Water's jurisdiction. There has been no new information of substantial 
importance within the scope of SCV Water's jurisdiction, which was not known 
and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the Area Plan EIR was certified, which shows that: 

(1) Annexation will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the Area
Plan EIR;

(2) significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the Area Plan EIR;

(3) mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would
in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
of the Annexation; or

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the Area Plan EIR would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects on the environment.

3. Finding Concerning Alternatives and Mitigation Measures. SCV Wat�r, as a
responsible agency under CEQA, is more limited than the lead agency (i.e.,
County) when considering alternatives and mitigation measures for the
Annexation. A responsible agency has responsibility for mitigating or avoiding
only the direct or indirect environmental effects of those parts of a project that the
responsible agency decides to carry out, finance, or approve; moreover, a
responsible agency is required to adopt a feasible alternative or feasible
mitigation measures for a project only if (1) such alternative or mitigation
measures are within the responsible agency's powers, and (2) the alternative or



mitigation measures would substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the 
project would have on the environment. 

Here, SCV Water is not approving or committing to carrying out, finance, or 
approve development of the Annexation Lands within the Area Plan, nor does 
SCV Water have legal authority or powers to approve or carry out modifications 
or operations to the Area Plan or the development of the Annexation Lands. 
Instead, SCV Water seeks only to submit an application to the Local Agency 
Formation Commission for the County of Los Angeles ("LAFCO") to initiate 
proceedings for the change of organization on behalf of Stevenson Ranch 
Venture, LLC for the Annexation into SCV Water's service area. SCV Water finds 
that the mitigation measures to be implemented by the County, as set forth in the 
Area Plan EIR adopted by the County with regard to the part of the development 
within SCV Water's jurisdiction could mitigate and avoid the Annexation's 
potential environmental potential impacts on water service and supplies to the 
extent feasible. SCV Water finds there are no feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures within its powers that would substantially lessen or avoid 
any significant effect the Annexation would have on the environment related to 
water service and supplies beyond what was identified in the Area Plan EIR. 

4. CEQA Findings of Fact Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. SCV
Water adopts the County's Findings of Fact under State CEQA Guidelines
sections 15091 and 15096 as to the parts of the development of the Annexation
Lands that are within the scope of its jurisdiction, a true and correct copy of which
is attached hereto as Exhibit "C" and incorporated herein by reference, as to the
Annexation.

5. Notice of Determination. The Board of Directors hereby directs staff to
prepare, file, and cause to be posted a Notice of Determination with the County
Clerk or Clerk to the Board of Supervisors in the County of Los Angeles within
five {5) working days of the approval of the Resolution.

6. Approval of Application Submission. Within its limited role as a utility
provider, the Board of Directors hereby approves the submission of an
application to LAFCO to initiate proceedings for the change of organization on
behalf of Applicant for the Annexation pursuant to the following proposal:

a. This proposal is made pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 commencing with Section 56000
of the California Government Code.

b. The nature of the proposed change of organization is the annexation of the
Annexation Lands to SCV Water.

c. The Annexation Lands are within the Sphere of Influence of SCV Water.

d. The Annexation Lands proposed to be annexed are uninhabited.

e. The boundaries of the Annexation Lands are described in the legal
description, and depicted on the corresponding map, attached hereto as



Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "B," respectively, which are incorporated herein by 
reference. 

f. The reason for the proposed Annexation is to permit the Annexation Lands
to be served by SCV Water and for the efficiencies resulting therefrom.

g. It is desired that the proposed Annexation provide for and be made subject
to the following terms and conditions:

1) The Annexation Lands, once annexed, will be subject to all rules and
regulations of SCV Water, including but not limited to water efficiency
guidelines, conservation requirements and Best Management
Practices.

2) Any previously authorized fees, charges, assessments or taxes of
SCV Water shall be extended to the Annexation Lands, once
annexed, and the Annexation Lands shall be subject to the payment
of such service fees, charges, assessments, or taxes as SCV Water
currently imposes and may legally impose in the future. Applicant will
not oppose the imposition of any fees, charges, assessments, or
taxes currently applicable to SCV Water Agency, or the Annexation
Lands.

3) Once the Annexation Lands are annexed, any taxes, fees, charges, or
assessments for SCV Water may be collected by the County of Los
Angeles Tax Collector in the same manner as ad valorem property
taxes or otherwise allowed by law.

4) DWR approval of extension of the SCV Water service area to include
the Annexation Lands for use of SWP facilities for delivery of water to
the Annexation Lands.

5) Formation by SCV Water of a Water Service Area with boundaries
that encompass the Annexation Lands, once annexed, which will be
used to apportion rates, charges, fees, assessments, and taxes
(including the Carrying Costs defined in Section 1 of the Pre­
Annexation Agreement) to the Water Service Area to provide funds for
the annual budget of SCV Water for water facilities programs and
supplies, as set out in the Water Annexation Policy applicable to the
Annexation Lands, pursuant to Section 9 of the Pre-Annexation
Agreement.

6) Payment by Applicant to SCV Water of the following:

i. All fees charges and other payments due under the Deposit and
Funding Agreement and/or Pre-Annexation Agreement, and/or
SCV Water's Annexation Policy applicable to the Annexation
Lands, including but not limited to the following, as calculated as
of the effective date of the Annexation:

(a) Facility Capacity and Connection Fees;



(b) Back Taxes, including State Water Project Back Taxes,
pursuant to Section 8 of the Pre-Annexation Agreement
and Section 3.2 of the Annexation Policy;

(c) Carrying Costs, as defined in Section 1 of the Pre­
Annexation Agreement, associated with the Annexation
Water, as defined in Recital F of the Pre-Annexation
Agreement, incurred after December 31, 2027. If prior to
December 31, 2027, SCV Water issues an unconditional
and binding commitment to deliver the Annexation Water
Supply to the Annexation Lands as fully described in
Section 3(C)(i) in the Pre-Annexation Agreement. SCV
Water will continue to reserve the Annexation Water and
will bear the Carrying Costs associated with the
Annexation Water consistent with Section 5 of the Pre­
Annexation Agreement;

(d) Standby Charges to pay for the Carrying Costs, if
applicable; provided however, no new special internal
district(s) for purposes of establishing, adopting, levying, or
collecting Standby Charges for the Annexation Lands, will
be established;

(e) 1 % Tax Equivalent pursuant to Section 8 of the Pre­
Annexation Agreement and Section 2.2(a) of the
Annexation Policy;

(f) Payment of all processing costs including but not limited to,
title reports, staff time, engineering costs, environmental
costs, costs associated with legal services, and all other
costs described in Section 3.1 (g) of the Annexation Policy;

(g) Payment or reimbursement to SCV Water of all
Reimbursable Costs, as defined in Recital G of the Deposit
and Funding Agreement, incurred since the effective date
of the Deposit and Funding Agreement, and provision of
additional deposit funds for such purposes, pursuant to
Section 2 of the Deposit and Funding Agreement;

(h) All other costs not otherwise captured above, as specified
and identified in the Deposit and Funding Agreement.

7) Applicant's payment of all LAFCO fees for the Annexation
Amendment currently set at $14,350 and any State Board of
Equalization fees due as a result of the Annexation; and other related
fees.

8) The effective date of the annexation shall be the date of execution of
the certificate of completion by LAFCO.



7. Waiver. SCV Water consents to waive protest proceedings pursuant to
Government Code Section 56662(a) (1) through 56662(a) (3), inclusive, and
56662(d).

8. Adoption. This Resolution of Application is hereby adopted and approved by
SCV Water and LAFCO is hereby requested to initiate proceedings for the
annexation of territory as authorized and in the manner provided by the Cortese­
Know-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

9. Submission. SCV Water is hereby authorized and directed to file a certified
copy of this Resolution together with the required application and other
documents for the Annexation regarding the Annexation Lands, with the
Executive Officer of the Local Agency Formation Commission for the County of
Los Angeles.

10. Notice of Determination. The Board of Directors directs staff to file a CEQA
Notice of Determination with the County of Los Angeles Clerk and State
Clearinghouse within five (5) working days of adoption of this Resolution.

11. Custodian of Records. The documents and materials that constitute the record
of proceedings on which this Resolution and the above findings have been
based, and the Findings, are located at the offices of the SCV Water. The
custodian for these records is the board secretary, April Jacobs, and the records
are located at 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA 91350

12. Effective Date. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption by
the Board of Directors of SCV Water.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on the 2nd day of June 2026, by SCV Water, by the following vote: 

AYES: Directors K. Cooper, W. Cooper, Gutzeit, Marks, Martin, Masnada, 
Orzechowski and Petersen 

NOES: Director Armitage. 

ABSTAIN: None. 

ABSENT: None. 

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY WAT R AGENCY 

President 



I, the undersigned, hereby certify: That I am the duly appointed and acting Secretary of the 
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency, and that at a regular scheduled meeting of the Board of 
Directors of said Agency held on June 2, 2026 the foregoing Resolution No. SCV-530 was duly 
and regularly adopted by said Board, and that said resolution has not been rescinded or 
amended since the date of its adoption, and that it is now in full force and effeft.

DATED: June 2, 2026 1£Z}1�A;i} Jeu.,() h4,,

.. ·;,_�,..sL1s:.•· •. 
,' '<,Tl '7�••• 

---

•, JANUARY 1, .•
·• ••. 2018 .•·· 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

ANNEXATION NO. 2026-01 

TO SANTA CLARITA VALLEY WATER AGENCY 

All that real property in the County of Los Angeles, State of California, more particularly described as 

follows: 

Beginning at the northwesterly terminus of that course in the northeasterly line of Pico Project No. 1 

shown on map filed in Book 94, Pages 2 through 4 inclusive, of Record of Survey, in the Office of said 

County Recorder, as having a bearing and distance of North 54 
°20'17" West 8,850.91 feet, and for the 

purpose of this description shall bear North 54°08'31" West; 

1. Thence, southeasterly along said northeasterly line of Pico Project No. 1, South 54 °08'31" East 5,590.23

feet to the northerly corner of the land described in document recorded July 30, 2004 as Instrument No.

04-1959178, of Official Records, in the Office of said County Recorder;

2. Thence, southwesterly along the northwesterly line of said Instrument No. 04-1959178, South 1 °21
1

48 11 

West 1,368.97 feet;

Thence, along the southwesterly lines of said Instrument No. 04-1959178, the following courses: 

3. South 47
°

22103
11 

West 44.93 feet;

4. South 40°0611011 East 112.03 feet;

5. South 25
°

11 11211 East 88.53 feet;

6. South 14°

5210411 West 150.61 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northeasterly having a

radius of 150.00 feet;

7. southerly along said curve through a central angle of 76°30 107" an arc distance of 200.28 feet;

8. South 61
°

3810311 East 18.42 feet;

9. South 40°38 144
11 

East 138.25 feet;

10. South 62°0510311 East 38.05 feet;

11. South 22
°

26'0111 East 24.23 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northeasterly having a

radius of 190.00 feet;

12. southeasterly along said curve through a central angle of 41 
°

49'32
11 an arc distance of 138.70 feet;

13. South 64
°

15'3311 East 78.30 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northerly having a radius

of 150.00 feet;

14. easterly along said curve through a central angle of 31 °37'48
11 an arc distance of 82.81 feet;

15. North 84
°

06
1

39
11 East 10.65 feet;

16. South 46
°

24106 11 East 31.49 feet;
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17. South 19°12'5011 East 222.32 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northeasterly having a
radius of 100.00 feet;

18. southeasterly along said curve through a central angle of 89°23 105 11 an arc distance of 156.01 feet;

19. North 71 °24'05 11 East 13.21 feet;

20. South 85°39'00 1

1 East 217.93 feet;

21. North 61 °2810911 East 37.25 feet;

22. South 57°43'0111 East 155.69 feet to the beginning of a non-tangent curve concave Northwesterly
having a radius of 2,340.00 feet, a radial line to said curve bears South 34°13'28 11 East;

23. Thence, along the southeasterly line of said Instrument No. 04-1959178 and northeasterly along said

curve through a central angle of 00°13'04 11 an arc distance of 8.89 feet;

24. Thence, along the southwesterly line of the land described in document recorded May 1, 2003 as

Instrument No, 03-1251507, of Official Records, in the Office of said County Recorder, South 34°26'32"

East 120.00 feet to the beginning of a non-tangent curve concave Northwesterly having a radius of
2,460.00 feet, a radial line to said curve bears South 34°26'32" East;

25. Thence, northeasterly along the southeasterly line of said Instrument No. 03-1251507, through a
central angle of 06°08'55" an arc distance of 263.99 feet;

26. Thence, continuing along said southeasterly line of Instrument No. 03-1251507, North 49°24'33" East
62.85 feet;

Thence, along the southwesterly lines of the land described in document recorded July 30, 20045 as 
Instrument No. 04-1959179, of Official Records, in the Office of said County Recorder, the following 

courses: 

27. South 48°39'32" East 236.67 feet;

28. South 75°45139" East 54.27 feet;

29. South 36°44'31" East 112.00 feet;

30. South 23°23'31" East 118.00 feet;

31. South 32°07'31" East 194.83 feet;

32. South 10°02'57" East 120.06 feet;

33. South 39°04'45" East 24.46 feet;

34. South 20°17'521

1 East 115.85 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northeasterly having a

radius of 115.00 feet;

35. southeasterly along said curve through a central angle of 41 °51'30 11 an arc distance of 84.02 feet;

36. South 62°47'57" East 83.54 feet;
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37. Thence, southwesterly along the southeasterly line of Parcel 5 as shown on Parcel Map No. 15955

filed in Book 188, Pages 90 through 95, inclusive, of Parcel Maps, in the Office of said County Recorder,

South 60
°3515411 West 1,977.22 feet;

Thence, along the northeasterly, northerly and southwesterly lines of the land described as Parcel 2 in 

document recorded December 1, 2000 as Instrument No. 00-1874523, of Official Records, in the Office of 

said County Recorder, the following courses: 

38. North 75°021501

1 West 11.41 feet;

39. North 48
°59 12311 West 14.09 feet;

40. North 35°
19 11811 West 42.02 feet;

41. North 52
°47'4911 West 8.80 feet;

42. South 87°19106 11 West 10.42 feet;

43. South 61 °2814511 West 19.45 feet;

44. South 75°1411 r West 26.69 feet;

45. South 81 °5312011 West 32.42 feet;

46. North 77°351

2211 West 7.31 feet;

47. North 50°4513811 West 10.47 feet;

48. North 44°
1613311 West 10.57 feet;

49. South 64°5210r West 5.75 feet;

so. South l8°0l1Sr West 19.00 feet; 

51. South 36°11109 11 West 15.77 feet;

52. South 27°3313511 West 4.79 feet;

53. South 09
°3510411 East 9.98 feet;

54. South 33°5810811 East 28.73 feet;

55. South 25°55'481

1 East 9.09 feet;

56. South 09°10 10211 East 12. 79 feet;

57. South 06°03150 11 West 14.10 feet;

58. South 16
°0411011 West 6.78 feet;

59. South 26
°431051

1 West 10.05 feet;
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60. South 39
°

12'21" West 13.47 feet;

61. South 49°

54'05" West 17.31 feet;

62. South 63
°

48'59" West 14.69 feet;

63. South 74°

58'18" West 39.63 feet;

64. South 65°

00'42" West 13.26 feet;

65. South 39
°

39'09" West 11.03 feet;

66. South 07
°

35 156" West 6.79 feet;

67. South 15
°

38'29" East 11.49 feet;

68. Thence, southwesterly along said southeasterly line of Parcel 5 of Parcel Map No. 15955,

South 60°35 154" West 1,314.39 feet;

Thence, along the northeasterly, northerly, southwesterly, westerly and southerly lines of the land 

described as Lot 2 in document recorded November 21, 2003 as Instrument No. 03-3527963, of Official 

Records, in the Office of said County Recorder, the following courses: 

69. North 29°

24'06" West 151.51 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Southerly having a

radius of 150.00 feet;

70. northwesterly along said curve through a central angle of 89°11'3511 an arc distance of 233.51 feet;

71. South 61 °24 119 11 West 170.75 feet;

72. South 40°10'01" West 151.50 feet;

73. South 51 °20'11" West 172.50 feet;

74. South 02°

13'10" West 154.00 feet;

75. South 74
°

46'34" West 71.47 feet;

76. South 02°

45'30" East 20.00 feet;

77. South 18°22'55" West 138.54 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northwesterly having

a radius of 75.00 feet;

78. southwesterly along said curve through a central angle of 25
°

10'40 1

' an arc distance of 32.96 feet to

the beginning of a reverse curve concave Easterly having a radius of 75.00 feet;

79. southerly along said curve through a central angle of 77°

06 110 11 an arc distance of 100.93 feet to the

beginning of a non-tangent curve concave Southerly a radius of 1,390.00 feet, a radial line to said curve

bears North 02°12'03
11 

East;
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80. easterly along said curve through a central angle of 08°43'08" an arc distance of 211.52 feet;

81. Thence, along the westerly line of Parcel 4 as shown on said Parcel Map No. 15955, South 01 °35'45'

East 1,439.47 feet;

82. Thence, South 74° 10'00" West 623.92 feet;

83. Thence, South 05°11'40" East 394.29 feet;

84. Thence, North 86°05'29" East 580.48 feet;

85. Thence, along said westerly line of Parcel 4 of Parcel Map No. 15955, South 01 °35'45
1

' East 439.71

feet;

86. Thence, along the southwesterly line of said Parcel 4 of Parcel Map No. 15955, South 63
°32'05" East

749.42 feet;

87. Thence, along said westerly line of Parcel 4 of Parcel Map No. 15955, South 00°181311

' West 1,431.38

feet to the beginning of a non-tangent curve concave Northerly having a radius of 450.00 feet, a radial

line to said curve bears South 02°39'07" East;

Thence, along the northerly, westerly and southerly lines of Pico Canyon Road, as shown on said Parcel 

Map No. 15955, the following courses: 

88. westerly along said northerly line and along said curve through a central angle of 27°25'12 11 an arc

distance of 215.36 feet;

89. North 65°13'55" West 337.53 feet;

90. South 24°
46'05" West 100.00 feet;

91. South 65°13'55" East 337.53 feet to the beginning of a tangent curve concave Northerly having a

radius of 550.00 feet;

92. easterly along said curve through a central angle of 26°52153" an arc distance of 258.04 feet;

93. Thence, along said westerly line of Parcel 4 of Parcel Map No. 15955, South 00
°18'31 1 West 868.06

feet;

Thence, along the southerly, westerly and northwesterly lines of said Parcel 5 of Parcel Map No. 15955, 

the following courses: 

94. South 88°23 '44" West 1,783.17 feet;

95. North 37°58'42 .. West 1,743.67 feet;

96. South 89
°
54'5311 West 735.13 feet;

97. South 45°40'16" West 191.00 feet;

98. South 25
°
00'44" East 1,409.87 feet;

99. South 88
°23'44" West 655.45 feet;
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100. North 02°10'06 11 West 2,169.63 feet;

101. South 89°42'5311 East 400.00 feet;

102. North 00
°

1 TOT' East 1,100.00 feet;

103. North 89°50'3811 West 447.09 feet;

104. North 02°10'06 11 West 2,122.21 feet;

105. North 49°2l 145" West 3,393.19 feet;

106. North 71°55 115 11 West 1,373.15 feet;

107. North 17°36'07" East 2,441.28 feet;

108. North 55°59 1

45 11 East 4,973.48 feet;

109. North 38
°

11'46 11 East 684.60 feet to the Point of Beginning.

Area: 1,607.328 Acres 
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EXHIBIT C 

3.13 WATER SERVICE 

SUMMARY 

This section discusses water service within the One Valley One Vision (OVOV) Planning Area. The 

OVOV Planning Area is composed of the City's Planning Area and the County's Planning Area. The 

City's Planning Area consists of its incorporated boundaries and adopted Sphere of Influence (SOI). The 

County's Planning Area consists of unincorporated land outside of the City's boundaries and the adopted 

SOI but within the OVOV Planning Area boundaries. In this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) water 

service section; water service is analyzed on a regional basis for the OVOV Planning Area based on the 

existing conditions in the Planning Area, and proposed buildout of the City's General Plan and the 

County's Area Plan. The OVOV Planning Area is also referred to in this section as the Santa Clarita 

Valley. 

For the purposes of buildout under the proposed Plan, this analysis emphasizes water use over the next 

40 years (2050). The proposed buildout of the OVOV Planning Area would generate a total v,,ater 2050 

demand of 135,450 acre-feet per year (afy) with 10 percent water conservation within the Castaic Lake 

Water Agency (CLW A) service area and East Subbasin, plus another 6,000 afy outside the CUVA 

boundary and East Subbasin. Water demand would be served by local groundwater, recycled water, and 

State Water Project (SWP) and non-SWP imported ,-vater supplied by the Castaic Lake Water Agency 

(CLWA) and the other Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors. Portions of the County's Planning Area 

outside the service area of CL WA would be served by local groundwater supplied by private wells. Non­

potable water demand would be supplemented with the use of recycled (reclaimed) water from the 

existing Valencia and Saugus Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs) and the approved (but unbuilt) Newhall 

Ranch WRP. 

Potable water would be supplied from the existing groundwater resources, and other existing and 

planned ,-vater supplies of CLWA, including imported water from CLWA's SWP sources. The use of these 

water supplies is assessed in this EIR. Based on the information presented, an adequate supply of water 

would be available to serve the portion of the OVOV Planning Area within the CL \VA service area 

boundary and the East Subbasin, and impacts would be less than significant. In areas outside the CLWA 

service area and the East Subbasin however, local groundwater supplies may not be adequate to meet the 

needs of all existing residents due to the apparent overreliance on the groundwater deposits as evidenced 

by declining water levels and dry wells. Consequently, local supplies would not be able to meet the needs 

of OVOV buildout in this area and impacts would be significant after mitigation. 

lmpatf ScitnCC!-, Inc. 

0112.023 

3.13-1 Ont' \ ·atlcy Ont \ risi(111 Ret1i�td Draft Pn-1gram £IR 

Cr•UJll)I of Lt'� A11sl'l6 Arca Plan 

:\'t1iJc•ml1a 2010 



3.13 Water Service 

Over the past several years, questions have been raised regarding the reliability of SWP ,vater delivered 

by CL \·VA, the ability of local water purveyors to deliver an adequate and reliable supply of water to its 

customers, and the extent to which ammonium perchlorate discovered in local groundwater reduces the 

amount of local water available in the Valley. Provided below are ans,vers to these questions, in non­

technical terms. 

Where does the OVOV Planning Area water come from (what are the supply 

sources)? 

The OVOV Planning Area lies mostly ,vithin the groundwater basin identified in Department of Water 

Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118 (2003 Update) as the Santa Clara River Valley Ground,vater Basin, East 

Subbasin (Basin) (see Appendix 3.13). The Basin is comprised of two aquifer systems, the Alluvium and 

the Saugus Formation. The Alluvium (also referred to as the Alluvial aquifer) generally underlies the 

Santa Clara River and its several tributaries, and the Saugus Formation underlies practically the entire 

Upper Santa Clara River area. The eastern portion of the Planning Area lies in bet\,veen the East Subbasin 

on the west and the Acton Valley Groundv,1ater Basin on the east. In this eastern portion of the Planning 

Area, groundwater is pumped from the Holocene a11uvium and Pleistocene terrace deposits. 

As discussed above, the projected total 2050 water demand is 135,450 afy with 10 percent water 

conservation within the CLWA service area and East Subbasin, plus another 6,000 afy outside the CL \Al A 

boundary and East Subbasin. Project vvater demand increases by approximately 10 percent in a dry year. 

Water sources expected to serve the OVOV Planning Area are local ground,vater and CLWA's supplies 

of SWP and non-SWP imported water to meet the potable demand, and recycled water from the existing 

Valencia \!\'RP and approved but unbuilt Newhall Ranch WRP to help supply non-potable demand. 

Groundwater is the primary source of ,vater outside the CL WA service area. 

How reliable are the water supply sources for the OVOV Planning Area? 

Both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation can meet the ground,vater demands for the portion 

of the Planning Area ,vithin the East Subbasin (Basin) under both short- and long-term conditions 

without creating any significant ground,vater impacts. The groundwater component of the overall ,,vater 

supply in the Basin derives from a groundwater operating plan developed by CLWA and the local retail 

purveyors over the past 20 years to meet ,,vater requirements (municipal, agricultural, small domestic), 

,,vhile maintaining the Basin in a sustainable condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of ground,,vater or 

interrelated surface ,vater). This operating plan also addresses ground,\1ater contamination issues in the 

Basin. This operating plan is based on the concept that pumping can vary from year to year to allow 

increased groundwater use in dry periods and increased recharge during wet periods, and to collectively 

Impact Scic11as. lllc. 
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3.13 \Vater Sen•ice 

assure that the Basin is adequately replenished through \'arious wet/dry cycles. The operating yield for 

the Basin has been quantified as ranges of annual pumping \'Olumes. The groundwater operating plan is 

further described below. The operating plan addresses both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus 

Formation. 

Groundlvater supplies within the Basin were evaluated in the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, the 

2005 Analysis of Ground,vater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, 

Los Angeles County, California (2005 Basin Yield Report), and the 2009 Analysis of Groundwater 

Supplies and Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin (2009 

Basin Yield Update). This evaluation resulted in the following findings: (1) both the Allu\'ial aquifer and 

the Saugus Formation are reasonable and sustainable sources of local water supplies at the yields stated 

in the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) over the next 25 years; (2) the yields are not 

overstated and will not deplete or "dry-up" the groundwater basin; and (3) there is no need to reduce the 

yields for purposes of planning, as shown in both the 2005 UVVMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report, and the 

2009 Basin Yield Update (see Appendix 3.13 for the 2005 U\,VMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report, and the 

2009 Basin Yield Update). In addition, both the 2005 UWMP and 2005 Basin Yield Report determined that 

neither the Alluvial aquifer nor the Saugus Formation is in an overdraft condition, or projected to become 

overdrafted. 

Alluvium 

As stated in the 2009 Santa Clarita \'alh�t \,Vater Report, May 2010 (2009 \Vater Report), and the 2005 Ur/1m1 

Water Mmwge111e11t Pla11 (2005 U\t\TMP; see Appendix 3.13), the operating plan for the Alluvial aquifer 

involves pumping from the Alluvial aquifer in a given year, based on local hydrologic conditions in the 

eastern Santa Clara River ,vatershed. Pumping ranges between 30,000 and 40,000 afy during 

normal/average and above-normal rainfall years. However, due to hydrogeologic constraints in the 

eastern part of the Basin, pumping is reduced to between 30,000 and 35,000 afy during locally dry years. 

Saugus Fomiatiou 

As stated in the 2009 Water Report, tile 2009 Bnsi11 Yield Update and the 2005 U\VMP, pumping from the 

Saugus Formation in a given year is tied directly to the availability of other water supplies, particularly 

from the State \-Vater Project (SWP). During average year conditions ,-\'ithin the S\tVP system, Saugus 

pumping ranges between 7,500 and 15,000 afy. Planned dry-year pumping from the Saugus Formation 

ranges behveen 15,000 and 25,000 afy during a dry year and can increase to behveen 21,000 and 25,000 afy 

if SWP deliveries are reduced for two consecutive dry years and behveen 21,000 and 35,000 afy if SVVP 

deliveries are reduced for three consecutive dry years. Such pumping would be followed by periods of 
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3.13 lVatel' Service 

reduced (awrage-�·ear) pumping, at rates between 7,500 and 15,000 afy, to further enhance the 

effectiveness of natural recharge processes that would recover water levels and groundwater storage 

volumes after the higher pumping during dry years. 

Groundwater outside the Basin is constrained, and unable to reliably meet the needs 

of all residents as evidenced by declining groundwater levels and dry wells. Does the 

OVOV Planning Area rely on State Water Project supplies? 

Yes. As indicated above, the portion of the OVO\' Planning Area within the CL\\' A service area will use 

local groundwater, S\'VP and non-SWP imported water from CL WA, and recycled water from local water 

reclamation plants (VVRPs). These water sources meet the water demands of the proposed buildout 

within the CL\VA service area and East Subbasin, and potable water would be used or relied upon from 

CL\'\'A's existing or planned supplies. This EIR summarizes CLWA's supplies available to the Basin as a 

whole. 

The reliability of S\VP water supplies ,·aries depending upon several factors. The amount of water the 

Department of Water Resources (D\'VR) determines is available and allocates for deli,·el"}' in a given year 

is based on that year's hydrologic conditions, the amount of water in storage in the SV,'P system, 

regulatory, environmental, operational constraints, le,·ee vulnerability due to flooding and earthquakes, 

the SWP Contractors' requests for SV\IP supplies, and other factors. These factors can significantly alter 

and reduce the availability of S\\'P water in any given year. 

CL\VA is one of 29 water agencies (i.e., "SVVP Contractors"), with a long-term SWP water supply contract 

with D\VR. Eacl, SVVP contractor's S\VP water supply contract contains a "Table A," which lists the 

maximum amount of water a contractor may request each year of the highest priority available under the 

S\'\'P contract throughout the life of the contract. Currently, CUVA's annual Table A Amount is 95,200 

acre-feet (af).1 In an effort to assess the impacts of various conditions on SWP supply reliability, DV\'R

released the Filwl Stntc Wntcr Pro_iect Deliiwy Rclin/,ility Report, August 2010 (2009 DWR Delivery 

Reliability Report). A copy of this report is incorporated into this ElR by reference and is available for 

public review on California's website at, http://baydeltaoffice.water.ca.gov. The report is an update to the 

Stntc \'\'nta Pro_iect Dcli;,cry Rc/in/,i/ity Report, 2007 issued as final in 2008. The report assists SWP 

Contractors in assessing the reliability of the SWP component of their overall supplies. The DWR 

CLWA's original SWP water supply contract with DWR was amended in 1966 for a maximum annual Table A 
Amount of 41,500 af. In 1991, CL\VA purchased 12,700 af of annual Table A Amount from a Kern County water 

district, and in 1999 purchased an additional 41,000 af of annual Table A Amount from another Kern County 
water district, for a current total annual Table A Amount of 95,200 af. 
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3.13 Water Sei-vice 

computer-based reliability projections have been applied to CLWA's maximum Table A Amount yields 

in tabular form in Tables 3.13-11 through 3.13-14, later in this document.2 The results show that adequate

water supplies are a,,ailable to meet the potable and non-potable demands of the proposed General Plan 

and proposed Area Plan buildout in the Basin (generally the CL \\I A service area) without resulting in 

significant environmental impacts to the Santa Clara River, the local Basin, or downstream users in 

Ventura Countv. 

What is the likelihood of perchlorate contamination of the OVOV Planning Area 

water sources? 

In summary, the approach used to investigate the potential capture of perchlorate-impacted groundwater 

by the new wells involved three sequential steps: identification of local and regional groundwater flow 

patterns in the AIIU\·ium; application of a single layer groundwater flow model to examine the capture 

zone of the four-well "well field" under planned operating conditions; and interpretation of potential 

capture of perchlorate ,·ia examination of the well's theoretical independent capture zone relative to the 

known occurrence of perchlorate in the Alluvium. The latter step was subsequently augmented by 

considering other factors, such as the locations and magnitude of pumping between the new wells and 

the knovm occurrence of perchlorate, which affect the potential capture of perchlorate by the new wells. 

The groundwater supplies for buildout of the OVOV Planning Area are not considered to be at risk due 

to perchlorate contamination released from the former Whittaker-Bermite facility.3

Will either buildout of the OVOV Planning Area or perchlorate contamination result 

in overdrafting the local groundwater basin? 

It has been suggested that the amount of water available from local groundwater supplies is overstated 

and that the effects of perchlorate contamination are not adequately analyzed in the 2005 UWMP. This 

ElR contains an analysis of this issue, as does the 2005 U\VMP. An important aspect of this '"'Ork was the 

completion of the 2005 Bnsin Yield Rr11ort and 2009 Bnsi11 Yield Updnte (see this EIR, Appendix 3.13 (2005 

Bnsin Yield Report and 2009 Bnsin Yield Updntr]). The primary determinations made in that report are that, 

despite perchlorate contamination (1) both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation are sustainable 

sources at the operational plan yields stated in the 2005 U\VMP over the next 25 years; (2) the yields are 

not overstated and will not deplete or "dry up" the groundwater basin; and (3) there is no need to reduce 

2 

3 

Subsection CL\\IA Imported Water Supplies and Facilities of this Section include CL\\IA's S\•VP and non-5\'\'P 

imported supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley (see Tables 3.13-11 through 3.13-14). 

See Potential Capture of Pi•rcl1/orat1• Co11tami11atio11, Valencia Water Company's Wells El4-El7, Prepared by 

Luhdorff and Scalmanini for the Valencia Water Company, dated April 26, 2006. This report is provided in 

Appendix 3.13 of this EIR. 
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3.13 l\later Sertiice 

the yields shown in the 2005 U\VMP. Additionally, the 2005 Basi11 Yield Report and 2009 Basin Yield Update 

concluded that neither the Allu\'ial aquifer nor the Saugus Formation is in an overdraft condition or 

projected to become overdrafted. 

Was a SB 610 Water Supply Assessment prepared for the OVOV Planning Area, and 

if so, what were the findings of that assessment? 

No. An SB 610 ,vater supply assessment was not completed for the proposed buildout of the City's 

General Plan or for the buildout of the County's Area Plan (i.e., the 0\10\1 Planning Area). Under SB 610, 

water supply assessments must be furnished to local governments for inclusion in any en\'ironmental 

documentation for certain projects (as defined in \,Vater Code 10912la]) subject to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Most, if not all, General Plans and General Plan updates in the State 

of California are evaluated through the preparation of a Program EIR per the CEQA. A Program EIR can 

be characterized as more of a "big picture" enYironmental document that analyzes large-scale projects on 

a macro le\'el, rather than at the micro level, which is what Project EIRs are used for. The Program EIR 

enables the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles to examine the overall effects of the 

proposed course of action and to take steps to avoid unnecessary adverse en\'ironmental effects at the 

macro level. 

Do adequate and reliable water supplies exist in the OVOV Planning Area to serve 

the existing population during future average, dry and multiple dry years? 

In average years, dry years, and multiple-dry years, the data provided by Cl WA and the local purveyors 

shows that adequate and reliable water supplies exist in the Basin (generally the Cl \!VA service area) to 

serve the existing population during future average, dry, and multiple-dry years. (See EIR, Tables 3.13-11 

through 3.13-14, below.) However, groundwater supplies outside the Basin (i.e., outside the Cl WA 

service area and East Subbasin) are constrained as eYidenced by declining groundwater levels and dry 

wells. 

Will adequate and reliable water supplies exist in the Basin (generally the CLWA 

service area and East Subbasin) to serve existing and future populations during 

average, dry and multiple dry years? 

Yes. In order to analyze the water impacts of the proposed General Plan and proposed Area Plan, the 

amount and location of grovvth expected to occur in the OVOV Planning Area was predicted. T,.,,o 

scenarios are assessed in this water analysis in order to meet CEQA requirements. The scenarios analyzed 

in this EIR are referred to as the "2050 Build-Out Scenario - Within Cl\tVA Boundary" and the "2050 

Build-Out Scenario - Outside Cl V\l A Boundary." Under the first scenario, available supplies would 

exceed demand in average/normal years, a single-dry year, and multiple dry years through 2050. 
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Therefore, the proposed buildout of the City's General Plan and County's Area Plan would not contribute 

to any significant impacts on the Basin's water supplies. 

Does the proposed buildout of the City's General Plan and County's Area Plan cause 

significant cumulative impacts on water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley? 

No. Because buildout of the City's General Plan and the County's Area Plan relies on local groundwater, 

imported S\'VP and non-SWP imported supplies, and recycled water to meet its potable and non-potable 

water demands, it would not contribute to any significant cumulative ,vater impacts in the Santa Clarita 

Vallev. 

Will adequate and reliable water supplies exist outside the Basin (generally outside 

the CLWA service boundary in areas without access to Basin water supplies) to serve 

existing and future populations during average, dry and multiple dry years? 

Unknown based on currently available information. As indicated above, to analyze the ,vater impacts of 

the proposed General Plan and proposed Area Plan, the amount and location of grmvth expected to occur 

in the OVOV Planning Area was predicted. Two scenarios are assessed in this water analysis to meet 

CEQA requirements. The scenarios analyzed in this EIR are referred to as the "2050 Build-Out Scenario -

\Vithin Cl WA Boundary" and the "2050 Build-Out Scenario - Outside CL \'VA Boundary." Under the 

second scenario, current supplies are constrained as evidenced by declining groundwater levels and dry 

wells. Depending on the location, available supplies may or may not exceed demand in average/normal 

years, a single-dry year, and multiple dry years through 2050. Therefore, buildout of the County's portion 

of the Planning Area would contribute to significant impacts on Planning Area water supplies outside the 

Basin (generally outside the Cl WA service boundary). Mitigation is required to lessen significant impacts 

to groundwater supplies in this portion of the Planning Area. However, impacts ,vould remain 

significant in this area after mitigation. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

\.Vater supply and demand in the Santa Clarita Valley is affected by existing conditions, including local 

climatic conditions, demographics in the region, existing topography and regional area geology and 

hydrology, surface water flows, effects of drought cycles both locally and regionally, and effects of 

urbanization in the valley. These local conditions are evaluated in several documents listed belo,"'· This 

list also identifies the documents that were used or relied upon in the preparation of this section. 

The documents, some of which are referenced appendices, are incorporated by reference and are 

available for public inspection and revie,v at Cl WA (wholesale water agency) 27234 Bouquet Canyon 

Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350, or the Valencia Water Company (local retail water supplier), 24631 
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Avenue Rockefeller, Santa Clarita, California 91355. The documents referred to throughout this section 

were used in formulating an independent determination of the sufficiency of the identified water 

supplies to meet the proposed demands of the proposed buildout of the OVOV Planning Area. 

• 2005 Urba11 \Valer Ma11age111e11t Plan, prepared for Castaic Lake \Vater Agency, CUVA Santa Clarita

Water Division, Newhall County \'\Tater District, Valencia \,Vater Company, Los Angeles County

\tVaterworks District No. 36, prepared by Black & Veatch, Nancy Clemm, Kennedy Jenks

Consultants, Jeff Lambert, Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Richard Slade and Associates, November 2005.

• Data Dornment, Proposed 2008 Facility Capacity Fees, Castaic Lake \t\Tater Agency, November 12, 2008

(2008 Data Document).

• A11alysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara Ri1.1er Groundwater Basin, East S11blmsh1, Los

A11geles County, CaWornia, prepared by CH2M HILL, in cooperation with Luhdorff & Scalmanini, in

support of the August 2001 Memorandum of Understanding behveen the Upper Basin Water

Purveyors and the United Water Conservation District August 2005 (2005 Basin Yield Report).

• Analysis of Gro1111dwater Supplies and Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Gro1111dwater

Basin, East Sul,basin, by Luhdorff & Scalmanini and GSI Water Solutions, Inc., August 2009 (2009

Basin Yield Update).

• Santa Clarita Valley Water Report 2006, prepared for CUVA, Los Angeles County \Vaterworks District

No. 36, Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County VVater District and Valencia \,Vater Company

by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, May 2007.

• Santa Clarita Valley \l\'ater Report 2007, prepared for CUVA, Los Angeles County VVaterworks District

No. 36, Santa Clarita \i\7ater Division, Ne,vhall County Water District and Valencia Water Company

by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, April 2008.

• Sa11ta Clarita Valley \t\fater Report 2008, prepared for CLWA, Los Angeles County Waterworks District

No. 36, Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County \'\later District and Valencia Water Company

by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, April 2009.

• 2009 Sa11ta Clarita \!alley \·'Vatcr Report, prepared for CLWA, Los Angeles County VVaterworks District

No. 36, Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County Water District and Valencia Water Company

by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, May 2010.

• Tlze Santa Clarita \/alley 2007 Consumer C01�fide11ce Report, prepared l,y CL\tVA, CHVA's Sa11fa Clarita

Water Division, Newhall County Water District, and Valencia Water Company, 2007.

• The Santa Clarita \/alley 2008 Water Quality Report, prepared by CUVA, CLWA's Santa Clarita \,Vater

Division, Newhall County Water District, and Valencia Water Company, 2008.

• The Sa11ta Clarita \/alley 2009 Water Q11ali�1 Report, prepared by CLWA, CL\tVA's Santa Clarita Water

Division, Newhall County Water District, and Valencia Water Company, 2009.
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3.13 lVt1 ter Se1·vice 

• The Santa Clarita Valley 2010 \Vatcr Quality Repo,-f, prepared by CUVA, CLWA's Santa Clarita Water

Division, Newhall County Water District, and Valencia \\Tater Company, 2010.

• 2001 Update Report: Hydrogeologic Co11ditions in the All111•ial and Sa11g11s For111af io11 Aq11�fer Systems,

prepared for Santa Clarita Valley \Vater Purveyors by Richard C. Slade and Associates, LLC, July

2002 (Slade, 2002).

• CL\,VA Capital Jmprope111e11t Program prepared by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2003.

• CL\,VA FY 2009/2010 Budget, Capital lmprmrn1c11t Program, Fiscal Year 2009/2010, Castaic Lake \Valer

Agency, Adopted June 2008 and effectiiic /11ly 2009.

• Water Supply Relinl1i/ity Plan D,-aft Report prepared for CUVA bv Kennedy/Jenks Consultants,

September 2003.

• Memorandum of Understanding between Castaic Lake Water Agency and Ne,-vhall Count\' \\Tater

District, September 2005.

• Memom11d11111 of Understmzding behveen the Santa Clara River Valley Upper Basin \'\'ater Purveyors

and United VVater Conservation District, August 2001.

• Grozmdwntcr Mn11age111e11t Pinn - Santa Clam Ri11cr Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbnsi11, prepared for

Cl \,VA by luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, December 2003.

• Regional Gro1111dwater Flor<' Model for tlze Santa Clarita Valley: Model DePelop111e11t and Cnlibratio11,

prepared for Upper Basin Water Purveyors (Cl \!VA, CUVA Santa Clarita VVater Division, Ne,-vhall

County \\rater District and Valencia \Vater Company) by CH2M Hill, April 2004.

• Analysis of Perchlorate Containment i11 Grozmdwater Near the lVhittnker-Bermite Property, Santa Clarita,

Cal�fomin, prepared for Upper Basin \Vater Purveyors in support of the Department of Health

Services 97-005 Permit Application by CH2M HILL, December 2004.

• Analysis of Near-Term Gro1111dwatcr Capture Areas for Production Wells Located Near the \t\71ittaker-Ben11ite

Property (Santa Clarita, Cal�fomia), prepared for Upper Basin \,Vater Purveyors in support of the

amended 2000 U\IVMP by CH2M HILL, December 21, 2004.

• Water Supply Contract Between tlze State of Cal�fomia Department of \!\later Resources and CL\VA, 1963

(plus amendments, including the "Monterey Amendment," 1995, and Amendment No. 18, 1999, the

transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of SWP supplies from Kern County Water Agency to CL\VA).

• 2002 Semitropic Grou11dwnter Storage Program and Point (f De/fr,ery Agree111e11t among the Department

of Water Resources of the State of California, Cl WA, and Kern County Water Agency.

• 2002 Draft Recycled \,Vater Master Plan prepared for Cl WA by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants.
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• Orn.ft Program E1wiro11111e11tnl I111pnct Report - Recycled \Vnter Mnstcr Pinn, prepared for CUVA by Bon

Terra Consulting, No,,ember 2006 (SCH No. 2005041138).

• Finni Program E1ruiro11111e11tnl Impnct Report - Recycled \Vnter Mnster Pinn, prepared for Cl WA by Bon

Terra Consulting, March 2007 (SCH No.2005041138).

• Orn.ft Em1iro11111e11tnl I111pnct Report - S11ppleme11tnl Wnter Project Trn11�fer 1:f 41,000 ncre-feet of Stnte \iVnter

Project Tnble A A111ou11t, prepared for CL\VA by Science Applications International Corporation, June

2004 (SCH No. 1998041127).

• Finni Em 1iro11111e11tnl I111pnct Report - Supplemc11tnl \,Vnter Project Trnn�fer of 41,000 ncrc-feet of Stnte \Vntcr

Project Tnt,/c A A11101111t, prepared for CUVA by Science Applications International Corporation,

December 2004 (SCH No. 1998041127).

• Orn.ft E1wiro11111e11tnl I111pnct Report - Rosedale-Rio Brnvo \,Vnter Storage District (RRB\1\15D) Wnter Bn11ki11g

n11d Exchn11ge Program, prepared for CL \1\7 A by Science Applications International Corporation,

August 2005 (SCH No. 2005061157).

• Finni E1wiro11111entnl Impnct Report - Rosedale-Rio Brn1,10 Wnter Storage District (RRB\A/SD) \t\Tnter Bnnki11g

n11d Exc/in11ge Program, prepared for CUVA by Science Applications International Corporation,

October 2005 (SCH No. 2005061157).

• Drnft Em, 1iro11111e11tnl Impnct Report - Cnstnic Lnke \t\1nter Agency Wnter Acquisition from the B11e11n Vistn

Wnter Storage District n11d Rosedale-Rio Brnrn Wnter Storage District Wnter Bn11ki11g n11d Recm,ery

Program, prepared for Cl WA by Science Applications International Corporation, June 2006 (SCH

No. 2006021003).

• Finni Em.1iro11111e11tnl Impnct Report - Cnstnic Lnke Wnter Agency Wnter Acquisition from the B11enn \listn

Wnter Storage District nnd Rosedale-Rio Brm.10 Wnter Storage District Wnter Bn11ki11g nnd Reco,,ery

Program, prepared for CLWA by Science Applications International Corporation, October 2006 (SCH

No. 2006021003).

• California Environmental Protection Agency, State \Vater Resources Control Board, Drnft

Dez,elop111e11t of Flow Criteria for the Sncrn111e11to-Sm1 ]onq11i11 Deltn Ecosystem, July 20, 2010.

• California Department of Water Resources, Cnl�fomin's Gro1111dwnter, Bulletin 118, Santa Clara River

Valley Groundwater Basin, Santa Clara River Valley East Subbasin, February, 2004.

• California Department of \tVater Resources, Gro1111dwnter Bnsi11s in Cnl�fomin, Bulletin 118-80, January

1980.

• California Department of Water Resources, The Stnte Water Project De/i7,1e1�1 Reliability Report, 2002,

May 2003.

• California Department of Water Resources, The Stnte Wnter Project Deli'l'el]/ Reliability Report, 2005,

Final, April 2006.
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• California Department of Water Resources, Bulletin 132-06, Management of the California State

\\later Project, December 2007.

• California Department of Water Resources, The State \1\7nter Pro/cct DdiPery Rclinbility Report, 20<F,

August 2008.

• California Department of Water Resources, Fi11nl State Water Pro}ect De/ipery Reliability Report, 2009,

August 2010.

• California Department of VVater Resources, Cal�fomia's Dro11ght and associated publications,

http://www.water.ca.gov/drought (accessed, December 8, 2008).

• California Department of Water Resources, Using F11ture Climnle Pro/ectio11s to Support \1\7ater Reso11rces

Decision Making i11 Cnltfomin, http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-052/CEC-

500-2009-052-D.PDF (accessed, January 27, 2009).

• 2008 Water Master Plan, Draft, (Santa Clarita Water Division of the Castaic Lake \\later Agency),

Civiltec Engineering, Inc., May 19, 2008.

• CL WA Letter to Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, February 2008.

• Los Angeles County, Additional CEQA Findings Regardi11g t/ze Newhall Ranch Fi11nl Additio11al A11alysis

to the Partially Cert{ficd Fi11a/ EIR for the New/mil Ra11clz Spec{fic Pinn n11d Water Reclamation Pla11t. March

2003.

• Mitigated Negnth.1e Dcclnrntio11 - Gro1111dwntcr Co11tni11111e11t, Treatment a11d Restoration Project, prepared

by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants for Castaic Lake \\Tater Agency, September 2005.

• Interim Remedial Actio11 Pinn, to facilitate and restore pumping of ground,vater from two Saugus

Formation production ,veils impacted by perchlorate, prepared by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants for

Castaic Lake \Vater Agency and approved by the Department of Toxic Substances Control,

December 2005.

• Impact n11d Response to Pcrc/1/ornte Contamhzntion, Valencia Water Company Well Q2, prepared bv

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, April 2005.

• Analysis of Pcrc/1/ornfc Co11tni11111c11f in Groundwater Near tlze \t\lhittakcr-Bermite Property, Smztn C/nritn,

Cnltfornin, prepared by CH2MHill for the Upper Basin \Vater Purveyors in Support of the

Department of Health Services 97-005 Permit Application, December 2004 and UWMP.

• Newlin// Ranch RC?1ised Additional Analysis, Volume VIII (Final Revised Text, Figures and Tables),

prepared by Impact Sciences Inc., for Los Angeles County, May 2003.

• Nickel Water contract and environmental documentation (see, Newhall Ranch Revised Draft

Additional Analysis, Volume II, prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc., for Los Angeles County,

November 2002, Appendix 2.5(b), (c)).
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• Technical Memorandum: Potc11tial Effects of Climate Clia11ge 011 Grou11dwater Supplies for the Newhall

Rn11cl1 Spcc�fic Pla11, Sa11ta Clarita Vnllcy, CaWornia, prepared by GSI VVater Solutions, Inc. (John

Porcello), March ]8, 2008.

• Summary Report to Department of Toxic Substances Control from AMEC Geomatrix regarding

Former Whittaker-Bermite Facility, Santa Clarita, California, November 17, 2008.

• Statewide Drought Press Release and Executive Order S-06-08, June 4, 2008.

• State of Emergency - \,Vater Shortage, Proclamation bv the Governor or the State of California,

February 27, 2009.

• Progress Letter Report from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., Project Coordinator for AMEC Geomatrix, to

DTSC, September 15, 2009.

• Letter from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., Project Coordinator for AMEC Geomatrix, to DTSC, June 8, 2009.

• CUVA News Release, September 14, 2009.

• Progress Letter Report from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., Project Coordinator for AMEC Geomatrix, to

DTSC, September 15, 2009.

• CUVA Memorandum from Brian J. Folsom to CUVA Board of Directors, October 1, 2009.

• 2009 laboratory test water ,,,ell results.

• USFWS, 2008 Delta Smelt Biological Opinion, December 15, 2008.

• NMFS, 2009 Chinook Salmon/Sturgeon Biological Opinion, June 4, 2009.

• Acton-Agua Dulce Conceptual Master Plan for Water Facilities, prepared by Psomas for the Los

Angeles County Department of Public VVorks, September 2, 2004.

• 2008 Urba11 '1\latcr A1nnnge111e11t Pln11, Antelope Valley-East Kern \,Vater Agency, California, 2008.

• Cal�fomia's Gro1111dwnter B11/leti11 118, Hydrologic Region South Coast, Acton Valley \,Vater Basin,

California Department of \l\7ater Resources, February 27, 2004.

• Asscss111e11t of Hydrogeologic Co11ditio11s \t\litl1i11 Allm.1ial mid Stream Termce Deposits, Acton Aren, Los

A11gelcs County, prepared by RC. Slade, for the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

and ASL Consulting Engineers, October 1990.

Please refer to the above-referenced documents for pertinent ,vater supply assessment information. 
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Water Agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley 

Imported SWP supplies from CUVA are needed to meet the potable water demands of the portion of the 

0V0V Planning Area within CLWA's serdce area, including the City's potable water demands. The 

entire 0V0V Planning Area will also rely on local groundwater, Nickel water (water secured under 

contract with the Nickel Family LLC in Kern County), non-5\VP imported supplies, and rec�'cled water 

from local WRPs to meet its potable and non-potable water demands. Local supplies that are readily 

a\'ailable in a majority of the Planning Area include the local groundwater basin, contracts (e.g., 

Semitropic Groundwater B water, Nickel water), and existing and approved \iVRPs. Because imported 

S\iVP supplies are relied upon within the Planning Area, the following discussion of imported water 

supplies from CL\VA is presented in this EIR for information purposes. Water for the portions of the 

Planning Area outside the CUVA service area is provided by private groundwater wells. 

l-Vholesale Water Providers

Castaic Lake Water Agency 

CL\VA, a wholesale public water agency, \\'as formed in 1962 through passage of the "Castaic Lake \Vater 

Agency Law."4 At that time, CLWA's purpose was contracting with State of California, through DWR, to

acquire and distribute SVVP water to its retail water purveyors. The retail purveyors are Santa Clarita 

Water Division (SCWD), Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 36, Newhall Countv Water 

District (NOVO), and Valencia Water Company (VWC). 

Since 1962, subsequent legislation broadened CLVVA's purpose, which now includes, but is not limited to, 

the following: (I) Acquire water from the state; (2) Distribute such water wholesale through a 

transmission system to be acquired or constructed by CL VVA; (3) Reclaim (recycle) water; (4) Sell \\'ater at 

retail within certain boundaries; and (5) Exercise other related powers. 

The CUVA service area comprises approximately I 95 square miles (124,800 acres) in Los Angeles and 

Ventura counties. CLWA serves the incorporated and unincorporated areas in, or adjacent to, the Santa 

Clarita Valley. Most of this area, including the incorporated cities, is within the geographic boundaries of 

Los Angeles County, but it also extends into a small portion of eastern Ventura County. The service area 

includes largely urban areas, such as the City of Santa Clarita, other smaller communities, and rural 

areas. The West Branch of the California Aqueduct terminates at Castaic Lake, in the northern portion of 

the service area. Figure 3.13-1, Castaic Lake Water Agency Service Area, depicts the CLWA service area. 

4 See California \Vater Code Appendix Section 103-1, 103-15.
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Adequate planning for, and the procurement of, a reliable water supply is a fundamental function of the 

CL\VA and the local retail puryeyors. CUVA obtains its water supply for wholesale purposes principally 

from the S\VP and has a water supply contract with DWR for 95,200 af of SWP Table A Amount. (As 

discussed below, CLWA maintains other non-SWP imported supplies, including ,,,ater from Buena Vista­

Rosedale [11,000 afy] and Yuba County Water Agency water transfer [850 af in critica11y dry years].) 

"Table A" is a term used in SWP water supply contracts. The "Table A Amount" is the annual maximum 

amount of water to which a SWP Contractor has a contract right to request delivery, and is specified in 

Table A of each SVVP Contractor's water supply contract. The Table A Amount is not equivalent to actual 

deliveries of water in any given year, and the water actually available for delivery in any given year may 

be an amount less than the SWP Contractor's Table A Amount, depending upon hydrologic conditions, 

the amount of water in storage, the operational constraints, requirements imposed by regulatory agencies 

to meet environmental water needs, the amount of water requested by other SWP Contractors, climatic 

conditions, and other factors. 

As stated, CL \'VA has an annual S\.VP Table A Amount of 95,200 af through its water supply contract with 

DWR. This Table A Amount is a maximum and does not reflect the actual amount of water available to 

Cl WA from the SVVP, which varies from year to year as described above. 

As background, CL\VA's original S\1\TP water supply contract with DWR was amended in 1966 for a 

maximum annual Table A Amount of 41,500 af. In 1991, CUVA purchased an additional 12,700 af of 

annual Table A Amount from the Devil's Den Water District in Kern County. In March 1999, CLWA 

purchased another 41,000 af of annual Table A Amount from the \!\'heeler Ridge-Maricopa \i\'ater Storage 

District by way of an amendment to its water supply contract. 
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3.13 Woter Se,-z,ice 

The amended water supply contract between CLVV A and DWR is found in Draft EIR Appendix 3.13.5

In early 2007, CL WA finalized a Water Acquisition Agreement with the Buena Vista \,Vater Storage 

District (Buena Vista) and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (Rosedale-Rio Bravo) in Kern 

5 CL\VA prepared an £IR to address the enYironmental consequences of the 1999 41,000 af transfer. TI1e £IR for 

the 41,000 af transfer \\'as the subject of litigation in Los Angeles County Superior Court (Friends of t/1c Santa Clara 

Ri,,er ,,. Castaic Lake \Valer Agency (Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BS056954). CL\•VA pre,·ailed in 

the litigation nt the trinl court; howe\'er, the project opponent (Friends of U1e Snntn Clam River) filed an appeal. 

In Jnnunry 2002, the Court of Appeal issued n decision ordering the trial court to decertify the £IR for the 41,000 

af transfer agreement on the grounds that it had tiered from another £IR that had been subsequently decertified 

in other litigation. In doing so, however, the Court of Appeal also examined all of the petitioner's other 
arguments, found them to be without merit, and held tl1at, if the tiering problem had not nriscn, it would ha\'e 

affirmed the earlier trial court judgment upholding the £IR. (See, Appendix 3.13 [Friends of the Soutn Clara Rh'1'r 
,'. Casfaic Lake Wala Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4U1 1373, 1387.]). 

TI1e Court of Appeal did not invalidate any portion of the completed 41,000 af transfer agreement. lnstend, the 
Court of Appeal directed the trial court to vacate certification of the £IR, and to retain jurisdiction until CLWA 

corrected the tiering technicality by preparing a new £IR. (See, Appendix 3.13 [Friends of the Santa Clara Riuer, 95 

Cal.App.4th at p. 1388.]). 

In October 2002, the Los Angeles County Superior Court refused to prohibit CUVA from using the 41,000 af of 
Table A water while a ne\\' £IR was being prepared. (See, Appendix 3.13 [Judgment Granting Peremptory Writ 

of !Vlandate, Friends of the Santa Clara River u. Castaic Lake \Valer Ageucy, Case No. BS056954, filed October 25, 

2002.].) The trial court decision on remand was appealed by Friends of the Santa Clara River in January 2003. On 

December 1, 2003, the appellate court denied any relief to Friends and affirmed the trial court's ruling. (See, 

Appendix 3.13 [Appellate court decision, Friends of the S1111tn Clara Riua v. Castaic Lnke \l\1ata Agency, Court of 
Appeal, Second Appellate District, Division Four, Appellate No. B164027.]). 

CL\VA' s revised £IR was subsequently certified by the CL\V A Board of Directors on December 23, 2004. On 

January 24, 2005, separate lawsuits challenging the £IR for this same project were filed by California Water 
lmpnct Network and Planning and Conservation League in the Ventura County Superior Court. TI1ese cases 
were consolidated and transferred to Los Angeles County Superior Court. On May 22, 2007, after a henring, the 

trial court issued a final Statement of Decision, which included a determination that the 41,000 afy transfer is 
rnlid and cannot be terminated or unwound. The trinl court, however, also found one defect in the 2004 £IR and 

ordered CL WA to correct the defect and report back to the court. TI1e defect did not relate to the crn-ironmental 
conclusions reached in the 2004 £IR; rather, CUVA is required to better establish the basis for selecting three 
alternative scenarios covered in the 2004 £IR. As a result, U1e trial court entered Judgment against CL\VA nnd 

nnother \\"rit of mandate issued directing CL\VA set aside its certificntion of the 2004 £IR. (See, Appendix 3.13 
[Statement of Decision, California \Voter Nt'lwork v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, Los Angeles County Superior Court 

No. BS098724, filed April 2, 2007 ("Chalfant Decision."].) TI1e writ, however, specifically stated that it did not call 
for CL\VA to set nside the 41,000 afy transfer. In July 2007, the petitioners appealed the trial court's decision and 

judgment, and cross-appeals 1\·erc filed by CLWA and other pnrties. This appeal wns resolved in favor of CLWA 

on December 17, 2009. On that date, the Court of Appeal, Second District, reversed an earlier trial court decision, 
and determined CLWA's new £IR adequately analyzed all of the 41,000 nfy water transfer's potential significant 
em·ironmental impacts and tl1at the document fully complied with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA). (Pln1111i11g and Co11serunlio11 League v. Caslnic Lnke Walff Agi•ncy (2009) 180 Cal.App.4tl1 210, rehearing 

denied on January 14, 2010.) Therefore, the 41,000 afy water transfer is now supported by a certified Final £IR 
that has been upheld in a published appellate court decision. On January 26, 2010, PCL and CWIN filed a 

petition for review witl1 the California Supreme Court. On March 10, 2010, the California Supreme Court (En 

Banc) denied the petitioners' petition for review and their request to depublish the Court of Appeal decision. 
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3.13 \<Va ter Sen•ice 

County. Under this Program, Buena Vista's high flow Kern River entitlements (and other acquired waters 

that may become available) are captured and recharged within Rosedale-Rio Bravo's service area on an 

ongoing basis. CUVA will receive 11,000 af of these supplies annually either through an exchange of 

Buena Vista's and Rosedale-Rio Bravo's S\i\lP supplies or through direct delivery of water to the 

California Aqueduct t•in the Cross Valley Canal.6

Additional non-SWP imported water supply also is available to CUVA in critically dry years as a result 

of D\i\lR entering into agreements with the Yuba County Water Agency (YC\'\' A) and the Bureau of 

Reclamation (Reclamation) related to settlement of water rights issues on the Lower Yuba River (Yuba 

Accord). Additional supplies also could be a\'ailable to CLWA in wetter years. The quantity of water 

would vary depending upon hydrology and the extent of participation by other SWP contractors. For 

purposes of analysis, however, and based on CL WA entering into a water transfer agreement with 

YCWA, CL\'VA has projected that approximately 850 af of water would be available to CLWA under the 

Yuba Accord in a critically dry year. (For a summary of the existing and planned water supplies available 

for the CL\'VA service area, please refer to Tables 3.13-11 and 3.13-14, below.) 

6 In November 2006, a petition for writ of mandate was filed by California \Valer Impact Network, seeking to set 
aside CLWA's certification of the EIR for the \'\1ater Acquisition Agreement Project with Buena Vista and 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo. (C11Womi11 Water I1111111ct N1•twork. et 11/. •'· C11st11ic Lake Water Agency. et al., Los Angeles County 
Superior Court No. BS106546.) The petition was later amended to add Friends of the Santa Clara River (friends) 
as a petitioner. In November 2007, the trial court filed its Statement of Decision finding that in certifying the EIR 
and approving the project, CLWA proceeded in a manner required by law, and that its actions were supported 
by substantial evidence. Judgment was entered in favor of CUVA in December 2007. Petitioners filed a notice of 
appeal on January 31, 2008. On April 20, 2009, the appellate court ruled in CLWA's favor and this water 
purchase is now considered final and it remains appropriate to list the 11,000 afy as one of CLWA's permanent 
water supply sources. (Please refer to Appendix 3.13, for the recent appellate court decision in Cal(fomia Wat,•r 

lm11act Network, Inc. ,,. Castaic Lake Water Agency, Second Appellate District, Division Five, Appellate Case No. 
B205622.) 
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3.13 Water Sen•ice 

CLWA and the local retail purveyors ha\·e evaluated the long-term water needs (water demand) within 

its service area based on applicable county and city plans and has compared these needs against existing 

and potential water supplies. In addition, the 2005 UIVMP was prepared by CL\VA and the local retail 

purveyors to address water supply and demand forecasts for the CLWA sen·ice area (over a 25-year 

horizon 12005-2030]).' CL\V A estimated future water demands, retail district-by-retail district. These 

demand projections are presented in the report entitled, 011/11 Oorn111c11t, Proposer/ 2008 Facility Cnpncit_t/ 

Fees, Castaic Lake Water Agency, November 12, 2008 (2008 Data Document). Although information in the 

2005 U\,Vl\1P and the 2008 Data Dorn111c11t was considered, this ElR does not rely solely on that 

information, and an independent analysis and determination of water-related impacts was carried out in 

this EIR for the proposed OVOV Planning Area. 

Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency 

A very small portion of the OVOV Planning Area is within the service area of the Antelope Valley-East 

Kern Water Agency (A VEK). A \'EK provides service to incorporated and unincorporated areas of 

Antelope Valley. However, A \/EK does not, and is not expected to provide water to any portion of the 

Planning Area. The following summary from the A \/EK 2008 UWMP is provided for information 

purposes. 

The Antelope Valley (which is completely outside the OVOV Planning Area) is located in the western 

part of the Mojave Desert, about 50 miles northeast of Los Angeles. The valley is triangular shaped, 

topographically closed basin CO\'ering about 2,200 square miles. Groundwater is an important component 

7 On Februar>· 25, 2006, a lawsuit challenging the 2005 U\'\'MP was filed by California \'\'ater Impact Net\\'ork and 

Friends of the Santa Clara River alleging that the plan \·iolated the ll\'\'MP Act because it ln'erstated a\·ailability 
of local groundwater and S\'\'P supplies and it will alleged!>· facilitate unsustainable urban de\·elopment 

resulting in harm to the Santa Clara Ri\·er and its habitat (C11/i{omi11 \'\'11/cr J111p11cl .\'e/,11ork, et 11/. ,,. Cnstnic Lake 

\Yater A:,:r11cy, el 11/., Los Angele" County Superior Court :\o. B5103295). CL\VA and other named parties 
opposed the litigation challenge. On August 3, 2007, after a hearing, the trial court rejected the litigation 

challenge to the 2005 U\VMP. In that decision, the trial court concluded that substantial evidence supported the 

determination that the 41,000 afy transfer "remains a ,·alid and reliable water source." Relying upon the 

e\'idence presented in the 2005 U\VMP and record, the trial court identified the following e\·idence supporting 
the ,·alidity of the transfer: (a) it \\'as completed in 1999 and D\VR has allocated and annually deli\·ered the ll'ater 
in accordance with the completed transfer; (bl the Court of Appeal held that the only defect in the 1999 CL\VA 

EIR was that it tiered from the Monterey Agreement EIR, which was later decertified, and that defect \\'as 
remedied by CLWA's preparation of the 2004 EIR that did not tier from the Monterey Agreement EJR; (c) the 
Monterey Settlement Agreement expressly authorizes operation of the SWP in accordance with the Monterey 

Amendments, which facilitated the 41,000 afy transfer; (d) Courts of Appeal ha\·e refused to enjoin the 41,000 afy 

transfer; and (e) the DWR/CLWA contract encompassing the transfer remains in full force and effect, and no 

court has ever questioned the \·alidity of the contract, or enjoined the use of this portion of CLWA's SWP Table A 

supplies. The trial court decision was the subject of an appeal; ho\\-e\·er, the parties have settled and the appeal 
was dismissed in October 2008. Thus, the 2005 l.JWMP remains \'alid and is no longer subject to any litigation. 
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3.13 \Vate,· Sen.,ice 

of water supply in the Antelope Valley. Increased urban grO\vth in the 1980s resulted in an increase in the 

demand for vvater and an increase in groundwater use. long-term groundwater withdrawals have 

caused some land subsidence. 

A VEK has played a major role in the Valley's water system since it was granted a charter by the state 

legislature in 1959. In 1962 the A \!EK Board of Directors signed a water supply contract with the State 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) to assure delivery of imported water to supplement Antelope 

Valley groundwater supplies. A VEK has the third largest allotment of 29 State \,Vater Project (S\tVP) water 

agencies in California, following the Metropolitan Water District and the Kern County \i\7ater Agency. 

Financed by a $71 million bond issue, A VEK constructed the Domestic Agricultural \,Vater Network 

(DA \tVN), ,,vhich consists of four water treatment plants ,vith clear ,vater storage and more than 100 miles 

of pipelines. Four 8-million gallon water storage reservoirs near Mojave and one 3-million gallon 

reservoir at Vincent Hill Summit complete the DA \tVN network. The bulk of the imported water is treated 

and distributed to customers throughout its service area. The network also provides delivery of untreated 

,vater from the Aqueduct to local farmers and ranchers. The Quartz Hill vvater treatment plant is capable 

of producing 90 million gallons per day (mgd) of treated aqueduct water. The Eastside water treatment 

plant is capable of producing 10 mgd. The Rosamond ,,vater treatment plant can produce 14 mgd while 

the most recently added treatment plant in Acton can make 4 mgd of treated water. Lancaster and 

Palmdale are the largest cities in the Antelope Valley with Mojave, Ed,vards Air Force Base, Boron, and 

littlerock being the larger of the fe,ver than 10,000 population centers. 

Retail Water Pm·veyo1's 

Four retail ,vater purveyors provide ,,,ater service to most residents of the Santa Clarita Vallev. A 

description of the service areas of the Planning Area retail purveyors is provided below. 

The Los Angeles County Waterworks District t36 service area encompasses approximately 7,635 acres 

and includes the Hasley Canyon area and the unincorporated community of Val Verde. The District 

obtains its water supply from Cl WA and from local groundwater. 

The Newhall County Water District (NCWD) service area includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita 

and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Newhall, Canyon Country, 

Saugus, and Castaic. The District supplies water from local groundwater and Cl WA imported water. 

Cl\VA Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD) service area includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita 

and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon Country, Newhall, 

and Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and CUVA imported water. 
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3.13 Water Se11•icc 

The Valencia Water Compan:' (VWC) service area includes a portion of the Cit- v of Santa Clarita and 

unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Ca taic, tevenson Ranch, 

Valencia, and a portion of ewhall Ranch. Valencia \A/ater Company supplies water from local 

ground,,·ater, CLWA imported water, and recycled water. 

A \'er:' small portion of the OVOV Planning Area i \\'ithin the er\'ice area boundar�· of The Los Angele 

County Watenvork District -i37. However, Di trict t37 does not, and is not expected to provide water to 

land uses within the Planning Area. The source for \\"ater in this portion of the Planning Area is 

ground water from privately O\\"ned ground water wells. 

A of 2009, th Santa Clarita Valley retail water purveyor served approximately 69,700 connections in 

the Santa Clarita Valley. The specific breakdown by purveyor is provided in Table 3.13-1, Retail Water 

Service Connections. 

Table 3.13-1 

Retail Water Service Connections 

Retail Water Purveyor 
CL\VA Santa Clarita \·Vater Divi ion (SC\\'D) 
Los Angeles County \'\1atcrll'orks District =36
Newhall County Water District ( ICWD) 
Valencia \'\'.:iter Company 

Total 

Source: 2009 5a11ta Clarita\ ·a11c_11 \V11tcr Report, ,\1a_112010 l,ce An1e111/ix 3.131 

Water Supplies - Historic and Existing Uses 

Connections 
2< ,700 

1,400 
9,600 

30,000 
69,700 

The 2009 Wnter Report and 2005 UWMP (see, Appendix 3.13) contain useful local and regional water 

demand, supply, and reliability planning information, particularly in the context of the perchlorate 

contamination detected in municipal-supply wells in the local Ba in. In addition, the 2005 Bnsi11 Yie/rl 

Report and 2009 Bnsi11 Yield Uprlnte confirm that the CLWA/purveyor groundwater operating plan for the 

local groundwater basin in Santa Clarita Valley will not cause detrimental short or long-term effects to 

the groundwater and surface water resources in the valley and, therefore, the local groundwater ba in is 

sustainable. 
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Description of Groundwater Supplies 

3.13 lV,1ter Se;vice 

This section focuses on the available local ground,vater supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley, including a 

summary of both the adopted Ground,vater Management Plan for the local Basin and the 2009 Basin Yield 

Update. 

The Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area 

The Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area, as defined by DWR, is located almost entirely in 

northwestern Los Angeles County. The area, as shown in Figure 3.13-2, Santa Clara Valley East 

Groundwater Basin - East Subbasin, encompasses about 654 square miles comprised of flat valley ]and 

(about 6 percent of the total area), and hilJs and mountains (about 94 percent of the total area) that border 

the Valley area. The mountains include the Santa Susana and San Gabriel Mountains to the south and the 

Sierra Pe]ona and Leibre-SawmilJ Mountains to the north. Elevations range from about 800 feet on the 

Val1ey floor to about 6,500 feet in the San Gabriel Mountains. The headwaters of the Santa Clara River are 

at an elevation of about 3,200 feet at the divide separating this hydrologic area from the Mojave Desert. 

The Santa Clara River and its tributaries flmv intermittently from Lang Station westward about 35 miles 

to Blue Cut, just west of the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line, where the River is the outlet from 

the Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area. The principal tributaries of the Santa Clara River in the 

Santa Clarita Valley are Castaic Creek, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, and the South Fork of the 

Santa Clara River. In addition to tributary inflmv, the Santa Clara River receives treated wastev,'ater 

discharge from the existing Saugus and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs), which are operated 

by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District. 

The Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater Subbasin, beneath the Santa Clarita Valley in the Upper 

Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area (Figure 3.13-3), is the source of essentially all local ground,vater used 

for water supply in the Santa Clarita Valley. Below Blue Cut, the Santa Clara River continues weshvard 

through Ventura County to its mouth near Oxnard. Along that route, the River traverses all or parts of six 

groundwater basins in Ventura County (Piru, Fillmore, Santa Paula, Oxnard Forebay, Oxnard Plain, and 

Mound). The very eastern portion of the Planning Area lies generally in behveen the Santa Clara River 

Valley East Groundwater Subbasin and the Acton Valley Groundwater Basin, described belmv. The 

source of ,vater for the portion of the Planning Area east of the Santa Clara River Valley East 

Groundwater Subbasin is groundv-.rater accessed through private wells. 
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3.13 lV,1 te1· Service 

There are two primary precipitation gauges in the Planning Area, the Nev,1hall-Soledad 32c gauge and the 

NCWD gauge. The National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) and Los Angeles County Department of 

Public Works (LACDPW) have maintained records for the Newhall-Soledad 32c gauge since 1931. The 

NCWD has maintained records for the NCWD gauge since 1979. The cumulative records from these two 

gauges correlate very closely, ,vith the NCWD gauge recording approximately 25 percent more 

precipitation than the Newhall-Soledad 32c gauge. This is likely due to the location of the NCVVD gauge, 

which is at the base of the mountains rimming the southern edge of the Santa Clarita Valley. The 

Planning Area is characterized as having an arid climate. Historically, intermittent periods of below­

average precipitation have typically been followed by periods of above-average precipitation in a cyclical 

pattern, vvith each ,vetter or drier period typically lasting from one to five years. The longer-term 

precipitation records for the Newhall-Soledad 32c gauge are illustrated in 2009 Water Report Figure 1-3. 

Long-term average precipitation at that gauge is 17.9 inches (1931-2009). 2009 Water Report Figure 1-3 

also shovvs the cumulative departure from mean annual precipitation. In general, periods of below 

average precipitation have been longer and more moderate than 1-5 periods of above average 

precipitation. Recently, the periods from 1971 to 1976, 1984 to 1991 and 1999 to 2003 have been drier than 

average; the periods from 1977 to 1983 and 1992 to 1996 have been \-\1etter than average. More recently, 

wet conditions that began in late 2004, continued into early 2005, ultimately resulting in about 37 inches 

of measured precipitation, or slightly more than 200 percent of long-term average precipitation, in that 

year. Those significantly wet conditions contributed to substantial groundwater recharge and decreased 

water demand that year. Subsequently, total precipitation in 2006 and 2007 was slightly to significantly 

lower, 14 inches and 6 inches respectively, but water requirements in both years were still close to those 

projected in the 2005 UWMP, and there were no dramatic changes in groundwater conditions. With the 

exception of the average annual rainfall total in 2008, the dry conditions that began in 2006 have persisted 

through 2009. 2009 was a below-average year, with 11.6 inches of precipitation. However, water demand 

in 2009 was below that projected for average conditions in the 2005 UWMP, and below the short-term 

projection in the 2008 Water Report. Early year precipitation in 2010 was approximately 13.4 inches 

through April, or close to long-term average for that part of the year, but water use further decreased 

from last year for the same period. Combined with other water supply considerations, discussed in 2009 

\'\Tater Report Chapter 4, those conditions are expected to result in 2010 water requirements being slightly 

lower than water use in 2009. 

Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin - East Subbasin 

The majority of the Planning Area lies within the groundwater basin identified in DWR Bulletin 118 

(2003 Update) as the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin (Basin). The Basin is 

comprised of two aquifer systems, the Alluvium and the Saugus Formation. The Alluvium (also referred 
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3.13 H'llter Sen•ice 

to as the Alluvial aquifer) generally underlies the Santa Clara Ri\'er and its several tributaries, and the 

Saugus Formation underlies practically the entire Upper Santa Clara River area. There are also some 

scattered outcrops of terrace deposits in the Basin that likely contain limited amounts of groundwater. 

Since these deposits are located in limited areas situated at elevations above the regional \·\'ater table and 

are also of limited thickness, they are of no practical significance as aquifers and, consequently, have not 

been developed for any significant water supply. Figure 3.13-2, illustrates the mapped extent of the Santa 

Clara River Valley East Subbasin, which approximately coincides with the outer extent of the Alluvium 

and Saugus Formation. The CLWA service area and the location of the two existing water reclamation 

plants in the Valley also are shown on Figure 3.13-3. 

Acton Valley Groundwater Basin 8

Information regarding the Acton Valley Groundv,'ater Basin is presented to assist in providing a 

characterization of portion of the Planning Area that is between the Acton Valley on the east and the 

Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, to the west within the Planning Area. No 

detailed information exists regarding the hydrogeologic character of the land area located between these 

two groundwater basins. 

The Acton Valley Groundwater Basin is located east of the Planning Area, and includes the community of 

Acton and a portion of the community of Agua Dulce. This basin is 8,270 acres in size and is bounded by 

the Sierra Pelona on the north and the San Gabriel Mountains on the south, east, and west. The valley is 

drained by the Santa Clara River. Average annual precipitation ranges from 10 to 16 inches. Groundwater 

in the basin is unconfined and found in alluvium and stream terrace deposits. Holocene age alluvium 

consists of unconsolidated, poorly bedded, poorly sorted to sorted sand, gravel, silt, and clay with some 

cobbles and boulders. It is thickest in the channel of the Santa Clara River, thinning both east and west of 

the community of Acton. It attains a maximum thickness of 225 feet near Acton (Slade 1990; DV\IR 1993). 

Pleistocene age terrace deposits consist of crudely stratified, poorly consolidated, only locally cemented, 

angular to subangular detritus of local origin. They can be found on the low-lying flanks of the foothills 

and upper reaches of the Santa Clara River tributaries. Terrace deposits attain a maximum thickness of 

210 feet north of Acton (Slade 1990). 

8 Information regarding the Acton Valley Groundwater Basin was derived from two documents, including 
CaWomia's Groundwater Bulletin 118, Hydrologic Region South Coast, Acton Vallev Water Basin, California 
Department of Water Resources, February 27, 2004, and the Assessment of Hydrogeologi� Co11ditio11s Within Allrwial 
and Stream Terrace De11osits, Acton Area, Los Angeles County, prepared by R.C. Slade, for the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works and ASL Consulting Engineers, October 1990. 
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3.13 lVater Service 

Underlying the potentially water-bearing sediments, and exposed within the hills and mountains 

adjacent to Soledad Canyon, are a series of cemented sedimentary rocks, volcanic rocks, and/or 

crystalline or metamorphic rocks. The geologically older rocks are considered to be bedrock, and they 

may contain ground,vater generally only along bedding planes, fractures, shears, or joints. Their 

permeability is lovv and they are not considered capable of readily yielding water on a sustained basis to 

,veils. 

The principal geologic structures in the basin are the nortln-vest-trending Kashmere Valley and Acton 

faults and the northeast-trending Soledad fault system. However, these faults are not barriers to flow in 

the alluvium (D\.VR 1993). The basin is recharged from deep percolation of precipitation on the valley 

floor and runoff in the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. The basin is also recharged by subsurface 

inflow, deep percolation of irrigation returns and returns from private subsurface sewage disposal 

systems (Slade 1990; D\i\TR 1993). OutfJO\v or discharge from the alluvium and terrace deposits occurs by 

water well extractions, subsurface outfJO\v to the downstream Eastern Ground\.·vater Basin to the ,,vest, 

surface outflow from the area of rising water within the alluvium located dovmstream of the Acton 

Camp, subsurface outflow, depending on water levels, to the permeable or fractured portions of the 

Vasquez Formation and older crystalline or metamorphic rocks that underlie the alluvium and/or terrace 

deposits; and evapotranspiration in areas of phreatophytes that grow in the downstream reaches of the 

main river valley ,vhere rising water is known to occur. 

Hydrographs shO\v a general decline in groundv,'ater levels during the 1950s through the mid-1970s 

(Slade 1990). Water levels generally rose during the late 1970s through the mid-1980s, but then began 

declining thereafter (Slade 1990). Ground,vater flows tO\•vard the channel of the Santa Clara River and 

then westward. The total storage capacity is estimated at 40,000 af (DWR 1975). The estimated amount of 

groundwater in storage ranges from a low of 14,900 af during November 1964 through December 1965 to 

a high of 34,400 af during November 1983 through May 1984 (Slade 1990). Natural recharge is estimated 

at 650 afy (DWR 1975). The total average annual natural recharge was estimated to be about 5,600 to 

7,200 af for a watershed of 55,600 acres (Slade 1990). The average annual natural recharge has also been 

estimated at 11,100 af (Geraghty & Miller, Inc. in Slade 1990). A previous report considered subsurface 

outflow to be minimal or nonexistent (D\,VR 1968). HO\vever another report estimated subsurface outflow 

from the alluvium to range between 2,800 afy for a relatively wet period to about 1,200 afy for a relatively 

dry period (Slade 1990). Groundwater extractions by major producers for municipal use in 1989 are 

assumed to total about 1,520 af and an additional 20 af were pumped for irrigation (Slade 1990). 

Ground,-vater levels in the terrace deposits lying along the foothills of the vvestern San Gabriel Mountains, 

south of the Santa Clara River, are considerably higher during dry periods than are groundwater levels in 

the terrace deposits along the foothills of the Sierra Pelona, to the north of the Santa Clara River. Isohyetal 
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contours prepared for the 1897 to 1947 period for the entire Santa Clara River drainage system 

(CRWQCB, 1975) show a maximum rainfall zone (32 inches per year) over the western San Gabriel 

Mountains, which decreases markedly to approximately 10 to 12 inches per year along the course of the 

ri\·er and to 8 to 10 inches per year in the northern part of the Acton area. This large rainfall decrease is 

considered to account for the relatively low groundwater le\'els during dry periods in the northern part 

of the Acton area (Slade 1990). 

Adopted Groundwater Management Plan - CL WA Service Area

In 2001, as part of legislation authorizing Cl\VA to provide retail water sen·ice to indi\'idual municipal 

customers, Assembly Bill (AB) 134 included a requirement that CLWA prepare a groundwater 

management plan in accordance with the provisions of Water Code Section 10753. 

CUVA adopted the Groundwater Management Plan (GV\'MP) on December 10, 2003.9 The GWMP

contains four management objectives, or goals, for the Basin, including (1) de\'elopment of an integrated 

surface water, groundwater and recycled water supply to meet existing and projected demands for 

municipal, agricultural and other water uses; (2) assessment of Basin conditions to determine a range of 

operational yield values that use local groundwater conjunctively with supplemental S\•VP supplies and 

recycled water to avoid groundwater overdraft; (3) preservation of groundwater quality, and active 

characterization and resolution of groundwater contamination problems, including perchlorate; and 

(4) preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing groundwater in a

manner that does not adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to downstream 

basins. 

Prior to preparation and adoption of the GWMP, a local Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process 

among Cl\VA, the purveyors, and United V,'ater Conservation District (U\'\'CD) in neighboring Ventura 

County had produced the beginning of local groundwater management, now embodied in the GWMP. In 

2001, those agencies prepared and executed the MOU (see Appendix 3.13 [MOU]). The MOU is a 

collaborative and integrated approach to several of the aspects of water resource management included 

in the GWMP. UWCD manages surface water and groundwater resources in seven groundwater basins, 

all located in Ventura County, downstream of the Basin. As a result of the MOU, the cooperating agencies 

have undertaken the following measures: (1) Integrated their database management efforts; 

(2) De\'eloped and utilized a numerical groundwater flow model for analysis of groundwater basin yield

9 CL\\' A's Groundwater Management Plan, adopted December 10, 2003, is found in Appendix 3.13 of this EIR.
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3.13 \Vater Se,-vice 

and containment of groundwater contamination; and (3) Continued to monitor and report on the status of 

Basin conditions, as well as on geologic and hydrologic aspects of the overall stream-aquifer system. 

The adopted G\-VMP includes 14 elements intended to accomplish the Basin management objectives listed 

above. In summary, the plan elements include 

• monitoring of groundwater levels, quality, production and subsidence;

• monitoring and management of surface water flows and quality;

• determination of Basin yield and avoidance of overdraft;

• development of regular and dry-year emergency water supply;

• continuation of conjunctive use operations;

• long-term salinity management;

• integration of recycled water;

• identification and mitigation of soil and groundwater contamination, including involvement with
other local agencies in investigation, cleanup, and closure;

• development and continuation of local, state and federal agency relationships;

• groundwater management reports;

• continuation of public education and ,vater conservation programs;

• identification and management of recharge areas and wellhead protection areas;

• identification of '"'ell construction, abandonment, and destruction policies; and

• provisions to update the groundwater management plan.

Work on a number of the GWMP elements had been ongoing for some time prior to adoption of the 

GWMP. This work continues on an ongoing basis. An important aspect of this work was completion of 

the 2005 Basin Yield Report and the 2009 Basin Yield Update (see Appendix 3.13 [2005 Basin Yield Report and 

2009 Basin Yield Updnte]). The primary determinations made in those reports are that (1) both the Alluvial 

aquifer and the Saugus Formation are sustainable sources at the operational plan yields stated in the 2005

Uli\1MP over the next 25 years, (2) the yields are not overstated and wilJ not deplete or "dry up" the 

groundwater basin, and (3) there is no need to reduce the yields shown in the 2005 UWMP. AdditionaJly, 

the 2005 Basin Yield Report and the 2009 Basin Yield Update (described below) conclude that neither the 

AJluvial aquifer nor the Saugus Formation is in an overdraft condition, or projected to become 

overdrafted. 
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2009 Basin Yield Update (Upper Santa Clam River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin) 

In April 2009, the purveyorslO in Santa Clarita Valley determined that an updated analysis was needed to 

further assess groundwater development potential and possible augmentation of the groundwater 

operating plan, partly in preparation for the next UWMP in 2010, and in part because of recent events 

that are expected to impact the future reliability of the principal supplemental water supply for Santa 

Clarita Valley (i.e., from the State Water Project). The document entitled, Analysis of Grm11ufwafcr Supplies 

a11d Gro1111dwater Basin Yield Upper Santa Clam River Groundwater Basin, East 511/!lmsin was published in 

August 2009 (2009 Basin Yield Update) and is included in Draft EIR Appendix 3.13 along with its 

appendix material and references. A summary of that report is provided below. 

The primary objective of the updated analysis of groundwater basin yield in the Santa Clarita Valley was 

to evaluate the planned utilization of groundvvater by the Santa Clarita Valley purveyors, while 

considering potential impacts on traditional supplemental water supplies from the State \\1ater Project, 

and recognizing ongoing pumping by others for agricultural and other private water supply. This 

objective also included the sustainability of the groundwater resources and the physical ability to extract 

groundwater at desired rates. As previously used in this basin, and consistent with groundwater 

management in other settings, sustainability is defined in terms of renev.•abilitv (recharge) of 

groundwater as reflected by the follmving indicators: 

• Lack of chronic, or sustained, depletion of groundwater storage, as indicated by projected
groundv,•ater levels, over a reasonable range of wet, normal, and dry hydrologic conditions

• Maintenance of surface water flows in the western portion of the basin (which are partially

maintained by groundwater discharge) and surface water outflow to downstream basins over the

same range of hydrologic conditions

Regarding maintenance of surface water flows, although the development and use of groundwater in a 

sustainable manner necessitates the inducement of recharge from surface water, sustainability in this case 

does not rely on inducing groundwater recharge by eliminating surface water flows. Rather, 

sustainability retains surface water outflows and may even increase them with the importation of SWP 

water when contrasted to pre-SWP conditions. Regarding both indicators of sustainability, the range of 

analyzed hydrologic conditions is a long-term period that includes anticipated occurrences of the types of 

years and groups of year types that have historically occurred in the basin. 

IO The Santa Clarita Valley purveyors are comprised of Los Angeles County \Vater\\'orks District 36, l\'e1,·hall
County \Valer District, Santa Clarita Water Division of the Castaic Lake \Valer Agency (formerly Santa Clarita 
\'\later Company, acquired by CLWA in 1999), and Valencia \Valer Company. 
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A second objective of the 2009 Bn�i11 Yiclrl Uprlntc was to investigate and describe potential impacts of 

expected climate change on the groundwater basin and its >'ield. A third objecti\·e was to consider 

potential augmentation of basin yield via potential artificial groundwater recharge using storm water 

runoff in selected areas of the basin as planned by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. 

The 2009 Bn�i11 Yiclrl Uprlntc analyzed, with the numerical groundwater flow model for the basin, two 

groundwater operating plans: (1) a 2008 Operating Plan to reflect currently envisioned pumping rates 

and distribution throughout the Valley, including fluctuations through wet/normal and dry years, to 

achieve a desired amount of ,vater supply that, in combination with anticipated supplemental water 

supplies, can meet existing and projected water requirements in the Valley; (2) Potential Operating Plan 

that envisions potentially increased utilization of groundwater during both wet/normal and dry years. 

The 2008 Operating Plan is presented and addressed in this EIR because it is relied upon to determine the 

sustainability of the basin groundwater in meeting the future needs of the proposed project, the Nev,•hall 

Ranch Specific Plan, and other future land uses.11

Based on the 2009 Bn�in Yiclrl Uprlntc, the 2008 Operating Plan will not cause detrimental short- or 

long-term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley; and, therefore, is 

sustainable. Consistent with actual operating experience and empirical observations of historical basin 

response to groundwater pumping, the 2008 Operating Plan can be expected to have local difficulty, in 

the Alluvium at the eastern end of the basin during locally dry periods, with achievement of all the 

Alluvial pumping in the 2008 Operating Plan. This condition is particularly evident if several decades of 

predominantly below-normal rainfall years were to occur in the future such as occurred during much of 

the five decades from the mid-1920s through the mid-1970s. In other words, while the basin as a whole 

can sustain the pumping encompassed in the 2008 Operating Plan, local conditions in the Alluvium in the 

eastern end of the basin can be expected to repeat historical groundwater level declines during dry 

periods, necessitating a reduction in desired Alluvial aquifer pumping due to decreased well yield and 

associated actual pumping cap.:icity. The modeling .:inalysis conducted to date suggests that those 

reductions in pumping from the Alluvial aquifer can be made up by an equivalent .:imount of increased 

pumping in other parts of the basin without disrupting basinwide sustainability or local pumping 

capacity in those other are.:is. For the Saugus Formation, the modeling analysis indicates that this aquifer 

can sustain the pumping from this unit that is encompassed in the 2008 Operating Plan. 

11 It should be noted that the Potential Operating Plan is not part of the \\'aler supply and demand analysis
presented in this EIR because it is not relied upon to determine the sustainability of the basin groundwater in 
meeting the future needs of the proposed project, the Newhall Ranch Spedfic Plan, and other future land uses. 
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Simulation of the 2008 Operating Plan ,vith pumping redistribution indicates that westerly redistribution 

of 1,600 afy of Allu\'ial pumping from the eastern end of the basin would help, but not eliminate, the lack 

of achie\'ability. The residual unachievable pumping in the east end of the basin, about 4,500 afy, could be 

redistributed to other areas of the basin with minimal impact on groundwater levels. In this case, total 

Allu\'ial pumping in the basin could remain near the upper end of the 2008 Operating Plan range of 

30,000 to 35,000 afy. Conversely, absent any additional efforts to redistribute pumping, the total Allu\'ial 

pumping capacity during extended dry periods would likely fall toward the lower end of the 

2008 Operating Plan range (toward 30,000 afy). The 2009 Basin Yield Update also assessed the runoff 

conservation/groundwater recharge projects planned by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, 

and determined that the projects are unlikely to provide any substantial recharge that does not already 

occur in the basin. Additionally, the 2009 Basin Yield Update concluded that these proposed projects are 

mostly located in areas of the basin where the Alluvial aquifer is of insufficient thickness and storage 

(and, thus is not developed for water supply), or where the Alluvial aquifer already fully recharges when 

stream flows are naturally present. 

The 2009 Basin Yield Update also assessed potential impacts of climate change on the yield of the basin 

and the related groundwater supply from the basin. While future conditions cannot be projected with any 

degree of certainty, the results of simulating basin response to the 2008 Operating Plan, under a range of 

potential climate change trends gi\'e rise to two observations: 

• For the broad range of climate change possibilities that '"'as analyzed, the 2008 Operating Plan would

appear to be both sustainable and, with the same physical constraints to full pumping in the eastern

part of the basin as have othenvise been experienced, achievable through the shorter term horizon

associated with UWMP planning.

• The range of potential climate change impacts extends from a possible wet trend to a possible dry

trend over the long term. The trends that range from an approximate continuation of historical

average precipitation, to something ,vetter than that, would appear to result in continued

sustainability of the 2008 Operating Plan, again with intermittent constraints on ful] pumping in the

eastern part of the basin. The potential long-term dry trend arising out of climate change would be

expected to decrease local recharge to the point that lower and declining ground water levels ,vould

render the 2008 Operating Plan unsustainable.

Available G1·oundwater Supplies - CL WA Service Area

Groundwater Operating Plan 

Based on the 2009 Water Report (May 2010), the groundwater component of overall water supply in the 

Santa Clarita Valley derives from a groundwater operating plan developed by CLWA and the local retail 

purveyors over the past 20 years to meet water requirements (municipal, agricultural, small domestic), 
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while maintaining the Basin in a u tainable condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of groundwater or 

interrelated surfac water). This operating plan also addresse ground\\·ater contan,ination issues in the 

Basin, all consi tent with both the GVVMP and the MOU described above. Thi operating plan i ba ed on 

the concept that pumping can vary from vear to vear to allow increased groundwater use in dry period 

and increa ed recharge during wet period , and to collectivelv assure that the Basin is adequately 

replenished through various wet/dr�• cycle . As described in the GWMP and the MO , the operating 

yield concept has been quantified a range of annual pumping volumes. 

The ongoing ,,·ork of the MOU ha produced two important reports. The first report, dated April 200-4, 

documents the development and calibrati n of the groundwater flo\\" model for the Santa Clarita 

Valley.12 The second report, dated August 2005, pre ent the modeling analysis of the CLWA/r tail water 

purveyor groundwater operating plan for the valley, and concludes that the plan 1,·ilJ not cause 

detrimental short or long-term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the valley and, 

therefore, the plan is a reliable, su tainable component of water supply for the valley.13 The analy is of

sustainability for groundwater and interrelated surface water is de cribed further in Appendix C to the 

2005 UWMP ( ee Appendix 3.13). 

The groundwater operating plan, summarized in Table 3.13-2, Groundwater Operating Plan for the 

Santa Clarita Valley, is further described belmY. The operating plan addresses both the Alluvium and 

Saugus Formation. 

Aquifer 

Alluvium 

Swugus 

Total 

• Table 3.13-2
Groundwater Operating Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley 

Normal Years 

30,000 to 40,000 

7,500 to 15,000 

37,500 to 55,000 

Groundwater Production (af) 

Dry Year 1 

30,000 to 35,000 

15,000 lo 25,000 

45,000 to 60,000 

Dry Year2 

30,000 lo 35,000 

21,000 to 25,000 

51,000 to 60,000 

Dry Year3 

30,000 lo 35,000 

21,000 to 35,000 

51,000 to 70,000 

Snurcr: 2005 Ul�'MP, 2009 H"atcr Rl'port /,\la_112010!, and 2009 Ba,i11 Yield LIJ'datc. Sc,• Appl'lldix 3.13.f<'r thc,e rcl'ort,. 

12 Sec Regio11al Gro1111rl,i>ater Flow Morie/ for the Sa11tn Clarita \:alley: /l!orll'i Dr1 1eloJ'l11C11I n11rl Calil>rntio11, prepared for
the Upper Ba in Water Pur\'eyors by CH2! v1Hill, April 200-t. This report \,·as updated by CH2MHill in a report 
entitled, Calibrntio11 Update a( the Regional Cro1111rlwall'r Flo11• /11orlcl _(or the Santa Clarita \lal/e_11, Sa11/a Clarita, 
Cal((omia, August 2005. Copic� of these lwo repnrb arc aYailablc for public re,·ie\,· and inspection in Appendix 
3.13 of thi EIR. 

13 Sec Analysis a( Cro1111rlwater Basi11 Yil'lrl, U1 •11cr Santa Clara River Gro1111rlwatcr Basi11, East S11/1l111si11, Los A11geles 
Co//11t_11, Cal(fomin, prepared by CH2.1Hill in cooperation \,·ith Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, 
August 2005. 1l1is report is a\'ailablc for public re,·ie\,· and inspection in Appendix 3.13 of this E1R. 
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Alluvium - As stated in the 2005 U\VMP, 2009 \Vater Report, and the 2009 Basin Yield Update, the 

operating plan for the Allm·ial aquifer involves pumping from the Allm·ial aquifer in a given year, based 

on local hydrologic conditions in the eastern Santa Clara River watershed. Pumping ranges between 

30,000 and 40,000 afy during normal/average and above-normal rainfall years. However, due to 

hydrogeologic constraints in the eastern part of the Basin, pumping is reduced to between 30,000 and 

35,000 afy following multiple locally dry years. 

Saugus Formation - As stated in the 2005 UWMP, 2009 Water Report, and the 1009 Basin Yield Update, 

pumping from the Saugus Formation in a given year is tied directly to the availability of other water 

supplies, particularly from the S\r\TP. During average year conditions ,vithin the SWP system, Saugus 

pumping ranges between 7,500 and 15,000 afy. Planned dry-year pumping from the Saugus Formation 

ranges behveen 15,000 and 25,000 afy during a drought year and can increase to between 21,000 and 

25,000 afy if SWP deliveries are reduced for two consecutive years and between 21,000 and 35,000 afy if 

SWP deliveries are reduced for three consecutive years. Such pumping would be followed by periods of 

reduced (average-year) pumping, at rates between 7,500 and 15,000 afy, to further enhance the 

effectiveness of natural recharge processes that would cause groundwater levels and storage volumes to 

recover after the higher pumping during dry years. For reference to the groundv,1ater operating plan 

historical and projected groundwater pumping by retail water purveyor, please refer to Table 3.13-3, 

Historical Groundwater Production by the Retail Water Purveyors, and Table 3.13-4, Projected 

Groundwater Production (Normal Year). 

Three factors affect the availability of groundwater supplies under the groundwater operating plan. They 

are (1) sufficient source capacity (wells and pumps); (2) sustainability of the groundwater resource to 

meet pumping demand on a renewable basis; and (3) protection of ground,vater sources (wells) from 

known contamination, or provisions for treatment in the event of contamination. All three factors are 

discussed below, and are addressed in further detail in Chapter 5 and Appendices C and D to the 2005 

Urbn11 \,\Infer Mn11nge111e11t Pln11 (see Appendix 3.13). 
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Table 3.13-3 

Historical Groundwater Production by the Retail H1ater Purveyors 

Groundwater Pumped (af)l 

Basin Name 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Santa Ciara River \"alley 

Ea�l Subbasin 

Cl WA Santa Clarita Water Division 

- Allm·iurn 9,513 6,-12.J 7,1'16 12,-W8 13,156 10,686 11,878 10,077 

- Saugus Formation 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 

LA County Waterworks District =36

- Allu,·iurn 0 0 3,0 3-B 0 () () 0 

- Saugus Formatinn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 

Newhall County Water District 

- Allu1·ium 981 1,266 1,582 !,. 89 2,l-l9 U\06 1,717 1,860 

- Saugu. Formation 3,395 2,513 3,739 3,435 3,423 3,69] 4,195 3,868 

Valencia Water Company 

- Allu1·ium 11,603 J 1,707 9, 62 12,228 11,88-l 13,1-Hl J-!,32.J 12,-159 

- Saugus Formatil1n 965 1,068 1,962 2,513 2,-149 2,367 l,770 2, 36 

Total 26,457 22,978 24,671 32,316 33,061 31,690 33,884 31,100 

- Allu1·ium 22,097 '19,397 18,970 26.368 27,189 25,632 27,919 2-,1,396 

- Saugus Formation l360 3,581 5,701 5,948 5,872 6,058 5,965 6,704 

0 o of Total Municipal Water Supply 39
°
0 34

°
0 34

°
0 46° 0 45 ° 0 35 °0 45°0 44°0 

.\Joles: 
; P1tnt)'iJ1g_for n11111icipnl 1111tl i11d11.<trinl 11,e, 011/_11. Dor, nnf i11dwk 11111111'ii1gfi,r ngricult11rnl n11d 111i,cl'lln11euu, H,e,. 

S()11rcc: 2009 51111/11 Clnritn \ln/Je_t/ \ \'ntrr Rrpart, Mn_11201(), Tn/,/c 1-1 <see A1•;w11dix 3.13). 

/1111'11.ct Srtf'nrc ... Inc 

0112.023 

3.13-34 One\ ·alft'y One\ 'i:,:inn R1•ni ... l'd Draft Program [JR 

(()11t1f)f c.�( U1s Augrli•� Ar,•n Plan 

.\Jm,cml'l'r 2010 

'i 



3.13 I \'o /er Sen•ice 

Alluvial Aquifer 

Based on a combination of historical operating experience and recent groundll'ater modeling analy i , the 

Alluvial aquifer can supply groundwater on a long-term su tainable ba is in the overall range of 30,000 to 

40,000 afy, with a probable reductiL n in dry years to a range of 30,000 to 35,000 af�·. Both of those ranges 

include about 15,000 <1fv of Allu\'ial pumping for current agricultural water uses and an estimated 

pumping of up to about 500 afy by small private pun,pers. The dry year reduction is a re ult of practical 

constraints in the eastern part of the Basin, where lowered groundwater levels in cir�· periods have the 

effect of reducing pumping capacities in that shallower portion of the aquifer. 

Table 3.13-4 

Projected Groundwater Production ( orma] Year) 

Basin Name 

Santa Clara Ri1·cr \'al lei' East Subba�in 

-Allu1·ium

- SauglL Formation

.\'Mc,-: 

2010 

Range of Groundwater Pumping (af)l.2.3 

2015 2020 2025 2030 

19,500-37,000 19,500-37,000 19,500-37,000 19,500-37,000 19,500-37, 00 

9,000-15,000 9,000-15,000 9,000-1:'i,000 9,000-15,000 9,000-15,000 

Thr m11gr ,,f gn•1111tl1mtrr prodcccti1111 cnpnl•ility for rnch pun•cym rnric.- lm,cd ,,,, n 11C1111ber of_fnctnr:-, i11c/cctli11g each /lfffi'l'_I/M·, (Clf1ncil_11 to 

l'rnducc grm111d1mtcr. the lorntio11 ,,[ it, 11•ell, 11'ithiu the All11Picc111 n11tl Soccs11, fon1111tit,11, /o(II/ /111drolc>g)I, nmilabilit_v ,f i11111"rtcd ,mtcr 
""Pl'iic; n11d 1mtcr tlc111n11d,. 
Tc> r11,11n' ,w-tni11nbilit!f. Ilic pccr,•c!for, h,wc c,mm,ittcd /lint the acc111111/ IN' ,f gnm11di1 1nlc1· pcc1111wd wllcdi1 1el.11 i11 n11_1I gi;,cn year ,l'ill m>I 
c.H'ft'd the p1m•c_1Ior, • opemti11g place a, dc,rril,ed i11 /lie 2005 B11,i11 Yield Report n11d the 2009 Ba,i11 ) icld Update, ,111d rcpc>rtcd mmccnl/_11 i11 

the Sn11/n C/n,-ita \lnlle.11 \ Valer Report<. A, 11ntcd in the di,n,;:,-io11 of Ilic pccr.•c.110,-,' O/'Crntins 11/1111 _for gn>1111d1mte1 i11 Tn/1/c 3-6 ,f the 2005 

U\\'MP, the "cct>r111nl" _1wnr qccn11titit·, ,f Sl'tllllld1mfc,- pcc111ped fr.>111 the Allccl'iccm n11d Sn11g11- fommti,•cc are 30.000 to ,W,000 11(111111d 7,500 

to 1S,00011�1. ,-c;:pecti,•cly. 
Gw1111d1mtc1· ,,11111pi11s ,li01Pn f,,,. pIm•cyn, 11w11icipnl n11d i11d11;.trinl 11,c, mi/_11. 

Sneerer: 2005 LM'MP !,cc EIR Appendix 3.13! 

Background. Total pumping from the Allu,·ium in 2009 was about 39,9 6 af, a decrease of ],730 af from 

the pr ceding year. Total Alluvium pumping was at the upper end of the groundwater operating plan 

range. Of the total Alluvial pumping in 2009, about 24,396 af (6] percent) was for municipal water 

supply, and the balance, about ]5,590 af (39 percent), wa for agriculture and other smaller uses, 

including individual dome tic u es. In a longer-term context, there has been a change in 

municipal/agricultural pumping di tribution since SV\I P deliverie began in ]980, toward a higher 

fraction for municipal water upply (from about 50 percent to more than 65 percent of Allu\'ial 

pumpage), which reflects the general land use changes in the area. Ultimately, on a long-term average 

basis since the beginning of imported ,,·ater deliv ries from the \NP, total Alluvial pumping has been 

about 32,000 afy, which i at the lower end of the range of operational yield of the lluvium. That 
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3.13 Wti ter Sen1ice 

average has been higher over the last decade, about 38,500 afy, which remains within the range of 

operational yield of the Alluvium. The overall historic record of Alluvial pumping is illustrated in 

Figure 3-2 of the 2009 \\Tater Report (May 2010). 

Groundwater levels in various parts of the basin historically have exhibited different responses to both 

pumpage and climatic fluctuations. During the last 20 to 30 years, depending on location, Alluvial 

groundwater levels have remained nearly constant (generally toward the western end of the basin), or 

have fluctuated from near the ground surface when the basin is full, to as much as 100 feet lower during 

intermittent dry periods of reduced recharge (generally toward the eastern end of the basin). For 

illustration of the various groundwater level conditions in the basin, the Alluvial wells have been 

grouped into areas with similar groundwater level patterns, as shown in Figure 3-3 of the 2009 Water 

Report (May 2010). The groundwater level records have been organized into hydrograph form 

(groundwater elevation vs. time) as illustrated in 2009 Water Report (Figures 3-4 and 3-5). Also shmvn on 

these plots is an annual marker indicating ,vhether the year had a below average amount of rainfall. The 

wells shown on these plots are representative of the respective areas, shmving the range of values 

(highest to lowest elevation) through each area, and containing a sufficiently long-term record to 

illustrate trends over time. 

Situated along the eastern upstream end of the Santa Clara River channel, the "Mint Canyon" area, 

located at the far eastern end of the groundwater basin, and the nearby "Above Saugus VVRP" areas 

generally exhibit similar groundwater level responses to hydrologic and pumping conditions. (See 2009 

\\Tater Report [Figure 3-4].) As shmvn in 2009 Water Report Figure 3-6, the purveyors decreased total 

Alluvial pumping from the "Mint Canyon" area steadily from 2000 through 2003, and correspondingly 

increased pumping in the "Below Saugus WRP," and "Below Valencia WRP" areas. In spite of a 

continued period of below-average precipitation from 1999 to 2003, that progressive decrease in pumping 

resulted in a cessation of groundvvater level decline in the "Mint Canyon Area." Subsequent ,vet 

conditions in late 2004, continuing into 2005, resulted in full recovery of groundwater storage. With such 

high groundvvater levels, pumping in the "Mint Canyon" area ,,vas increased in 2005 and 2006, with no 

significant change in ground,vater levels in 2005 and a slight decrease in 2006. Over the last four years, 

precipitation has been average to belmv-average. Accordingly, ,vater levels have shown some decline, but 

this decline has been slovved by the reduction in pumpage in this easternmost part of the basin. Water 

levels remain within the historic range of levels over similar ,vet/dry periods. Just belm-v the 'Mint 

Canyon' area, the' Above Saugus WRP' has shown a similar decline, despite the steady rate of pumping 

over the last four years. Here the ,vater levels also remain within the range of historical levels, as 

expected follmving a multi-year period vdthout a significant ,vet year. These parts of the Valley have 

historically experienced a number of alternating wet and dry hydrologic conditions (2009 Water Report 
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3.13 W,1 ter Se1-z1ice 

Figure 3-4) during ,vhich groundwater level declines have been followed by returns to high or mid-range 

historic le\'els. This trend has continued over the last four years where belo,v-average hydrologic 

conditions in 2009 followed three average to below-average years, and groundwater levels remain within 

mid-range levels. 

In the "Bouquet Canyon" area, pumping has remained relatively constant for the last 10 years, and water 

levels have fluctuated ,vith consecutive ,vet or dry years. During and since the most recent wet conditions 

of 2004 and 2005, ,vater levels returned to within historic mid-range levels. During 2009, groundwater 

level trends either leveled off or showed some increase with the onset of precipitation at the end of the 

year. This groumhvater level response to wet/dry years and pumping is typical for this area of the basin 

and, for 2009, levels have remained within the range of historical le\'els. VVhen water levels are low, \'vell 

yields and pumping capacities in this and other eastern areas can be impacted. The affected purveyors 

typically respond by increasing use of Saugus Formation and imported (S\,VP) supplies, as shovm in 

2009 Water Report Table 2-3. The purveyors also shift a fraction of the Alluvial pumping that ,vould 

normally be supplied by the eastern areas to areas further west, where well yields and pumping 

capacities remain fairly constant because of smaller groundwater level fluctuations. 

In the ,-vestern parts and 10\-ver elevations of the Alluvium, ground,,vater levels respond to 

pumping and precipitation in a similar manner, but to an attenuated or limited extent 

compared to those situated in the eastern, higher elevation areas. As shown in the western group 

of hydrographs in 2009 Water Report Figure 3-5, groundwater level fluctuations become more subtle 

moving ,vestward and lower in the Valley. The "Below Saugus WRP" area, along the Santa Clara River 

immediately downstream of the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant, and the "San Francisquito Canyon" 

area generally exhibit similar groundwater level trends. In this middle part of the basin, historical 

groundwater levels ,vere lmver in the 1950s and 60s than current levels. Groundwater levels in this area 

notably recovered as pumping declined through the 1960s and 1970s. They have subsequently sustained 

generally high levels for much of the last 30 years, with three dry-period exceptions: mid-1970s, late 1980s 

to early 1990s, and the late 1990s to early 2000s. Recoveries to previous high groundwater levels followed 

both of the short dry-period declines in the 1970s and 1990s. More recently, groundwater levels recovered 

significantly in both areas, to historic highs, follmving a wetter than average year in 2004 and a 

significantly wet year in 2005. Since 2005, pumping has been increasing in the "BelO\v Saugus WRP" area, 

while "San Francisquito Canyon" area pumping approximately doubled in 2005, and has since gradually 

declined and leveled off over the last three years. Despite the current multi-year period of average to 

below average precipitation, groundvvater levels in these t\vo areas remain in mid-range to high historical 

range. 
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3.13 Water Service 

The "Castaic Valley" area is located along Castaic Creek below Castaic Lake. Below that and along the 

Santa Clara River, downstream of the existing Valencia \!\later Reclamation Plant, is the "Below Valencia 

\1VRP" area, where discharges of treated effluent from the Valencia VlRP to the Santa Clara River 

contribute to groundwater recharge. In the "Castaic Valley" area, groundwater levels continue to remain 

fairly constant, with slight responses to climatic and other fluctuations, since the 1950s (2009 \Nater 

Report Figure 3-5). Small changes in groundwater levels over the last four years are consistent with other 

short-term historical fluctuations. The long-term, generally constant trend remained through 2009. The 

"Below Valencia WRP" area groundwater levels exhibit slight, if any, response to climatic fluctuations, 

and have remained fairly constant since the 1950s despite a notable increase in pumping through the 

1990s that has since remained relatively steady over the last seven years, through 2009 (2009 Water 

Report Figure 3-5 and 3-6 ). 

In summary, depending on the period of available data, the history of groundwater levels in the 

Alluvium shows the same general picture: recent (last 30 years) groundwater levels have exhibited 

historic highs; in some locations, there are intermittent dry-period declines (resulting from use of some 

groundwater from storage) followed by wet-period recoveries (and associated refilling of storage space). 

On a long-term basis, whether over the last 29 years since importation of supplemental SWP ,vater, or 

over the last 40 to 50 years (since the 1950s-1960s), the Alluvium shows no chronic trend to,,,ard 

decreasing water levels and storage, and thus shows no symptoms of water level-related overdraft. 

Consequently, pumping from the Alluvium has been and continues to be sustainable, well within the 

operational yield of that aquifer on a long-term average basis, and within the operating yield in almost 

every individual year. 

Adequacy of Supply. For municipal water supply, with existing wells and pumps, the three retail water 

purveyors with Alluvial wells (NCWD, SCVVD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from 

active wells (not contaminated by perchlorate) of 38,600 afy. Alluvial pumping capacity from all the 

active municipal supply wells is summarized in Table 3.13-5, Pumping Rates Simulated for Individual 

Alluvial Aquifer Wells under the 2008 Groundwater Operating Plan. 
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3.13 W11/t'rService 

Table 3.13-5 

Pumping Rates Simulated for Individual Alluvial Aquifer Wells under the 2008 Groundw;iter Operating Plan 

Well Name 
CWIJ-C1sl;iic I 

WIJ-Cnsl;iic 2 

WIJ-Caslilic 4 

CWIJ-Casl;iic 7 

N WD-Pinclree I 

I CWD-Pi nL'I rec 

CWD-Pinctree 4 

NCWD-Pinelrec 5 

NCWDTotal 

NLF-I6J 

N LF-110 

LF-RI I 

NLF-B 14 

NLF-820 

I LF-135 

NI.F-R6 

1.F-

NLF-C3 

LF-C4 

L.F- 5

LF-C7

NLF-CX 

LF-E5 

NLF-E9 

LF-G45 

u� Total

Impact Sci,•11u•s. l11c. 

n II J IJ2.1 

2005 

Operating Plan 

Alluvial Subarea Normal D 

astaic Valley ]85 345 

Casl<1ic Valley 166 125 

asl<1ic Valley llll) 45

;ist;iic Valley 

Above Mint Canyon 164 () 

Above Mini anyon 545 525 

Above Mint C;inyon JOO () 

/\bovc Mint C;inyon 

·1,660 1,040 

Bcluw Villencia WRI' 485 485 

Rclt1w V:ilenci:i WRP 344 344 

Bclt1w V:ilenci:i WRl' 232 232 

Bellnv Vnlen ·i;i WRl1 

lklt>w Valencia WRP 584 584 

Bcluw Villcnciil WRP 1,582 l,5X2 

Below V:ilcncia WRP 1,766 1,766 

Below Valencia WRP 1,373 I, 73 

Below V;ilencia WRP 192 192 

BL•lmv V;ilenci;i WRl1 809 X09 

Beluw Vnlenciil WRI' 85() X50 

Below Valen ·i'1 WRl1 1,107 1,107 

Below Vnlenci:i WRl1 594 594 

Bl'lnw V:ilenci:i WRr 750 750 

Bl•low Vi!lenc.:i;i WRr 814 814 

Below V;ilenc.:i;i WRr 390 390 

11,872 Jl,872 

313-39

2008 

Operating Plan 

Normal D Yt2+ Comments 
50 JOO 250 

l(Hl 100 100 

100 () (l 

300 200 200 Assume similar pumping as al NCWD-

C.isl,,ic3 durini,; L'.iriy I9Hlls 

150 0 0 

350 J()I) 300 

300 200 201) 

]()(] 21)1) 20() 

1,950 1,300 1,250 

1,00() 1,001) 1,000 

500 350 35() 

100 2()() 2()() 

]()O 1,000 l,llOll 

]SO 501) 501) Pun1pin� was assigned lo former H7 Wl'II 

in 2005 analysis. 
2,400 1,900 1,90() 

1,100 1,100 1,100 

1,10() 1,000 1,0()() 

10() 21)[) 20() 

200 451) 451)

9()1) 851) X50

351) 300 J()() 

400 4()() 400

Ill() 150 l'ill

900 350 5il

35ll 400 ,1()11 

10,150 10,150 10,150 

Nur,t•mbe•1 71}/(J 

N 

N 

\J 

N 

N 

l 

C 

l 

r 

Ollt' Val/(•_110111· Vision {{,·1.1;,"'1 'rl Pnrfl /'n,x111m UH 

t'P11Hl110/ / -'-1s 1\11,1.:dr~ lln·111111111 



Well Name Alluvial Subarea 

s WD-CIMk Bouquet C1nyon 

SCWD-Guiclil Bouquet illl)'Oll 

s WD-I lonb, Above Saugus WRP 

SCWD-Lost ,111)'0ll 2 Abuve Mint Canyon 

s WD-Losl iln)'on 2/\ J\buve Mint Canyon 

SCWD- lilch ,IJ #5/\ AbLl\11.' Minl Canyc n 

SCWD- lil..:hell !513 Abnve Minl nnynn 

SCWD-1 . 0;:iks Cenlr;:il Abuve Mint Canyon 

SCWD- I.0nk:--. Ei.lsl AbPv • Mini C<1ny<>n 

SCWD-N. Onk:--. West J\bL\Ve Mini C:inyun 

SCWD-Si.lnd Crnyon J\lmve Minl Canyon 

SCWD-Sierr.i /\bnve Mini Canyon 

s WO-Valley Center Above S;iugus WRP 

SCWD Total 

vw -D Caslaic V;:illey 

vw -[15 Below Vi.1lencii.1 WRP 

vw -N Below S;i11g11s WRI' 

VWC-N7 l:lclnw S<.1ugus WRP 

VWC-N8 BeiL>w 5;:iugu:-, WRP 

VWC-Q2 Below Saugu� WRP 

vw -S6 Below Saugus WRI' 

vw -57 Below S,111gu;; WRP 

vw -S8 B •low S;:iugu;; WRP 

vw -T7 Ab(lve S.:iugus WRr 

VWC-U4 Abnvl' Saugus WRP 

VWC-U6 Abnve S.iugus WRP 

VWC-WIO San Francisquito <.1nyon 

VWC-Wl I Si.ln Fr;incisquih) C;inyon 

VWC-W9 San rr.:incisquito .inyon 

VWCTotal 

lmµacf Sri,111ce!-. Inc 

(JI l 2.1!23 

2005 

Operating Plan 

Normal D Normal 

782 70(1 700 

1,320 l,2Jll 1,3ll0 

696 87(1 )_()()() 

741 64(1 700 

1,1134 590 7011 

0 () 5()() 

557 0 800 

822 1,641) 85() 

1,234 485 8()() 

898 () 8()0 

93() 195 1,000 

846 () 1,100 

80() 8()() 8()() 

10,660 7,150 ll,050 

690 69() 880 

800 

620 620 650 

I, 160 I, 160 I, I 60 

1,160 I, 160 1,160 
985 985 I, I()() 

865 865 l,Ollll 

865 865 5ll0 

H6:- 865 500 

920 92(1 75(1 

935 9'.15 8ll0 

825 825 HOO 

865 865 1,000 

6011 6(1() 800 

350 350 950 

11,705 11,705 12,850 

3.1 ]-41l 

2008 

Operating Plan 

Dr Yrl D Yr2+ 

700 70() 

1,250 1,200 

8511 701) 

700 (,5() 

651) 6()() 

]51) 2()l)

'i50 ]()l)

8()1) 7(11)

750 70[) 

7'i() 70() 

(,()() 20n 

()()() 71l0 

80() 8()()

9,650 8,".150 

880 88() 

800 8()() 

650 650 

I, 160 1,160 

1,160 I, 160 

1, 1 no I, Ill() 

I,llllO I ,I l(lll 

500 5()() 

500 5011 

750 750 

800 8(1() 

800 800 

1,0110 1,11110 

800 80() 

950 95() 

12,850 12,850 

3.13 \1V11tcr Scrnicc 

Comments 

l'umpinis lr,rnsferred from fnrm!'r \\"l'II 

SCWD Stadium 

!'umping lr�nsfl'rrl'd from fnrnwr w<•II� 

VWC"-17. ,rnd VWC- r4 

Pumping lrnnsfcrrcd from forrn,,r w<'II 

VWC-UJ 

Pumpini-; was assigned In former \fl/(, well 

in 2ll05 analysis. 

011" Val/r11 0111· Vi,<-it111 Rr.:vi.'it>rl nrn{I f'rnsrnm J;JR 
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Well Name 

Robinson l�ilnch 

WHR 

Purveyor Alluvial Usage 

Other Alluvial Usoge 

Total Alluvial Pumping 

Noles: 

Alluvial Subarea 

/\bnvc Mint Ci!nynn 

Castaic \/;1 lley 

/\II p11111pi11x 1•11/1111w., nrl' li,,tcd i11 1111its of n.-r,·-J,,et l'l'r yrar (afy!. 
\Neils 1/,n/ arc 110/ listed are ass11nwd to 110I lw l"""l'i11g i11 llwf11l11rr. 

2005 

Operating Plan 

Normal Dr 
q32 400 

1,600 1,600 

24,025 19,895 

14,404 13,872 

38,429 33,767 

NII- Nt'Wlrn/1 Ln11d fr f"nn11i11g Ct1mJ1m1y; NCWD- Newhn/1 C111111/_11 Waln· nislrirl 
SCWD = S1111/a Clnri/11 DiT•i.<io,, of Cnslaic Lnk,, Wal,·r l\gmcy; VWC = \/11lc11cin Wnt,,,, C11111Im11_11 

Nom,al 

61)0 

2,01)0 

25,850 

12,750 

38,600 

Wt IR - W11_11;;ide 1 l"1wr Rm1d111, wiwsr wells are n11•11ed l1y Ilic Ln., l\11grle., C111111/y W11t,•1works Di.,trid No. 36 

2008 

Operating Plan 

Dr Yrl Dr 

55() 

2,000 

23,800 

12,700 

36,500 

Yr2+ 

45() 

2,()()1) 

22,250 

]2,600 

34,850 

3.13 WatcrSl'n•ice 

Comments 

2008 Opera ling Plan: 

35,000 lo 40,000 afy in normal and wet 

years 

30,000 lo 35,000 af-y in d ry years 

"Olltcr l\l/1minl Lt.sag,," c011sii,ts o.f111111111i11g l.,y NII, WI IR, 111111 Rol•i11sm1 R1111rh. 1\11 ntfdili01111/ 500 afy nf1111111I1i11g liy 11//wr Jll'iimlr 11•rl/ mP11c1·., i.< 1111I i11cl11dcd i11 tl,i., lnl•lr. 
Sn11rcc: 1\1111/y,,i, <f Gm1111dw11/er SIIJIJ'lies 1111d Cn11111d11•11l1•r 811.,ill Yi,•/d, UI1pcr Sm1/n Clam Ri/'cr Cro1111dw11/cr Bn,,ill, [as/ S11/1/,nsi11, l\11g11sl 2009. 

J11111nct Srn•1HT.,; . Jnr. 
fl/I2.()J.l 

1.13-41 01w Valh-_11 (h11• Vision Rc11i1-ed fJrn{f Pmsrn111 rm 
C/11111I1,,,1 /.(I', /\11srl1·!-ll/f'(l f'lair 

Nri<11'111lwr 70 f() 



Table 3.13-6 
Pumping Rates Simulated for Individual Saugus Formation \'Veils 

under the 2008 Groundwater Operating Plan 

Non-Drought 

Owner Well Name Years 

NC\VD 12 1,765 

13 1,765 

Total Pumping (NC\·VD Wells) 3,530 

CWD S.:iugu�I 1,772 

S.:iugu�2 1,772 

Total Pumping (SCWD Wells) 3,544 

Private Palmer Golf Cour�e 500 

Total Pumping (Future Golf) 500 

\'1-\'C 159 50 

160 (Municipal) 500 

]60 (\'al. Ctn· Club) 500 

201 300 

205 1,2] I 

206 1,175 

207 1,175 

Total Pumping (V\o\TC Wells) 4,911 

Future=! [) 

Future =2 0 

Future =3 0 

Total Pumping (Future Wells) 0 

Total Pumping (All Saugus Wells) 12,485 

N<'lc,: 

All p11111pi11g 1•c1/11111r, nrc bled iu 1111it; ,f nn-c-frct J'<'r _11rnr (r1ft1 ). 

\\'ell, thnt n,·,· llOI li,tcd nrc n,,11111cd to llOI /,c l'"lllJ'lllY ill t/1cf11t11rc. 

NLf = Nl'"i1 1/rnl/ Ln11d t'- Fam1i11g C(llllf'nll_l/; ,'\"C\\'D = .\'rn•hn/1 Ct11111t_11 \\'nter Di,trict; 

Drought 

Yearl 

2,-19-1 

2,-19-1 

4,988 

1,77':.. 

1,172 

3,544 

500 

500 

50 

830 

500 

3011 

2,9-15 

2,734 

2,73-1 

10,093 

() 

0 

0 

0 

19,125 

SCI \'O =. n11/a Cinrita Oiz,i,icl/l ': Ca,tnic Lnkc 1\"ater Agcllcy: \ 1 VC = \'nlcllcin \ \"a/er Compnlly 

Drought 

Year2 

2,-i9-i 

2,49-1 

4,98 

1,772 

J ,772 

3,544 

500 

500 

50 

8311 

500 

3,777 

,1,038 

3,500 

3,500 

16,195 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25,227 

3.13 1\'aterSeri.'ice 

Drought 

Year3 

2,-19.J. 

2.494 

4,988 

1,772 

l,772 

3,544 

500 

500 

50 

830 

500 

3,777 

4,03 

3,500 

3,500 

16,195 

3,250 

3,250 

3,250 

9,750 

34,977 

So11rif: A11nly,i, of Gro11lld1cntrr 5111111/ir, n11d Gro11ud,mtcr Bn,i11 Yield, U1111rr Sa11t11 C/n,·a Ril'c1· Grn,md,mtN Bn,i11. [n,t 5111,l,n,ill, 

i\11g11,t 2U09. 

The locations of the various municipal Alluvic1l wells throughout the Ba in are illustrated on Figure 

3.13-4, Municipal Alluvial \o\1ell Locations; Santa Clara River Valley, East Groundwater Subbasin. As 

indicated, the pumping capacity of the SCWD Stadium well (deactivated due to the perchlorate 

contamination), repre enting another 800 afy of pumping capacity, has been tran ferred to the Valley 

Center well. 
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3.13 lVate1· Sen1ice 

Sustainability. Until recently, the long-term rene,vability of Alluvial groundwater was empirica11y 

determined from approximately 60 years of recorded experience. This empirical data confirmed long­

term stability in groundv,,ater levels and storage, ,vith some dry period fluctuations in the eastern part of 

the Basin, over a historical range of total Alluvial pumpage from as lm-v as about 20,000 afy to as high as 

about 43,000 afy. These empirical observations have been complemented by the development and 

application of a numerical ground,vater flm,v model, \-Vhich has been used to predict aquifer response to 

the planned operating ranges of pumping. The numerical ground,vater flmv model also has been used to 

analyze the control of perchlorate contaminant migration under selected pumping conditions that would 

restore, with treatment, pumping capacity inactivated due to perchlorate contamination detected in some 

we1ls in the Basin. The latter use of the model is described in Chapter 5 of the 2005 LJ\A/MP, and the 2009 

Basin Yield Update, which address the Saugus Formation and the overall approach to the perchlorate 

contamination found in four Saugus ,vells. 

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Alluvial groundv,1ater source capacity of 

municipal ,veils is approximately 38,600 afy. This is more than sufficient to meet the municipal, or urban, 

component of ground,vater supply from the Alluvium. 

To examine the yield of the Alluvium or, the sustainability of the Alluvium on a renev,1able basis, the 

ground\-vater flmv model \'Vas used to examine the long-term projected response of the aquifer to 

pumping for municipal and agricultural uses in the 30,000 to 40,000 afy range under average/normal and 

,,vet conditions, and in the 30,000 to 35,000 afy range under locally dry conditions (for modeling 

methodology, please see the 2009 Basin Yield Update presented in Appendix 3.13.). To examine the 

response of the entire aquifer system, the model also incorporated pumping from the Saugus Formation 

in accordance ,-vith the normal (7,500 to 15,000 afy) and dry year (15,000 to 35,000 afy) operating plan for 

that aquifer. The model was run over a 78-year hydrologic period, ,vhich was selected from actual 

historical precipitation to examine a number of hydrologic conditions expected to affect both 

ground,-vater pumping and ground,,vater recharge. 

The selected 78-year simulation period ,vas assembled from an assumed recurrence of 1980 to 2003 

conditions, fo11owed by an assumed recurrence of 1950 to 2003 conditions. The 78-year period \-Vas 

analyzed to define both local hydrologic conditions (normal and dry), ,vhich affect the rate of pumping 

from the Alluvium, and hydrologic conditions that affect SWP operations, ,,vhich in turn affect the rate of 

pumping from the Saugus. The resultant simulated pumping cycles included the distribution of pumping 

for each of the existing Alluvial aquifer ,vells, for normal and dry years, respectively, as shovm in Table 

3.13-5. 
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3.13 l'V,,ter Service 

Simulated Alluvial aquifer response to the range of hydrologic conditions and pumping stresses is 

essentially a long-term repeat of the historical conditions that have resulted from similar pumping over 

the last several decades. The resultant response consists of (]) generally constant groundwater levels in 

the middle to western portion of the Alluvium and fluctuating groundwater levels in the eastern portion 

as a function of wet and dry hydrologic conditions, (2) variations in recharge that directly correlate ,vith 

wet and dry hydrologic conditions, and (3) no long-term decline in groundwater levels or storage. The 

Alluvial aquifer is considered a sustainable water supply source to meet the Alluvial portion of the 

operating plan for the Basin. This is based on the combination of actual experience with Alluvial aquifer 

pumping at capacities similar to those planned for the future and the resultant sustainability (recharge) of 

groundwater levels and storage, and further based on modeled projections of aquifer response to planned 

pumping rates that also show no depletion of groundwater. 

Aquifer Protection. The remaining key consideration related to current and future use of the Alluvium is 

the impact of perchlorate contamination. Extensive investigation of the extent of perchlorate 

contamination, combined ,vith the groundwater modeling previously described, has led to the current 

plan by CL\VA and the retail purveyors, which call for restoration of impacting pumping (,,veil) capacity 

and integrated control of contamination migration. In the short term, the response plan for Alluvial 

production ,vells, located down gradient of the former \iVhittaker-Bermite site, was to promptly install 

wellhead treatment to ensure adequate water supplies. This plan ,vas effectively implemented in 2005 by 

Valencia Water Company through the permitting and installation of wellhead treatment at Valencia 

Water Company's \Vell Q2. After returning the well to service vvith ,vellhead treatment in October 2005, 

followed by nearly two years of operation with vvellhead treatment, during ,vhich there was no detection 

of perchlorate, Valencia \i\'ater Company ,vas authorized by the California Department of Public Health 

to discontinue treatment. Since that time, \iVell Q2 has been operating without treatment and there has 

been no detection of perchlorate since the wellhead treatment was discontinued. As a result, Well Q2 

remains a part of the Valley's active municipal groundwater source capability. 

The purveyors' response plan also addressed the impacted Alluvial production well owned by SCWD 

(Stadium Well), which was shut down due to the detection of perchlorate in 2002. In response, SCWD 

recently drilled a replacement well (Valley Center Well) to the east, north-northeast of the former 

Whittaker-Bermite site. The Valley Center \Veil also will be a part the Vallev's active municipal 

groundwater source capability. 

As discussed belO\v, the long-term plan includes the Cl WA groundwater containment, treatment, and 

restoration project to prevent further downstream migration of perchlorate, the treatment of water 

extracted as part of that containment process, and the recovery of lost local groundwater production from 

the Saugus Formation. 
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3.13 Wntet Service 

Saugus Formation 

Based on historical operating experience and extensive recent testing and groundwater modeling 

analysis, the Saugus Formation can supply water on a long-term sustainable basis in a normal range of 

7,500 to 15,000 afy, with intermittent increases to 25,000 to 35,000 af in dry years. The dry-year increases, 

based on 1imited historical observation and modeled projections, demonstrate that a small amount of the 

large groundwater storage in the Saugus Formation can be pumped over a relatively short (dry) period. 

This would be followed by recharge (replenishment) of that storage during a subsequent normal-to-,vet 

period ,vhen pumping would be reduced. 

Background. Total pumping from the Saugus in 2009 ,vas about 7,700 af, or about 750 af more than in the 

preceding year. Of the total Saugus pumping in 2009, most (about 6,700 af) ,vas for municipal water 

supply and the balance (1,000 af) ,vas for agricultural and other irrigation uses. Historically, ground,vater 

pumping from the Saugus peaked in the early 1990s and then steadily declined through the remainder of 

that decade. Since then, Saugus pumping had been in the range of about 4,000 to 6,500 afy, with the 

increase to almost 7,700 af in 2007 and again in 2009. Over the last five years, the municipal use of Saugus 

water has been relatively unchanged; almost all of the relatively small fluctuations from year to year have 

been related to non-municipal usage. On a long-term average basis since the importation of SWP water, 

total pumping from the Saugus Formation has ranged behveen a low of about 3,700 afy (in 1999) and a 

high of nearly 15,000 afy (in 1991 ); average pumping from 1980 to present has been about 6,800 afy. These 

pumping rates remain well ,vithin, and generally at the lower end of, the range of Operational Yield of 

the Saugus Formation. The overall historic record of Saugus pumping is illustrated in Figure 3-8 of the 

2009 Water Report (May 2010). 

Unlike the Alluvium, ,-vhich has an abundance of wells with extensive ,vater level records, the water level 

data for the Saugus Formation are limited by both the distribution of the ,,,ells in that Formation and the 

periods of water level records. The wells that do have wa'ter level records extending back to the 

mid-1960s indicate that ground,,,ater levels in the Saugus Formation were highest in the mid-1980s and 

are currently higher than they were in the mid-1960s (2009 Water Report Figure 3-9). Based on these data, 

there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend toward permanent water level or storage decline. 

There continue to be seasonal fluctuations in groundwater levels but the prevalent longer-term trend is 

one of general stability. 

Consistent with the 2001 Update Report (Slade), the 2005 Basin Yield Report (CH2M Hill and Luhdorff 

and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers ILSCE]), the Basin Yield Update, and the 2005 UWMP, the 

purveyors continue to maintain groundwater storage and associated water levels in the Saugus 

Formation so that supply is available during drought periods, when Alluvial pumping might be reduced 

and/or SWP or other supplemental supplies also decreased. The period of increased pumping during the 

early 1990s is a good example of this management strategy. Most notably, in 1991, when SWP deliveries 
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were substantially reduced, increased pumping from the Saugus made up almost half of the decrease in 

S\,VP deliveries. The increased Saugus pumping over several consecutive dry years (1991-1994) resulted 

in short-term declining groundwater levels, reflecting the use of water from storage. However, 

ground,-vater levels subsequently recovered when pumping declined, reflecting recovery of groundwater 

storage in the Saugus Formation. 

Adequacy of Supply. For municipal water supply "''ith existing wells, the three retail water purveyors 

with Saugus wells (NCVVD, SCVVD, and V\VC) have a combined pumping capacity from active wells 

(accounting for those contaminated by perchlorate) of 12,485 afy in non-drought years, and up to 

34,977 afy by the third year of a three-year drought. Saugus pumping capacity from all the active 

municipal supply wells is summarized in Table 3.13-6, Pumping Rates Simulated for Individual Saugus 

Formation \\Tells under the 2008 Groundwater Operating Plan, and the locations of the various active 

municipal Saugus wells are illustrated on Figure 3.13-5, Saugus lVell Locations; Santa Clara River 

Valley, East Groundwater Subbasin. These capacities do not include the four Saugus wells contaminated 

by perchlorate, although they indirectly reflect the capacity of one of the contaminated wells, Valencia 

Water Company (VWC's) Well 157, ,vhich has been sealed and abandoned, and replaced by V\t\'C's 

\i\1ell 206 in a non-impacted part of the Basin. 

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Saugus groundwater source capacity of 

municipal wells of up to 19,125 afy, is more than sufficient to meet the planned use of Saugus 

groundwater in normal years of 7,500 to 15,000 afy. This currently active capacity is more than sufficient 

to meet ,vater demands, in combination with other sources, if both of the next two years are dry. At that 

time, the combination of currently active capacity and restored impacted capacity, through a combination 

of treatment at hvo of the impacted wells and replacement well construction, will provide sufficient total 

Saugus capacity to meet the planned use of Saugus groundwater during multiple dry-years of 35,000 af, if 

that third year is also a dry year. 

Sustainability. Until recently, the long-term sustainability of Saugus groundwater was empirically 

determined from limited historical experience. The historical record shows fairly low annual pumping in 

most years, with one four-year period of increased pumping up to about 15,000 afy that produced no 

long-term depletion of the substantial groundwater storage in the Saugus. Those empirical observations 

have now been complemented by the development and application of the numerical groundwater flow 

model, which has been used to examine aquifer response to the operating plan for pumping from both 

the Allm·ium and the Saugus and also to examine the effectiveness of pumping for both contaminant 

extraction and control of contaminant migration within the Saugus Formation. The latter aspects of 

Saugus pumping are discussed in further detail in the 2009 Bnsi11 Yield Updnte (see Appendix 3.13). 
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3.13 lVater Service 

To examine the yield of the Saugus Formation or, its sustainability on a rene,\·ab1e basis, the groundwater 

flow model was used to examine long-term projected response to pumping from both the Alluvium and 

the Saugus over the 78-year period of hydrologic conditions using alternating wet and dry periods as 

have historica11y occurred. The pumping simulated in the mode] was in accordance with the operating 

plan for the Basin. For the Saugus, simulated pumpage induded the planned restoration of recent historic 

pumping from the perchlorate-impacted wells. In addition to assessing the overa11 recharge of the 

Saugus, that pumping was analyzed to assess the effectiveness of controlling the migration of perchlorate 

by extracting and treating contaminated water dose to the source of contamination. 

Simulated Saugus Formation response to the ranges of pumping under assumed recurrent historical 

hydrologic conditions is consistent with actual experience under smaller pumping rates. The response 

consists of (1) short-term dedines in groundwater levels and storage near pumped wells during 

dry-period pumping; (2) rapid recovery of groundwater levels and storage after cessation of dry-period 

pumping; and (3) no long-term decreases or depletion of groundwater levels or storage. The combination 

of actual experience with Saugus pumping and recharge up to about 15,000 afy, now complemented by 

modeled projections of aquifer response that shmv long-term utility of the Saugus at 7,500 to 15,000 afy in 

normal years and rapid recovery from higher pumping rates during intermittent dry periods, shows that 

the Saugus Formation can be considered a sustainable water supply source to meet the Saugus portion of 

the operating plan for the Basin. 

Aquifer Protection. The operating plan for the Saugus Formation accounts for historical perchlorate 

detections and the resulting containment and remedial response activities that are being constructed at 

this time. As described in further detail below, in 1997, a total of four Saugus production wells vvere 

inactivated for water supply service due to the presence of perchlorate. The four Saugus wells removed 

from service were as follows: (1) two Saugus production wells owned by SCWD (Saugus wells 1 and 2); 

(2) one Saugus production well owned by NCWD (NC\VD \Veil 11); and (3) one Saugus production well

owned by Valencia \,Vater Company (V\,VC Well 157). 

As part of the ongoing implementation of perchlorate containment and restoration of impacted capacity, 

VWC \Veil 157 was abandoned in January 2005 and replaced by new Well VWC 206 in a non-impacted 

portion of the basin. Thus, the Saugus capacity analysis indudes planned pumping from replacement 

\i\1el1 VWC 206. 
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3.13 Water Sen1ice 

The longer range plan of Cl WA and the purveyors has been to pursue a project to contain further 

downstream migration of perchlorate from the former Whittaker-Bermite site, treatment and subsequent 

use of the pumped ,vater from the containment process for ,,vater supply, and installation of replacement 

wells in non-impacted portions of the basin to restore the remainder of groundwater supply impacted by 

perchlorate. 

Impacted Alluvial and Saugus Wells 

A small group of wells that have been impacted by perchlorate represent a temporary loss of '"'ell 

capacity within the CUVA service area. Of the six wells that vvere initially removed from active water 

supply service upon the detection of perchlorate, three ,veils remain out of service. However, CL WA and 

the purveyors have developed an implementation plan that ,vould restore this well capacity. The 

implementation plan includes a combination of treatment facilities and replacement wells. 

In 1997, the State of California conducted tests on a number of municipal water wells owned by Santa 

Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency (SCWD), Newhall County Water District (NCWD) 

and Valencia Water Company (VWC) located in the vicinity of the former Whittaker Bermite site. These 

and subsequent tests found perchlorate in four of the purveyors' deep Saugus Formation aquifer wells: 

NCWD-11, SCWD Saugus 1, SCWD Saugus 2 and VWC-157 at maximum levels ranging from 14 ppb to 

47 ppb depending on the well. These wells were removed from active service and have not been used for 

drinking water supplies since 1997. In November 2002, perchlorate was found in a shallow Alluvial 

aquifer ground,vater ,vell-SCWD Stadium-at levels up to 5.9 ppb. In April 2005, perchlorate 

contamination was found in another shallow Alluvial aquifer groundwater well-VWC-Q2. The source 

of the perchlorate is believed to be from the Whittaker-Bermite site given the proximity of all six 

impacted wells to the property and the fact that both ground,vater and surface water flows from the 

property to the six wells. 

In November, 2000 Castaic lake Water Agency (CLWA), NCWD, SCWD, and VWC (collectively, 

"Plaintiffs") filed a complaint against past ovmer Whittaker and current owners Whittaker, Santa Clarita, 

LLC., (SCLLC) and Remediation Financial, Inc., (RFI) (SCLLC and RFI are collectively referred to as 

"Defendants") in the California Central District Court asserting that hazardous substances (including 

perchlorate) released from the Whittaker Bermite site contaminated some of Plaintiffs' water production 

wells. In July 2002, Plaintiffs moved the Court for partial summary judgment that Defendants ,vere liable 

for response costs under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Recovery Act 

(CERCLA). At the same time, Whittaker moved the Court to establish Plaintiffs' liability under CERCLA. 

In July 2003, the Court granted (in part) Plaintiffs' motion and found that Whittaker and SCLLC were 
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3.13 lV,1 te,· Service 

liable for CERCLA response costs and denied VVhittaker's motion. Castaic Lake \rVater Agency v. 

VVhittaker Corporation, 272 F.Supp.2d 1053 (2003). 

In September 2003, the parties entered into an interim settlement agreement that stayed litigation to allow 

the parties to, inter nlin, develop an engineering solution to contain and abate the ground,,vater 

contamination and negotiate a final settlement agreement. As a condition for staying litigation activities, 

Defendants ,vere required to reimburse CLWA for past monitoring and investigation costs and fund the 

development of the engineering solution. While the parties developed a groundwater 

abatement/containment plan, they ,vere unable to reach a final settlement agreement. The interim 

settlement agreement expired on January 31, 2005. 

In July 2004, Defendants SCLLC and RFI, the current owners of the \Vhittaker property filed a petition for 

chapter 11 bankruptcy protection and were subject to the automatic stay of litigation. The SCLLC and RF] 

bankruptcy filing complicated settlement negotiations because any proposed settlement offer that 

involved SCLLC and RFI insurance proceeds-a substantial and important source of settlement 

funds - required bankruptcy court approval. 

The stay of litigation lapsed on January 31, 2005, ,vithout a final settlement and on March 23, 2005, the 

Court ordered the parties to mediate the matter before the Honorable Eugene Lynch (ret.). On 

April 19, 2005, Plaintiffs and Defendants reached an agreement in principle on damages that was subject 

to Defendants reaching a settlement funding agreement with their insurance carriers. During the April 

2005 mediation, VWC informed Defendants of the perchlorate contamination found in V\rVC's 

groundwater well Q2. \Vhittaker agreed to provide $500,000 for the installation of a well head treatment 

unit. All capital as well as operating and maintenance costs for this treatment unit were funded by 

insurance companies representing the current and past owners of the property. Utilizing these funds, 

VWC installed a perchlorate removal system utilizing ion exchange technology. After only six months 

from the initial detection of perchlorate in the ,,,ell, Q2 was returned to active service on October 12, 2005. 

Subsequently in October 2007, the Ca1ifornia Department of Public Health approved a request by VVVC to 

remove the treatment system as a result of two years of continuous operation without a detection of 

perchlorate in the untreated groundv,•ater produced by Q2. Currently, Q2 remains in operation without 

any requirement for well head treatment. 

In July 2005, the parties reported that settlement negotiations between Plaintiffs and Defendants had not 

progressed because Defendants and their insurance carriers had not reached an agreement on funding 

the settlement. The Court ordered the parties to resume litigation activities on August 16, 2005. In 

November 2005, Defendants and their insurance carriers reached an agreement on the allocation of 

environmental insurance proceeds for the site and funding of a potential settlement with the Plaintiffs 
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3.13 lVater Service 

and submitted the proposed settlement agreement to the bankruptcy court for approval. The Bankruptcy 

court approved the settlement agreement involving the insurance proceeds and in January 2006, 

Defendants provided Plaintiffs with a draft plan to utilize the insurance proceeds to settle Plaintiffs' 

groundwater contamination claims. 

In May 2007, the \r\'ater Purveyors announced a settlement of their lawsuit against VVhittaker to contain 

and remove perchlorate from the Santa Clarita Valley's ground,,vater aquifers. The Water Purveyors 

estimate this settlement proYides up to $100 million to address the problem. The underlying litigation 

was dismissed by the US District Court in August 2007. See Draft EIR Appendix 3.13 which contains the 

following documents: (1) Castaic Lake \Vater Agency Litigation Settlement Agreement, (2) Order Granting Joint 

Motion for Court Approzin/, Good Faith Srttlement Detcr111i11ation and Entry of Consent Order July 16, 2007, and 

(3) Stipulation to Dismiss Plni11t�(fs' C/nims n11d D�fe11dn11fs' Co1111tcrclnim, August 20, 2007. 

The Settlement Agreement provides funding to constrt1ct replacement ,veils, pipelines, and a treatment 

plant to remove perchlorate. The Settlement Agreement also provides funds to operate and maintain the 

treatment system for up to 30 years, which is estimated to cost as much as $50 million over the life of the 

project. The treatment plant has been designed by CLVVA and the Settlement Agreement provides 

$1.7 million to reimburse CUVA for past expenditures. In addition, a $10 million "rapid response fund" 

will be established to allow the ,,,ater purveyors to immediately treat threatened wells that could become 

impacted by perchlorate contamination in the future. VVVC received a total of $3.5 million under the 

Settlement Agreement, which included $2.5 million for past environmental claims and $1.0 million to 

close and abandon V-157 and dri11 replacement we11 V-206. 

Following the settlement of the litigation, VWC and the other water purveyors entered into two separate 

agreements, each formally prepared as a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). These MOUs were 

necessary to implement the various obligations under the Settlement Agreement. The first MOU sets 

forth the rights among the water purveyors to receive payments pursuant to the Settlement Agreement 

and clarifies project administration that includes such things as project modification, future perchlorate 

detections, monitoring, payment of ongoing legal fees, dispute resolution and other provisions described 

in the Settlement Agreement. The second MOU sets forth the operational plan and financial arrangements 

to deliver certain quantities of groundwater from the perchlorate treatment system and a future 

replacement well field that, in total, ,vould restore the water supply capacity impacted by perchlorate to 

SCWD and NCWD. Both MOUs are incorporated into this Draft EIR by reference and are available for 

review at the Valencia Water Company. 
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3.13 lVater Service 

Available Groundwater Supplies - Outside CLWA Service Area

As indicated above, a portion of the Planning Area lies outside and east of the Santa Clara River Valley 

Ground water Basin, East Subbasin. Unlike portions of the Planning Area outside of the CL \rV A service 

area to the west, north and south, this area is not served with water from the Planning Area water 

purveyors, and does not have access to groundwater from the East Subbasin (i.e., the Alluvial Aquifer 

and Saugus Formation). Instead, water is provided via private groundwater wells in Holocene alluvium, 

which is thickest in the channel of the Santa Clara River, thinning both east and west of the community of 

Acton, and private wells in Pleistocene terrace deposits found along the low-lying flanks of the foothills 

and upper reaches of the Santa Clara River. Limited data is available regarding the past and current 

condition of this area from a groundwater production perspective, thereby creating a level of uncertainty 

regarding the ability of this area to support any increase in development activity. No studies are known 

to have been completed indicating the amount of ,-vater pumped from the ground, nor have there been 

studies completed indicating the sustainable yield of ground,vater in this portion of the Planning Area. In 

the nearby Acton Valley further to the east, hydrographs show a general decline in ground,,·ater levels 

during the 1950s through the mid-1970s (Slade 1990). Water levels generally rose during the late 1970s 

through the mid-1980s, but then began declining thereafter (Slade 1990). Groundwater flows toward the 

channel of the Santa Clara River and then westward. The experience of some private well owners in this 

area indicates declining groundwater well levels and, depending on location, in some cases wells running 

dry. In the instances of wells running dry, water has been trucked in to private water tanks to provide 

necessary water supplies to existing homes. Based on this response to groundwater pumping, use of 

wells in this area will be expected to continue to have local difficulty, especially during locally dry 

periods. This condition is particularly evident if several decades of predominantly below-normal rainfall 

years were to occur in the future such as occurred during much of the five decades from the mid-1920s 

through the mid-1970s. In other words, local conditions in the alluvium and terrace deposits in the 

eastern end of the Planning Area can be expected to repeat historical groundwater level declines 

necessitating alternative means of water service (e.g., trucking in water). 

Regarding the effects of climate change on the use of private wells in this area, using the information 

presented in the 2009 Basin Yield Update prepared for the East Subbasin to the west, while future 

conditions cannot be projected with any degree of certainty, the range of potential climate change impacts 

extends from a possible wet trend to a possible dry trend over the long term. The trends that range from 

an approximate continuation of historical average precipitation, to something wetter than that, would 

appear to result in the possible recovery of impacted wells, with the intermittent constraints on full 

pumping in this area already occurring. The potential long-term dry trend arising out of climate change 

could further decrease local recharge to the point that lmver and declining groundwater levels, beyond 
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3.13 lVater Sen•ice 

,vhat is already occurring in this area, would exacerbate the apparent unsustainability for ground,vater 

production. 

Groundwater lVater Quality 

Oven1iew 

The ground,vater quality of the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation consistently meets drinking 

water standards set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the Department of 

Public Health (DPH). The ,vater is delivered by the local retail purveyors in the Cl WA service area for 

domestic use without treatment, although the water is disinfected by the retail purveyors prior to 

deliven'. Existing water quality conditions for urban water uses in the Cl WA service area are 

documented in the Santa Clarita Valley \Vater Quality Reports. The latest report is the 2010 Santa Clarita 

Valley \\Tater Report. This report provides the cumulative results of thousands of ,vater quality tests 

performed each year in the Santa Clarita Valley on CUVA's and the local purveyors' water supplies. 

An annual Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) also is provided to all Santa Clarita Valley residents ,vho

receive water from the local retail ,vater purveyors in the CL \l\l A service area. The latest CCR is the 2007 

Santa Clarita Valley Consumer Confidence Report. In that report, there is detailed information about the 

results of the testing of ground,vater quality and treated SWP water supplied to the residents of the Santa 

Clarita Valley. Water quality regulations are constantly changing as contaminants that are typica11y not 

found in drinking ,vater are discovered and new standards are adopted. In addition, existing water 

quality standards are becoming more stringent in terms of allmvable levels in drinking water. Hm,vever, 

a11 groundwater produced by the retail ,vater purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley meets or exceeds 

stringent drinking water quality regulations set by US EPA, the DPH, and the continuing oversight of the 

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 

Groundwater Quality - Alluvium 

Groundwater quality is, of course, a key factor in assessing the Alluvial aquifer as a municipal and 

agricultural ,vater supply. Groundwater quality details and long-term conditions, examined by 

integration of individual records from several wells completed in the same aquifer materials and in close 

proximity to each other, have been discussed in previous annual \.,Vater Reports and in the 2005 UWMP. 

There were some changes in groundwater quality in 2009 that reflect fluctuations, trends, or other 

ground,vater quality conditions as illustrated in 2009 Water Report Figures 3-11 and 3-12. These graphs 

shmv historical specific conductance values for representative wells in the Valley \'Vith the California 

Department of Public Health Secondary Maximum Levels included for reference. Most of the trends 

show a significant lowering of the specific conductance values by half following the wet years of 2004-
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3.13 l'Vater Sen>ice 

2005. Since then, those trends have returned to 2004 levels but do not exceed historical levels. In 

summary, those conditions include: no long-term overall trend and, most notably, no long-term decline 

in Alluvial groundwater quality; a general groundwater quality "gradient" from east to west, with lowest 

dissolved mineral content to the east, increasing in a westerly direction; and periodic fluctuations in some 

parts of the basin, where groundwater quality has inversely varied with precipitation and stream flow. 

Those variations are typically characterized by increased mineral concentrations through dry periods of 

lower stream flow and lower groundwater recharge, such as is currently occurring, followed by lower 

mineral concentrations through wetter periods of higher stream flow and higher groundwater recharge. 

The presence of long-term consistent water quality patterns, although intermittently affected by wet and 

dry cycles, supports the conclusion that the Alluvial aquifer remains a viable ongoing water supply 

source in terms of groundwater quality. 

Perchlorate. The most notable groundwater quality issue in the Alluvium is perchlorate contamination. 

In 2002, one Alluvial production well owned by SCWD (Stadium Well), located near the former 

\Vhittaker-Bermite site, was inactivated for municipal water supply due to detection of perchlorate 

slightly below the Notification Level.14 SCWD has recently drilled a replacement well (Valley Center

Well) further to the east, north-northeast of the former Whittaker-Bermite site in a non-impacted portion 

of the basin. As a result, the Valley Center Well capacity is part of the purveyors' operating plan. 

Three wells with perchlorate concentrations exceeding the then-applicable Action Level (18 µg/1) or, more 

recently, the then-applicable Notification Level (6 µg/1) were removed from active water supply service. 

In early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second Alluvial production well owned by Valencia Water 

Company (Well Q2). Valencia \,Vater Company's response was to remove the well from active water 

supply service and to rapidly seek approval for installation of wellhead treatment and return of the well 

to service. As part of outlining its plan for treatment and return of the well to service, Valencia Water 

Company analyzed the impact of the temporary inactivation of the well on its water supply capability; 

and the analysis determined that Valencia Water Company's other sources are sufficient to meet demand 

and the inactivation of \Veil Q2 thus had no impact on Valencia Water Company's water supply 

14 "Notification level" means the concentration level of a contaminant in drinking water delivered for human 
consumption that the state DPH has determined, based on available specific information, does not pose a 

significant health risk but warrants notification pursuant to applicable law. Notification levels arc non­

rcgulatory, health-based advisory levels established by the state DPH for contaminants in drinking water for 
which maximum contaminant levels have not been established. Notification levels are established as 

precautionary measures for contaminants that may be considered candidates for establishment of maximum 
contaminant levels, but have not yet undergone or completed the regulatory standard setting process prescribed 
for the development of maximum contaminant levels. Notification levels are not drinking water standards. 
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3.13 l-V11ter Sen•ice 

capability.15 Valencia Water Company proceeded through mid-2005 to gain approval for installation of

wellhead treatment (ion-exchange as described below), including environmental review, and completed 

installation of the wellhead treatment facilities in September 2005. Well Q2 was returned to active water 

supply service with wellhead treatment in October 2005. After nearly two years of operation with 

wellhead treatment, during which there was no detection of perchlorate, Valencia \-\1ater Company was 

authorized by DPH to discontinue wellhead treatment. Since that time, Well Q2 has been operated 

without wellhead treatment and without detection of perchlorate. As a result, Well Q2's capacity is part 

of the purveyors' operating plan. The other impacted wells remain out of service; two wells (VWC's Well 

157 and SCWD's Stadium Well) have been sealed and replaced by ne, .. , ,..,·ells, and two wells (SC\,VD's 

Saugus 1 & 2 Wells) are being returned to service as described below. 

Ongoing monitoring of all active municipal wells near the Whittaker-Bermite site has shown no 

detections of perchlorate in any active Alluvial wells. However, based on a combination of proximity to 

the Whittaker-Bermite site and prevailing groundwater flow directions, complemented by findings in the 

ongoing on-site and off-site investigations by Whittaker-Bermite and the Army Corps of Engineers 

(Corps), there is logical concern that perchlorate could impact nearby, down-gradient Alluvial wells (see, 

2005 UWMP, Appendix D, in Appendix 3.13). As a result, provisions are in place to respond to 

perchlorate contamination if it should occur. The groundwater model was used to examine capture zones 

around Alluvial wells under planned operating conditions (pumping capacities and volumes) for the 

period through currently scheduled restoration of impacted wells in 2006.16 The capture zone analysis of 

Alluvial wells generally near the Whittaker-Bermite site, shown on Figure 3.13-6, Forecasted Two-Year 

Groundwater Capture Zones for Active Alluvial Production Wells Located Closest to the W"hittaker­

Bermite Property Santa Clarita, California, suggests that inflow to those wells ,-viii either be upgradient 

of the contamination site, or will be from the Alluvium beyond where perchlorate is most likely to be 

transported, with the possible exception of the Valencia Water Company's Pardee wellfield, which 

includes Wells N, N7, and NS. Although the capture zone analysis does not show the Pardee wells to be 

impacted, they are considered to be at some potential risk due to the proximity of their capture zone to 

the \,Vhittaker-Bermite site. 

15 See Impact and Response to Perchlorate Co11ta111i11atio11, Valencia Water Com11a11y, Well Q2, prepared for Valencia
Water Company by Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, April 2005. This report is available for public 
review and inspection in EIR Appendix 3.13. 

16 See Technical Memorandum entitled, A11a/�1sis of Near-Term Gro1111dwater Capture Areas for Prod11ctio11 Wells Located 

Near the ½'llittaker-Bermite Pro11erty (Santa C/a,-ita, Cal((ornia), prepared by CH2MHill, for the Santa Clarita Valley 
Water Purveyors, December 21, 2004. This memorandum is available for public review and inspection in 
Appendix 3.13 of this EIR. 
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3.13 Water Sen1ice 

The combined pumping capacity of Valencia Water Company's Pardee wells is 6,200 gallons per minute 

(gpm), which equates to about 10,000 af of maximum annual capacity. However, in the operating plan for 

both normal and dry year Alluvial pumping, the planned use of those wells represents 2,940 afy of the 

total 30,000 to 40,000 afy Alluvial groundwater supply. Thus, if the wells were to become contaminated 

with perchlorate, they v-wuld represent an amount of the total Alluvial supply that could be readily 

replaced, on a short-term interim basis, by utilizing an equivalent amount of imported water from Cl WA 

or by utilizing existing capacity from other Alluvial ,._,ells (see, Table 3.13-5, above). Furthermore, if the 

Pardee wells were to become contaminated by perchlorate contamination, Valencia \t\7ater Company has 

made site provisions at its Pardee wellfield for installation of wellhead treatment. Such treatment would 

be the same as once installed at Valencia's \Veil Q2, and would result in the impacted Pardee wells being 

promptly returned to active service. 

In 2009, additional significant progress has been made with respect to perchlorate remediation. For 

example, in September 2009, Cl WA, in partnership with other local retail purveyors and the City of Santa 

Clarita, completed construction of CLWA's Rio Vista Intake Pump Station, which is CLWA's ne,v 

perchlorate treatment facility. The facility is designed to restore groundwater production capacity 

impacted by perchlorate contamination and stop migration of perchlorate from the former 

Whittaker-Bermite site. The new plant is expected to be in use beginning spring 2010. Through 

constructed pipelines, perchlorate-impacted water from Saugus Wells 1 and 2 will be pumped and 

treated at the plant, restoring approximately 3,400 afy of groundwater. Pumping and treatment 

operations are expected to occur on a continuous basis for several years. The ne,,v facility vdll remove 

perchlorate from the ground,vater using ion-exchange technology. 
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3.13 lVater Se1"l.'ice 

As of August 31, 2009, approximately 23 million gallons of perchlorate-impacted groundwater have been 

treated and discharged under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 

authorizing such activities. Routine weekly and monthly NPDES sampling, treatment, and discharge is 

continuing in compliance with NPDES permit requirements. An additional 12 to 14 wells also are being 

installed on the VVhittaker property to pump and treat contaminated perchlorate on site. 

Additional perchlorate-related remediation activities continue to move forward at the former Whittaker­

Bermite site. For example, soil remediation operations are continuing on site, including completion of the 

third draft Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for site-wide soils remediation. The revised draft RAP was 

submitted to Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on August 14, 2009. DTSC's preliminary 

revie,-v comments ,vere incorporated and a revised draft RAP was resubmitted to DTSC on August 31, 

2009. Groundwater and surface \'\'ater issues also continue to be addressed and reported to DTSC. (See 

Appendix 3.13 [Progress Letter Report from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., Project Coordinator for AMEC 

Geomatrix, to DTSC, September l 5, 2009].) 

In short, work continues on multiple tasks to address groundwater contaminated by perchlorate 

stemming from past manufacturing activities on the former \1Vhittaker-Bermite site. CUVA and the local 

retail purveyors are proceeding to restore the production capacity of the few remaining groundwater 

supply wells contaminated by perchlorate, while working on the objectives of containing the 

downgradient migration of perchlorate. For technical information regarding these up-to-date activities, 

please refer to the following documents in the Draft EIR, Appendix 3.13: (1) letter from Hassan Amini, 

Ph.D., Project Coordinator for AMEC Geomatrix, to DTSC, June 8, 2009; (2) CL \t\' A News Release, 

September 14, 2009; (3) Progress Letter Report from Hassan Amini, Ph.D., Project Coordinator for AMEC 

Geomatrix, to DTSC, September 15, 2009; and (4) CL\NA Memorandum from Brian J. Folsom to CUVA 

Board of Directors, October 1, 2009. 

Groundwater Quality - Saugus Formation 

As discussed above for the Alluvium, groundwater quality is a key factor in also assessing the Saugus 

Formation as a municipal and agricultural water supply. As with groundwater level data, long-term 

Saugus groundwater quality data are not sufficiently extensive to permit any sort of basinwide analysis 

or assessment of pumping-related impacts on quality. However, integration of individual records from 

several wells has been used to examine general water quality trends. Based on those records, water 

quality in the Saugus Formation has not historically exhibited the precipitation-related fluctuations seen 

in the Alluvium. Based on available data over the last 50 years, groundwater quality in the Saugus has 

exhibited a slight overall increase in dissolved mineral content as illustrated in 2009 Water Report 

Figure 3-13. More recently, several wells within the Saugus Formation have exhibited an additional 

increase in dissolved mineral content, similar to short-term changes in the Alluvium, possibly as a result 

of recharge to the Saugus Formation from the Alluvium. Since 2005, however, these levels have been 

steadily dropping or remaining constant. Dissolved mineral concentrations in the Saugus Formation 

remain below the Secondary (aesthetic) Upper Maximum Contaminant Level. Groundwater quality 
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3.13 lVate1· Se1·vice 

within the Saugus will continue to be monitored to ensure that degradation to the Jong-term viability of 

the Saugus as a component of overa1l water supply does not occur. 

Perchlorate. As with the Alluvium, the most notab]e groundwater quality issue in the Saugus Formation 

is perch]orate contamination. Under oversight by the Ca]ifornia Department of Toxic Substances Contro] 

(DTSC), and with u]timate approva] by DPH, in accordance with its Policy 97-005 (for restoration of 

water supply from "severe]y impaired" water sources), the purveyors have developed a remedial 

strategy that entails pumping of two impacted wells for containment of perchlorate migration; treatment, 

and subsequent use of the pumped ,vater for ,-vater supply; and installation of replacement wells in 

non-impacted portions of the basin to restore the remainder of groundwater supply impacted by 

perch]orate. A noteworthy detail of these activities is that the ground"''ater flow model was used to 

identify the design of a pumping scheme that would meet the purveyors' objectives for perchlorate 

containment in the Saugus Formation (see Appendix 3.13 (2009 Basin Yield Update, p. III-7]). 

The final containment plan specifies that wells SCWD-Saugus 1 and SCWD-Saugus 2 operate at an 

instantaneous pumping rate of 1,200 gpm at each well (for a combined total of 2,400 gpm from the two 

we1ls). The annual pumping volume of 1,772 afy per ,vell is based on this rate and also on the assumption 

that pumping ,vill occur continuously, except for up to four ,veeks per year for maintenance purposes. 

Construction of facilities and pipelines necessary to implement the containment program and to restore 

inactivated ,vell capacity ,vas completed, and in operational startup, at the time of this writing. 

Under the direction of DTSC, Whittaker has submitted a comprehensive site wide remediation plan for 

the contaminants of concern in soil and groundwater detected on the property. A Draft Remedial Action 

Plan for Operable Units 2 through 6 that is focused on soil remediation was submitted to DTSC in 2009. 

The plan contains a number of recommended technologies to remove contaminants from the soil, in 

addition to a proposed cleanup schedule for the site. VVhittaker has also completed a Draft Operable 

Unit 7 Feasibility Study to identify and select treatment technologies for both on-site and off-site 

groundwater. Final approval by DTSC of soil and ground,vater cleanup plans is expected by the end of 

2010. The question of whether existing active Saugus wells are likely to be contaminated by perchlorate 

migration prior to the installation of treatment and pumping for perchlorate contamination control has 

been evaluated by using the ground,vater flow model to analyze capture zones of existing active ,-veils 

through 2006, the scheduled period for permitting, installation of treatment, and restoration of impacted 

capacity. For that analysis, recognizing current hydrologic conditions and available supplementa1 SVVP 

supplies, the rate of Saugus pumping was conservatively projected to be in the normal range (7,500 to 

15,000 afy) for the near-term. The results of the capture zone ana1ysis, illustrated on Figure 3.13-7, 

Forecasted Two-Year Groundwater Capture Zones for Active Saugus Production Wells Located Closest 

to the Whittaker-Bermite Property Santa Clarita, California, were that the two nearest dovmgradient 

Saugus wells, Valencia Water Company's \i\7ells 201 and 205, would draw water from very localized areas 

around the wells and would not dra,v ,vater from locations where perchlorate has been detected in the 

Saugus Formation. 
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3.13 1-Vater Sen,ice 

As shown on the figure, the capture zone analysis projected Well 201 would potentially draw Saugus 

groundwater from areas located up to 450 feet east of the well, but was unlikely to drav,, water from areas 

farther to the east through that period. During the same time, Well 205 would potentially draw Saugus 

groundwater from areas as much as 650 feet to the east and northeast of this well. 

As a result, the currently active downgradient Saugus ,-veils are expected to remain active as sources of 

water supply in accordance with the overall operating plan for the Saugus Formation, given the generally 

low planned pumping from the nearest downgradient Saugus wells in the operating plan through 2006, 

after which restored capacity and resultant aquifer hydraulic control are scheduled to be in place. 

Groundwater- East of the CLWA Service Area 

Similar to data regarding groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the Planning Area, groundwater 

quality information is also limited. DWR's Bulletin 118 indicates that groundv.•ater in the basin is 

generally calcium bicarbonate in character. However, in the broad valley north of Acton, two wells have 

calcium-magnesium sulfate character and nine wells have calcium magnesium bicarbonate character 

(Slade 1990). Water sampled from five public supply wells in the basin shov,• an average TDS content of 

approximately 579 mg/L and a range of 424 to 712 mg/L. IDS content ranged from 279 to 480 mg/L 

during June 1988 through July 1989 (Slade 1990). Water sampled from 75 wells measured during 1989 

show high concentrations of IDS, sulfate, and chloride in the northern part of the basin with some of 

these concentrations exceeding drinking water standards (Slade 1990; DWR 1993). The water from two 

wells in the basin have nitrate concentrations that exceed drinking [past] water standards (DWR 1968). 

Perchlorate Treatment Technology 

Effective technologies presently exist to treat perchlorate in water in order to meet drinking water 

standards. In a publication from the U.S. EPA, Region 9 Perchlorate Update,17 the U.S. EPA discussed the 

current state of perchlorate treatment technology, and the current and planned treatment development 

efforts being carried out as part of U.S. EPA Superfund program studies, U.S. Air Force research, water 

utility-funded studies, and the federally funded research effort underway by the East Valley Water 

District, California and the American Water Works Association Research Foundation (A WWARF). The 

U.S. EPA also summarized two of the technologies that are in use today, which are capable of removing 

perchlorate from groundwater supplies: the ion exchange and biological treatment methods. 

17 See U.S. EPA Internet website, Perchlorate, and Rt•gion 9 Perchlorate Update, found at http://www.epa.goy/ 
ogwd\\·/ccl/perchlor/perchlo.html, and included in Appendix 3.13 of this EIR. 
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3.13 lVtlter Serr•ice 

A number of full-scale perchlorate treatment systems have been implemented in California and other 

states. In an effort to evaluate the various available treatment technologies, CL WA commissioned an 

investigation to identify and evaluate alternative treatment processes effective in removing perchlorate. 

The scope of that investigation included resolving permitting issues pertaining to the construction and 

certification of a treatment facility, conducting bench-scale and pilot-scale tests to determine treatment 

process performance, and preparing preliminary capital and operations and maintenance cost estimates. 

Three treatment technologies, an ion exchange system and two biological systems, were selected for 

study. All three systems were determined to be effective in removing perchlorate.18 However, there was

considerable uncertainty with respect to the capital and operations and maintenance costs associated with 

each process. Therefore, a technical group comprised of representatives from CL WA, the retail water 

purveyors, and consultants retained by Whittaker-Bermite agreed to solicit competitive bids for the 

design, construction, and operation of both ion exchange and biological treatment systems. After 

thorough evaluation of several bids, the technical group determined that ion exchange is the preferred 

technology based upon treatment performance, ease of regulatory compliance, and comparison of costs 

associated with construction and operations and maintenance. 

The preferred single-pass ion exchange treatment technology does not generate a concentrated 

perchlorate waste stream that would require additional treatment before discharge to a sanitary sewer or 

a brine line (if one is a\•ailable). This technology incorporates an active resin (a material that attracts 

perchlorate molecules) that safely removes the perchlorate from water. The resin is contained in pressure 

vessels and the water is pumped through the vessel. The resin is eventually replaced v,•ith new resin after 

a period of time. The old resin is removed and transported by truck to an approved waste disposal site 

where it is safely destroyed. This technology is robust and reliable for use in drinking water systems. 

DPH has approved operation of perchlorate treatment plants, and those plants currently in operation are 

listed in Table 3.13-7, Perchlorate Treatment Summary. 

18 See Treatme11t of Percltlorate Co11tami11ated Gro1111dwaterfro111 thi• Saugus Aqutfer, TM 3 Bl'llch a11d Pilot Test Results, 

Carollo Engineers, February 2004. A copy of this report is available for public review and inspection in 
Appendix 3.13 of this EIR. 
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3.13 l'\'nter5e1'vice 

Table 3.13-7 

Perchlorate Treatment Summary 

Concentration Concentration of 

Treatment of Perchlorate Perchlorate after 

Plant Capacity in Groundwater Treatment 

(gallons per (parts per (parts per 

Location minute) billion) billion) 

l) Valcnci.:i Water Company (Santa Clarita \'.:illcy
1,300 <11 ND 

• - \·Veil Q2)

2) La Puente \"c1llcy County \'V.:iter Di,,trict
2,:i00 <200 10 

(B.:ild"·in P;:irk) 

3) Sc1n Gabriel \f;:illcy \Valer Company (El Monte) 7,800 <80 l\:D 

4) Lincoln A,·cnuc Water Company (Altadena) 2,000 <20 ,o 

5) City of Rivcr'-ide 2,000 <60 10 

6) Cit1· of Rialtn 2,000 <10 ND 

7) Cit\· of Colton 3,500 <10 ND 

R) Fontana Union Water Company 5,000 <15 ND 

J\iD = 11()1Hic/rc/. The 11c111-detc,t /{•pcf reprc,('11/,- ca11cc11trnfi()11, le•� !'11111 4 pnrl,- }'Cl' /,i//i{)11. 

Sn,m e: Pcr(hh1raf1' Cm1/11111i1111tit111 Tre11tmc11t Altcmnlil'c,, prepared 11,11 tlw O(fia of Po/111/i,,11Prn1c11tim11111d Tcc/111,1/ogy Di'l'el/lpmrnl. 

DTSC. Cal!Ji>n1i11 [111 1iro11111c11t11/ Pwtcctin11 A5:r11c_11, Draft /111111111·_11100-l. 

Based on(]) the results of CLVVA's investigation of perchlorate removal technologie, (2) the technical 

group's evaluation, and (3) DPH approval of single-pass ion exchange for treatn,ent in other settings, 

CL VV and the local retail water pu rve)'Ors are planning single-pass ion exchange for the treatment 

technology for restoration of impacted capacity (wells) in accordance with the permitting, testing, and 

installation proces described in the 2005 U\,VMP. The wellhead treatment in tailed at Valencia \l\1ater 

Company's Well Q2 in October 200:i is the same single-pa s ion exchange as is planned for restoration of 

impacted Saugus well capacity. 

Groundwater Pollutants of Concern 

Research conducted on the effect on groundwater from stormwater infiltration by Pitt et al. (1994) 

indicate that th potential for contamination is dependent on a number of factors, including the local 

hydrogeology and the chemical characteristics of the pollutants of concern. Chemical characteri tics that 

influence the potential for groundwater impacts include high mobility (low absorption potential), high 

olubility fractions, and abundance in runoff and dry weather flow. As a class of con tituent, trace 

metals tend to adsorb onto soil particles and are filtered out lw the soils. Thi has been confirmed by 
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3.13 lVatet St•rvice 

extensive data collected beneath stormwater detention/retention ponds in Fresno (conducted as part of 

the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program) that showed trace metals tended to be adsorbed in the upper few 

feet in the bottom sediments. Bacteria also are filtered out by soils. More mobile constituents, such as 

chloride and nitrate, would have a greater potential for infiltration. 

The pollutants of concern for the groundlvater quality analysis are those that are anticipated or that have 

the potential to be generated by the land uses associated ,vith OVOV land uses. The pollutants specific to 

each land use have been identified based on water quality data collected in Los Angeles County. 

Pollutants generated by development have the potential to impact groundwater via infiltration of runoff 

in PDF, direct infiltration of irrigation vvater and stormwater, exfiltration or seepage from se,,·ers, septic 

tanks or stormwater drains, and direct discharges of treated wastewater to the Santa Clara River. 

Nitrate. Nitrate+nitrite-N is a pollutant of concern for purposes of evaluating groundwater quality 

impacts based upon the potential use of nitrogen fertilizers and nitrates high mobility in groundwater. 

Bacteria. The Basin Plan contains numeric criteria for bacteria in drinking water sources. Bacteria are not 

highly mobile in groundwater and are easily removed through filtration in soils (for example, as with 

septic tank discharges). Bacteria in stormwater originating from pets and wildlife is not expected to 

exceed the numeric criteria and, therefore, is not a pollutant of concern. 

Taste and Odor. The Basin Plan contains a narrative objective for taste and odors that cause a nuisance or 

adversely affect beneficial uses. Undesirable tastes and odors in groundwater may be a nuisance and may 

indicate the presence of a pollutant(s). Odor associated with water can result from natural processes, such 

as the decomposition of organic matter or the reduction of inorganic compounds, such as sulfate. Other 

potential sources of odor causing substances, such as industrial processes, will not occur as part of the 

proposed project. Therefore, taste and odor-producing substances are not pollutants of concern for the 

proposed project. 

Mineral Quality: TDS, Sulfate, Chloride, and Boron. Mineral quality in groundwater is largely 

influenced by the mineral assemblage of soils and rocks that it comes into contact with. Elevated mineral 

concentrations could impact beneficial uses; however, the minerals listed in the Basin Plan are not 

believed to be pollutants of concern due to the anticipated runoff concentrations and the typical mineral 

concentrations in irrigation water (Castaic Lake Water Agency), v,,hich are belO\v the Basin Plan 

objectives (Table 3.13-8, Comparison of Basin Plan Mineral Groundwater Objectives with Mean 

Measured Values in Los Angeles County and SWP Water Quality at Castaic Lake). Therefore, these 

constituents are not considered pollutants of concern for the proposed project. 
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3.13 \ \111 /er Service 

Table 3.13-8 
Comparison of Basin Plan Mineral Groundwater Objectives with Mean '{easured Values in 

los Angeles County and SWP Water Quality at Castaic lake 

Mineral 

Sulfate 

Chloride 

Los Angeles Basin Plan 
Groundwater Quality 

Objective 1 (mg/L) 

700 

2:i0 

100 

. 011111 Clnm-B,111q11cl 1111d Sn11 Trm1ci,q11it,, C1111_11011,. 11bbn,i11 

Sc111rcc: Lo., A11gdc, Co1111t_11. 1UOU. illd11d,·, 11/1 mo11ilorcd /1111d 11,c, . 

. c>11rcc: The Snnln C/nriln \ ·a11c_11 I 1·a1er Q1111lil.<1 Rcporl (2008) 

Range of Mean 
Concentrations in 

Urban Runoff2 (mg/L) 

:i3- 237 

7-35

4- 50

Typical 
Concentration in 

CLWA Water-3 
(mg/L) 

279 

57 

47 

Other Groundwater Quality Issues 

Meth yl-Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE). 1TBE has been a concern for the past several years, and on May 

l 7, 2000, DPH adopted a primar>' maximum contaminant level (MCL) for MTBE of 0.013 mg/L. CL\N A

and the local retail pun·eyors have been testing for MTBE since 1997 and, to date, have not detected it in 

any of the production \\'ells. 

Total Trihalomethanes (TTHMs). ln 2002, the US EPA impl mented the new Disinfectants and 

Disinfection Byproducts Rule. Jn part, this rule establish s a new MCL of O ug/L (ba ed on an annual 

running average) for TTHM. TTHMs are byproducts created ll'hen chlorine is used a a means for 

di infection. ln 2005, CLV\I A and the local retail purveyors implemented an alternative method of 

disinfection, chloramination, to maintain compliance with the new rule and future regulations relating to 

disinfection byproducts.19 TTHM concentrations have remnined significantly below the MCL inc

implementation of the alternative disinfection method. 

Arsenic. The US EPA revi ed the federal MCL for arsenic from 30 pg/I to JO �tg/1. aturally occurring 

arsenic ha historically only been detected at concentrations of less that 5 pg/I in local groundwater 

supplie and at concentrati ns of less than 3 µg/1 in SWP water supplies. The analytical re ults for ar enic 

for most groundwater wells in the \l allev have been non-detect \\'here the detection limit was 2 pg/I 

(Luhdorff and Scalrnanini, 2004). 

19 ee EPA site: http://1,·1,·"·.epa.gm·/region09/wa tcr/d rinking/filcs/d 1Ysha_0607.pdf. 
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Santa Clara River 

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Santa Clarita Valley Purveyors and the United 

Water Conservation District, which manages surface and groundwater resources in seven ground,vater 

basins in the Lower Santa Clara River Valley Area, was a significant accomplishment ,vhen it was 

prepared and executed in 2001. The MOU initiated a collaborative and integrated approach to data 

collection; database management; groundwater flow modeling; assessment of ground,vater basin 

conditions, including determination of basin yield amounts; and preparation and presentation of reports, 

including continued annual reports such as this one for current planning and consideration of 

development proposals, and also including more technically detailed reports on geologic and hydrologic 

aspects of the overall stream aquifer system. Meetings of the MOU participants have continued, and 

integration of the Upper (Santa Clarita Valley) and Lmver (United Water Conservation District IUWCD]) 

Santa Clara River databases has been accomplished. As discussed above, a numerical groundwater flow 

model of the entire Santa Clarita groundwater basin was developed and calibrated in 2002-2004. 

Subsequent to its initial use in 2004 for assessing the effectiveness of various operating scenarios to 

restore pumping capacity impacted by perchlorate contamination (by pumping and treating groundwater 

for water supply while simultaneously controlling the migration of contaminated ground,vater), the 

model '"'as used in 2005 for evaluation of basin yield under varying management actions and hydrologic 

conditions. The results completed the determination of sustainable operating yield values for both the 

Alluvium and the Saugus Formation, which were incorporated in the 2005 UWMP. The updated analysis 

of basin yield, completed in 2009, indicates that the 2008 Operating Plan will maintain river flows at 

higher levels than occurred prior to urbanization of the Valley. 

On occasion, issues have been raised about ,vhether use and management of groundwater in the Santa 

Clarita Valley have adversely impacted surface water flows into Ventura County. Part of the 

ground,vater modeling work has addressed the surface water flow question as well as groundwater 

levels and storage. While the sustainability of groundwater has logically derived primarily from 

projected long-term stability of groundwater levels and storage, it has also derived in part from modeled 

simulations of surface water flows and the lack of streamflow depletion by groundwater pumping. In 

addition, the long-term history of groundwater levels in the western and central part of the basin, as 

illustrated in 2009 \l\1ater Report Figures 3-4 and 3-5, supports the modeled analysis and suggests that 

groundwater has not been lowered in such a way as to induce infiltration from the river and thus impact 

surface water flows. 

Historical annual stream discharge in the Santa Clara River, into and out of the Santa Clarita Valley, is 

shown on 2009 Water Report Figure 3-14. The upstream gauge at Lang Station was reinstated in 2002 and 

shows a ,vide range of average annual inflow over the last seven years. The downstream gauge was 
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moved in 1996 to its present location near Piru, about 2 miles downriver from the former County Line 

Gauge. The combined record (1953-2009) of these two downstream gauges indicates an annual stream 

discharge of about 47,000 afy. These data gauged near the County line show notably higher flows from 

the Santa Clarita Valley into the uppermost downstream basin, the Piru Basin, over the last 30 to 35 years. 

Imported Water Supplies 

State Water Project and Associated Facilities 

The SWP is a water supply, storage, and distribution system that includes 28 storage facilities, reservoirs, 

and Jakes; 20 pumping plants; six pumping-generating plants and hydroelectric power plants; and about 

660 miles of aqueducts and pipelines.20 Principal SWP facilities are shown on Figure 3.13-8. 

Summary Description. In the southern Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), water is pumped into the 

444-mile-long California Aqueduct at the Clifton Court Forebay by the Banks Pumping Plant (or by

agreement with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, at the Central Valley Project's (CVP) Tracy Pumping

Plant). From the southern Delta facilities, water in the California Aqueduct travels along the west side of

the San Joaquin Valley and is delivered directly to SWP Contractors or is stored in San Luis Reservoir, the

SWP's main storage facility south of the Delta. Water is conveyed via the California Aqueduct to the

urban region of the Bay area, and south of San Luis Reservoir, to the primarily agricultural regions in the

San Joaquin Valley and the primarily urban regions of the Central Coast and Southern California. Water

is diverted from the California Aqueduct and delivered directly to SWP Contractors in the central and

southern San Joaquin Valley at various locations along the California Aqueduct. The California Aqueduct

traverses the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, and water is pumped through a series of four pumping

plants (Dos Amigos, Buena Vista, Teerink, and Chrisman) before reaching the Edmonston Pumping

Plant. The Edmonston Pumping Plant pumps water over the Tehachapi Mountain Range, and the

California Aqueduct then divides into the East Branch and the West Branch. Water intended for use by

CLWA is conveyed through the \•Vest Branch to Quail and Pyramid Lakes and then to Castaic Lake, the

terminus for the West Branch.

20 Bulletin 132-06, Management of the California State Water Project (December 2007), is the most recent published 
data by DWR describing the status of SWP operations and water deliveries to SWP Contractors. Because Bulletin 
132-06 covers SWP activities through calendar year 2005, some of the SWP delivery information presented in this
EIR is through calendar year 2005, which is the latest year available. (See this EIR, Appendix 3.13 [Bulletin 132-
06, Management of the California State Water project (December 2007)].)
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SWP Operations, Deliveries, and Constraints. In the early 1960s, DWR began entering into individual 

water supply contracts with various urban and agricultural public water supply agencies (i.e., SWP 

Contractors). The total planned annual delivery capability of the SWP and the sum of all SWP 

Contractors' maximum Table A21 amounts specified in the water supply contracts were approximately 

4.2 million acre-feet (maf). The initial SWP storage facilities were designed to meet SWP Contractors' 

water demands in the early years of the project, with construction of additional storage facilities planned 

as demands increased. Conveyance facilities were generally designed and constructed to deliver full 

Table A Amounts to SWP Contractors. Water deliveries to SWP Contractors began as initial SWP facilities 

were completed in the late 1960s and early 1970s; however, no additional SWP storage facilities have been 

constructed since that time. (See Appendix 3.13 IDWR Bulletin 132-06, Management of the California 

State Water Project, December 2007].) 

From 1990 to 2003, actual SWP annual deliveries of Table A supplies to SWP Contractors ranged from 

approximately 550,000 af in 1991 to approximately 3.2 maf in 2000 and 2003 (excluding Article 21 

deliveries). The amount of water DWR determines is available and allocates for delivery in a given year is 

based on that year's hydrologic conditions, the amount of water in storage in the SWP system, current 

regulatory, operational, and environmental constraints, the SWP Contractors' requests for SWP supplies, 

and other factors. These factors can significantly alter and reduce the availability of SWP water in any 

given year. Since historically lov,, SWP Contractor demands have limited deliveries in ,-vetter years when 

additional supplies were available, historic deliveries only provide an indication of actual SWP delivery 

capability in supply limited dry years. 

To determine the SWP delivery capability under current and future conditions, DWR uses a computer 

model (currently, CALSIM II) that simulates operations of the SWP and CVP. DWR's most recently 

published estimates of SWP delivery reliability are included in DWR's State Water Project Delivery 

Reliability Report, August 2010 (2009 D\1\IR Delivery Reliability Report).22

21 Table A is used to define each contractor's portion of the available water supply that DWR will allocate and
deliver to each contractor. 

22 A copy of this report is incorporated into this EIR by reference and is available for public review on the State's
website at, http://baydeltaoffice.water.ca.gov. 
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As background, D\VR has assessed the impact of various conditions on SVVP supply reliability since 2003. 

(See DWR Reliability Report, May 2003). The report assisted SWP contractors in assessing the reliability 

of the SVVP component of their overall supplies. DVVR subsequently issued its 2005 SVVP Delivery 

Reliability Report (April 2006). This updated analysis estimated that the SWP, using existing facilities 

operated under current regulatory and operational constraints, and ,,vith all contractors requesting 

delivery of their full Table A Amounts in most years, could deliver 77 percent of total Table A Amounts 

on a long-term average basis. The 2005 UWMP's discussion of SVVP supply reliability is based on the 

analysis contained in the D\VR 2005 Delivery Reliability Report, April 2006. Since that time, D\VR 

released the 2007 Delivery Reliability Report (August 2008) and the 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report 

(August 2010). The 2007 Delivery Reliability Report estimated that the S\VP, with all contractors 

requesting delivery of their full Table A Amounts in most years, could deliver 66 to 69 percent of total 

Table A Amounts on a long-term average basis. 

The 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report updated the 2007 Delivery Reliability Report (DWR released a 

draft of the 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report for public review and comment on January 26, 2010). 

The latest report updates estimates of the current (2009) and future (2029) SWP delivery reliability and 

incorporates regulatory requirements for SWP and Central Valley Project (CVP) operations in accordance 

,vith a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service biological opinion for the Delta smelt (December 2008) and a 

National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinion for salmon (June 2009). Estimates of future SWP 

delivery reliability also reflect potential impacts of climate change, sea level rise and the vulnerability of 

Delta levees to failure due to floods and earthquakes. 

The 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report represents the state of water affairs if no actions for 

improvement are taken. It shows continued erosion of SWP ,,,ater delivery reliability under the current 

method of moving water through the Delta. The updated analysis shows that the primary component of 

the annual S\VP deliveries (referred to as Table A deliveries) will be less under current and future 

conditions, when compared to the preceding report (2007 DWR Delivery Reliability Report). As in previous 

reports, estimates of SWP deliveries are based upon operation simulations with DWR's CalSim II model 

using an extended record of runoff patterns. These patterns have been adjusted to reflect the levels of 

development in the source areas and, for future conditions, possible impact due to climate change and 

accompanying sea level rise. Potential deliveries under current conditions are estimated at the 2009 level 

and assume current methods of conveying water across the Delta and the current operational rules 

contained in the federal biological opinions. Potential deliveries under future conditions are estimated at 

the 2029 level and are also based on the assumptions that no changes will be made in either the way 

,,vater is conveyed across the Delta or in the operational rules. The analysis of future conditions 

incorporates a climate change scenario from DWR's 2009 report, Using Future Climate Projections to 

Support Water Resources Decision Making i11 Cal�fornin, ,vhich represents the median effects of the 
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12 scenarios contained in the report (U1is report is incorporated by reference and is available on the tate's 

VVeb ite, at http://w1\·w.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-0S2/CEC-S00-2009-0:i2-D.PDF). 

The 2009 draft report hows greater reduction in water deli\·eries on average when compared to U1e 2007 

report. The 2007 report incorporates the interim operation rules established by Judge Wanger in the 

federal court in 2007. It shm,·s very significant reductions in SWP deliveries \\'hen compared ti the 200:i 

report, which assumes oper;:ition rules that were less restrictive. The 2007 report shows current \'\'P 

annual Table A deliverie averaging 63 percent (2:i9:i thousand acre-feet [taf)) of the maximum contract 

amount of -!,133 taf per �·ear. The 2009 report hows a corre ponding value of 60 percent (2-l-85 taf). The 

2007 report projects an annual average of 66 to 69 percent (2725-2 50 taf) for the future condition, 

whereas tJ,e updated report ha 60 percent. 

The 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report (Augu t 2010) included the information presented in Table 

3.13-9, Average And Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries From The Delta Under Current Conditions, 

and Table 3.13-10, Average And Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries From The Delta Under Future 

Conditions, below, which provid avera
0
e and dry period estimated deliveries for current conditions 

(2009) and future conditions (2029), and compares those figures to tho e in the 2007 DVVR Deliven• 

Reliability Report. 

As shown, under the updated Future Conditions (2029), average SWP delivery amount may decrease 

from 6 to 9 percent of maximum Table A Amounts as compared to earlier estimates in the 2007 DVVR 

Delivery Reliability Report. This decrease in reliabilit�, results in an estimated average delivery of 

60 percent versus 66 percent to 69 percent as identified in the 2007 DVVR Delivery Reliability Report). 

Table 3.13-9 
Average And Dry Period S\'\IP Table A Deliveries from The Delta Under Current Conditions 

SWP Table A Delivery from the Delta (in percent of maximum Table A1) 

Single 2-year 4-year 6-year 
Study of Current Long-term dry-year drought drought drought 

Conditions Average2 (1977) (1976-1977) (1931-1934) (1987-1992) 
2007 D\ e\lR Deli very 
Reliability Report, 
Study 2007 

2009 D\VR Deli\·erv 
Reliability Report, 
2009 Studies, 

.\1ntc:-: 

60�o 

l\1nxi11111111 Tnl,/e A A11101111t i, 4.133 t/1<111:-a11rl ncrc:fecth1cnr. 
1922-2003 Jnr Uprlntc ;i•it/1 2007 n11d 2009 ,turlie.,. 

35% 

35'lo 

6-year
drought

(1929-1934) 
3-!% 

\ln/11e, r�fll'Ct m•crngi11g n111111nl rlcli1wie; from the t,,,,, .-ce11nrio, ,f Old n11d Middle Ri.•erf/ou' target, dc:-O'ilwd i11 the fi11nl State \ Vnter 
Project Dc/ii•a11 Rclinl1ilit_11 Repm·t, 2009. 

Sr11rcc: D\VR Fi11n/ Stntc 1-\'nter Pm;cct Dclii·ery Re/i,1/•ility Rrpnrt, 1009. 

lmptzct Scit·11ccs, ltic. 

0112.02.l 
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Table 3.13-10 
Average And Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries From The Delta Under Future Conditions 

SWP Table A Delivery from the Delta (in percent of maximum Table A1) 

Study of Future 
Conditions 

2007 D\1\/R Delivery 
Reliability Report, 
Study 2027 

2009 D\\'R Dcliven· 
Reliability Report, 
Study 2029' 

1'Jnte�: 

Long-
term 

Average2 

66-69%

60'lo 

Single 
dry-year 

(1977) 
7qo 

11 'lo 

.\1nxi11111111 Tnl>lr .A A111111111t i:o +. 133 tlw11,n11d ncre�(c-et _11,•nr. 

2-year 4-year
drought drought

(1976-1977) (1931-1934) 
26-27°0 32-37'io

6-year
drought

(1987-1992) 
33-33°0

31" 
- 0 

6-year
drought
(1929-
1934) 

33-36%

36"o 

1922-2003_{,,,- 2007 n11d 2009 01\'R Dl'li1•en1 Rrlin/1i/it_11 Rep,,,-/;. ,1 1ith 2027 n11d 2029 ,t11dir,. 

Rn11ge i11 rn/11e, r�{lrct,faur 111Pdi/lcd ;c,•11nrioo a_f climate change: n111111nl Tal>le A deli,1c1·ie;: 11wr_fir,t i11te1·p,1/ntcd l>et11•rc11 _full 2050 

lei'rl nud 110 climnlr chn11gr .-cmario,. then m•crnged ,>i'rr the /11 10 ,rc11nrit1, ,f Old a11d .� lidd/r• Ril•er_/h,11• lnrsct.,_

Source: D\·\'R Ti11nl State \\'ater Pro;ect Deli1-rr_11 R1•/ia/,ilit_11 Rep,,rt, 2009. 

Applying the 60 percent figure to CLVVA' Table A Amount of 95,200 af, results in approximately 

37,100 af expected under average Future Conditions (2029) according to the 2009 DV\IR Deliverv 

Reliability Report. Thi is compared to the 77 percent, or 73,300 af, included in the water supply planning 

in the 2003 UVVMP in 2030 in an average vear. 

Global Climate Change Constraints. A topic of growing concern for water planners and managers i 

gl bal climate change and the potential impacts it could have on California' future water supplies. 

DWR's California Water Plan Update 200.5 contains the first-ever assessment of such potential impacts in 

a Californja \'\later Plan. Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Water Plan, Pn:pnringfor n11 U11ccrtni11 F11t11rc, lists the 

potential impacts of global climate change, based on more than a decade of scientific studies on the 

subject. In addition, please refer to this ElR, Section 3.4, Global Warming and Climate Change, which 

contains the best available information on the subject of global climate change and its effects on 

California's water upplies. 

Reduction of snowpack pattern (the ource of the SWP's water upply in Lake Orm·ille), changes in 

hydrologic patterns, sea level, rainfall int n ity and tatewide wat r demands are all po sible should 

global climate change prove to be increasing through time. Computer models (such as CAL VJ ) have 

been developed to show water planners what types of effect cli1T1ate change could have on the water 

upply. DWR has committed to continue to update and refine thee models based on ongoing scientific 
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datn collection, nnd to incorpornte this information into future Cnlifornia \,Vater Plans, so that ngencies 

like CUVA and the purveyors can plnn accordingly. 

The 2009 D\,VR Delivery Reliability Report (August 2010) also nddressed global climate change and its 

effects on the state's water resources, particularly the S\,VP's ability to deliver water. For the SWP, climate 

change has the potential to simultaneously affect the availability of source water, the ability to convey 

water, and users' demands for water. These potential effects are described further in the 2009 DWR 

Delivery Reliability Report, pp. 17-19. 

Regulatory and Litigation Constraints. SWP water exports for users south of the Banks and Tracy 

pumping plants are currently limited by a series of water quality and operational constraints, governed 

primarily by the State \,Vater Resources Control Board (S\,VRCB) Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), as 

amended. D-1641 was adopted by the S\,VRCB in 1999; prior to that time, SWP water exports from the 

Delta were limited by the SVVRCB's \,Vater Right Decision 1485 (adopted in 1978), Order Water Right 

(\VR) 95-6 (adopted in 1995), and Order \,VR 98-09 (adopted in 1998). 

In addition, DWR has acknowledged constraints on the SWP system due to recent federal court litigation 

(Naturnl Rcsr11rccs D�fc11sc Co1111cil <'. Kcmpthrmc, 506 F.Supp.2d 322 (E.D. Cal. 2007) (\Vnnscr Decision -

Delta smelt); and Pac/fie Const Fedcrntio11 of Fishermen's Associ11tio11s, ct 11/. z,. Gutierrez, ct nl., No. 06-CV-

00245-O\t\lW-GSA (E.D. Cal. 2008) (\-Vn11scr Decision - Chinook salmon/steelhead) and two Biological 

Opinions addressing the effects of the proposed coordinated operations of the Central Valley Project and 

State \,Vater Project (CVP/SVVP). 

The first Biological Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on December 15, 2008, 

addressed the effects of the CVP/S\VP operations on the threatened Delta smelt and its designated habitat 

(2008 BO).23 The second Biological Opinion, issued by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), on June 4, 2009, addressed the 

effects of the CVP/S\•VP operations on the federally listed Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, 

Central Valley spring-nm Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead, green sturgeon, and Southern 

Resident killer whales, and the designated critical habitats of the salmon, steelhead, and sturgeon 

(2009 BO).24 (The current status of the federal court litigation and the two Biological Opinions is provided

below.) 

23 Please refer to Appendix 3.13 of this for a copy of the 2008 BO for the Delta smelt.
24 Please refer to Appendix 3.13 of this for a copy of the 2009 BO for the Chinook salmon/sturgeon. 
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On November 14, 2008, the California Fish and Game Commission listed the longfin smelt as a threatened 

species under the California Endangered Species Act. The Commission also voted to change the 

state-protected status of the Delta smelt from threatened to endangered. In response, on December 9, 

2008, the State Water Contractors and other water agencies filed litigation challenging the Commission's 

decision on the longfin smelt under the California Endangered Species Act. The litigation is still pending, 

and the outcome of the litigation cannot be predicted as of this writing. 

State/Federal Court Litigation. Recent state and federal court litigation has had an impact upon the 

availability and reliability of imported SWP supplies. For example, in October 2006, plaintiff, Watershed 

Enforcers, a project of the California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, filed a lawsuit in Alameda County 

Superior Court alleging that DWR ,vas not in compliance with the California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA) and did not have the required state incidental take permit to protect the Delta smelt as part of 

DWR's pumping operations at the Harvey 0. Banks Pumping Plant located near the town of Tracy 

(Watershed Enforcers, el al. 11. Califomin Department of Water Resources, et al. Alameda County Superior 

Court No. RG06292124 [Watershed decision)). ln April 2007, the court agreed with the plaintiff and 

ordered a shutdown of pumping from the Delta if appropriate permits could not be obtained in 60 days. 

In May 2007, DWR filed an appeal of the trial court's decision, which automatically stayed the decision 

pending the outcome of the appeal. At the same time, DWR entered into a Memorandum of 

Understanding with California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to jointly work with the 

appropriate federal agencies to develop a federal Biological Opinion that complies with CESA. During 

preparation of the nev,' Biological Opinion, DWR committed itself to actions related to protecting the 

Delta smelt and other species through adaptive management provisions. Upon completion of this effort, 

D\•VR plans to submit a request to CDFG for a consistency determination under CESA that would allow 

for incidental take based on the new federal Biological Opinion. 

The Wanga Decisions also have affected imported SWP supplies.25 The background of the Wa11ga

Decisions and their implications are discussed further below. 

2007 Wangei- Decision. On February 16, 2005, the USFWS issued its Biological Opinion, determining that 

the operations and criteria for both the CVP and SWP would not result in jeopardy to the Delta smelt. On 

May 20, 2005, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and others filed a supplemental complaint 

in federal court against the Secretary of the Interior and the Director of USH\IS, challenging the adequacy 

of the 2005 Biological Opinion. On June 9, 2006, plaintiffs filed their motion for summary judgment. On 

July 6, 2006, in light of new information, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau), operator of CVP, 

25 Please refer to Appendix 3.13 of this for a copy of the 2009 BO for the Chinook salmon/sturgeon.
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requested that USFWS reinitiate consultation on the operations plan and criteria for the CVP. 

Notwithstanding the request for reinitiation of consultation, the parties proceeded with briefing their 

cross-motions for summary judgment and, on May 25, 2007, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 

District, the Honorable Oliver W. Wanger, presiding, found that the 2005 Biological Opinion was 

inadequate and that the no-jeopardy determination was arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to the law.26

Thereafter, on August 31, 2007, Judge Wanger announced an initial ruling, which outlined an operational 

plan calling for reductions in water supplies to protect the Delta smelt. The Court specified that reduced 

operations would last until the fall of 2008, while federal agencies develop a revised Biological Opinion 

for Delta smelt that will ensure the SWP's and CVP's compliance with the requirements of the federal 

ESA. 

On December 14, 2007, Judge Wanger issued a final court order, which curtailed Delta pumping to 

protect the Delta smelt. The range of reduced operations is consistent ,.vith earlier estimates made by 

DWR following the Court's initial ruling in August 2007. Following Judge Wanger's final ruling, DWR 

performed additional modeling and analysis of the impacts of the Wanger Decision on Delta pumping. 

According to DWR, the final ruling will primarily affect export pumping between January and June 2008, 

when juvenile Delta smelt are at greatest risk of entrainment in pumps. Further, DWR has stated that the 

actual impact on SWP water supply will depend on a number of factors, including the locations where 

adult smelt spawn and offspring hatch, levels of precipitation for the year, and ,,vater temperatures 

affecting how quickly the fish migrate. The Court's restrictions on SWP/CVP operations lasted until the 

fall of 2008, while the revised Biological Opinion for Delta smelt was completed. 

2008 Wanger Decision. U.S. District Court Judge Oliver Wanger also recently invalidated a 

2004 biological opinion issued by the NMFS. The 2004 NMFS Biological Opinion determined that, 

pursuant to section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), the operations of the CVP/SWP would 

not jeopardize the continued existence of three listed Delta fish species protected under the federal ESA, 

namely, the Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, the Central Valley spring-run Chinook 

salmon, the Central Valley steelhead, and green sturgeon. Judge Wanger invalidated this biological 

opinion, relying on several of the factual findings made by NMFS in that opinion. Judge Wanger also 

faulted the biological opinion for, among other issues, failing to adequately analyze the impact of the 

operations plan on the critical habitat of the three species.27

26 The 2007 Wanger decision (Nnt11rnl Resources Defense Co1111cil t'. Krmpthorne, 506 F.Supp.2d 322 (E.D. Cal. 2007)) is
found in Appendix 3.13 of this EIR. 

27 The 2008 \Vnnger decision (Pnc/fic Const Fr!derntio11 of Fishermen's Associatio11s, rt nl. v. Gutierre:. et nl., No. 06-CV-
00245-OWW-GSA (E.D. Cal. 2008)) is found in Appendix 3.13 of this EIR. 
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After Judge Wanger's ruling, the court held hearings in June and July 2008 on possible remedies; 

however, no further remedies were imposed beyond the curtailments already issued with respect to the 

Delta smelt in the prior 2007 \l\1anger Decision. 

2008 BO. On December 15, 2008, USFWS issued the new Biological Opinion for Delta smelt (2008 BO). 

The Opinion continues restrictions on the CVP/SWP operations that have been in place under Judge 

Wanger's order concerning Delta smelt. However, the 2008 BO also imposed nevv requirements for Delta 

outflows under certain conditions and requires increased reservoir releases in the fall of some years to 

reduce salinity. DWR recently (January 26, 2009) issued the 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report, which 

addresses the ramifications of the new 2008 BO, and its effects on SWP supplies and deliveries. In 

cooperation with USBR, NMFS, USFWS, and CDFG, DWR has developed new assumptions for 

implementation of both the USFWS BO (December 15, 2008) and NMFS BO (June 4, 2009) in CALSIM II. 

The USFWS BO and NMFS BO assumptions are included in Appendix A of the 2009 DWR Delivery 

Reliability Report. The DWR State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report (DWR Delivery Reliability 

Report) has been issued biennially since 2003. It is specifically intended to assist SWP Contractors in 

assessing the delivery reliability of the SWP component of their overall water supplies. In response to the 

2008 BO, on March 5, 2009, the State Water Contractors filed litigation challenging the new 2008 BO for 

the Delta smelt under provisions of the federal Endangered Species Act. Additional litigation, brought by 

the Coalition for a Sustainable Delta and Kern County Water Agency, also challenged the regulatory 

restrictions placed on SWP operations in the 2008 BO under the federal ESA. The litigation is still 

pending, and the outcome of the litigation cannot be predicted as of this writing. 

2009 BO. On June 4, 2009, NOAA/NMFS released the 2009 BO addressing the effects of the CVP/SWP 

operations on the salmon, steelhead, and sturgeon. Federal biologists and hydrologists concluded that 

current water pumping operations in the CVP/SWP should be changed to ensure survival of the fish 

species. According to the NMFS, the 2009 BO's restrictions on CVP/SWP operations will impact an 

estimated five to 7 percent of the available annual water on average moved by the federal and state 

pumping plants, or about 330,000 acre-feet per year (afy); hmvever, water operations will not be affected 

by the 2009 BO immediately and will be tiered to water year type. The 2009 BO also includes exception 

procedures for drought and health and safety issues.28 

DWR issued an initial response to the new 2009 BO on June 4, 2009. According to DWR, the 2009 BO 

"reaffirms the need for a comprehensive solution to the water and environmental conflicts in the 

28 Please refer to this EJR, Appendix 3.13, for the NOAA/NMFS release, June 4, 2009, summarizing the 2009 BO.
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Delta."29 DWR's initial estimates show the average year impacts closer to 10 percent, which could reduce

Delta export on average by about 300,000 to 500,000 acre-feet, which is in addition to current pumping 

restrictions imposed by the 2008 BO to protect the Delta smelt. Again, in cooperation with the US Bureau 

of Reclamation (USBR}, NMFS, USHVS, and CDFG, DWR has developed new assumptions for 

implementation of both the USFWS BO (December 15, 2008) and NMFS BO (June 4, 2009) in CALSIM II. 

The USFWS BO and NMFS BO assumptions are included in Appendix A of the 2009 DWR Delivery 

Reliability Report. 

After issuance of the 2009 BO, on August 6, 2009, the SWP Contractors filed a lawsuit against federal 

agencies challenging the 2009 BO on federal ESA grounds. According to the litigation, the BO failed to 

take into account the many other factors contributing to the fish population decline, and failed to consider 

the impacts that the 2009 BO would have on people, a requirement of the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA).30 In addition, on August 28, 2009, the Coalition for a Sustainable Delta and Kern County

\1\later Agency jointly filed suit against federal agencies challenging the 2009 BO under the federal ESA.31

This litigation is still pending and the outcome of the litigation cannot be predicted as of this writing. 

Implications of Regulatory/Litigation Constraints. The Watershed decision, the two \'\'anger Decisions, 

and the recent actions taken by USFWS, NMFS, and California Fish and Game Commission, as well as the 

associated litigation, have serious implications on imported SWP/CVP water supplies throughout 

California. These implications are outlined below based on the best available information. 

In terms of short-term water supply availability, there have been short-term effects related to issues 

presented in the Watershed and \,Vm1ger Decisions. For example, pumping operations were shut down for 

approximately nine days in June 2007 due to concerns over the declining number of Delta smelt. DWR 

then operated the pumps at limited levels for several weeks ,,vhile waiting for the smelt to migrate to 

cooler waters. DWR then resumed normal operations in July 2007. There is also concern that the remedy 

adopted by the District Court could ultimately become part of the conditions in the new incidental take 

permit, ,vhich is currently subject to litigation. These concerns, if they materialize, could limit the 

percentage of SWP water that can be delivered to SVVP Contractors, including CLW A. If such remedies 

are not ultimately part of the incidental take permit, the permit itself may contain conditions that would 

lower the percentage of SWP water made available for delivery to Southern California, including the 

29 Please refer to this EIR, Appendix 3.13, for the DWR release, June 4, 2009, responding to the new 2009 BO.
30 Plense refer to this EIR, Appendix 3.13, for the S\\'P Contractors release, August 6, 2009, concerning the litigation

filed challenging the 2009 BO. 
31 Please refer to this EIR, Appendix 3.13, for the Conlition for a Sustninnblc Deltn/ Kern County Wnter Agency

release, August 28, 2009, concerning the litigation filed chnllcnging the 2009 BO. 
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Santa Clarita Valley. The 2009 D\'\'R Delivery Reliability Report updates the information contained in the 

2007 DWR Delivery Reliability Report by estimating the amounts of water deliveries for current (2009) 

conditions and conditions 20 years in the future (2029). These estimates incorporate restrictions of SWP 

and CVP operations in accordance with the BOs of the USFWS (2008) and NMFS (2009), respectively. 

Executive/Legislative Response. Because of these concerns, Governor Schwarzenegger directed D\.\IR to 

take immediate action to improve conditions in the Delta.32 According to the Office of the Governor, the 

Governor is building on his Strategic Growth Plan from last year, which consists of approximately $6 

billion to upgrade California's water systems. The Governor's plan invests $4.5 billion to develop 

additional surface and groundwater storage. The plan also includes $1 billion toward restoration of the 

Delta, including development of a new conveyance system, $250 million to support restoration projects 

on the Klamath, San Joaquin, and Sacramento rivers, and the Salton Sea project, and $200 million for 

grants to California communities to help conserve water. Using existing resources, DWR will implement 

numerous actions, including screening Delta agriculture intake pumps to protect smelt, restoring the 

North Delta's natural habitat, improving the Central Delta , ... ,ater flow patterns, and improving DWR's 

ability to respond to Delta emergencies, such as levee failures. 

The Governor also has directed the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force to develop a delta management 

plan. The Task Force presented its findings and recommendations in early 2008, and its strategic plan was 

issued at the end of 2008. The final report includes a suite of strategic recommendations for long-term, 

sustainable management of the Bay-Delta. Please refer to the Delta Vision website for the final report and 

associated information (http://deltavision.ca.gov/[last visited March 20, 2009]). The Bay-Delta 

Conservation Plan is also underway. The Plan is intended to ensure compliance with federal and state 

Endangered Species Act requirements in the Delta. The $1 billion proposed in the Governor's 

comprehensive plan will be used to fund recommendations from both the Delta Vision Task Force and 

the Conservation Plan.33 

Over the long-term, water supply availability and reliability will continue to be assessed by DWR in 

DWR's biennial State Water Project Delivery Reliability Reports. These reports take into account a myriad 

of factors in evaluating long-term water supply availability and reliability. These factors include multiple 

sources of water, a range of water demands, timing of water uses, hydrology, available facilities, 

regulatory restraints, including pumping constraints due to impacts on listed fish species, water 

32 For the Governor's release issued July 17, 2007, please refer to http://gm·.ca.gov/ index.php?/print-version/press­
releasc/6972/, which is included in Appendix 3.13 of this ElR. 

33 Please refer to the 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report (December 2009) for the current status of planning 
acth·ities that may affect SWP delivery reliability, pages 13-16, incorporated by reference. 
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conservation strategies, and future weather patterns. The Wataslted Decision, the two \1Vm1ger Decisions, 

and the two Biological Opinions, highlight the regulatory restraints applicable to S\IVP supplies, which 

have impacted D\,VR deliveries of SWP supplies in the past, and could curtail such deliveries in the 

future. 

Recent California Legislation. Governor Schwarzenegger and the California legislature successfully 

crafted a comprehensive package of bills aimed at ensuring a reliable water supply in the future, as well 

as restoring the Delta and other ecologically sensitive areas. This comprehensive legislation places water 

supply and the Delta environment on an equal footing, establishing those principles as the State of 

California's fundamental and co-equal goals for the Delta. In summary, the plan is comprised of four 

policy bills and an $11.14 billion bond. The package establishes a Delta Ste,-vardship Council, sets 

ambitious water conservation policy, ensures better groundwater monitoring, and provides funds for the 

State Water Resources Control Board for increased enforcement of illegal \'\'ater diversions. The bond, if 

approved in 2012 general elections, will fund, with local cost-sharing, drought relief, water supply 

reliability, Delta sustainability, statewide water system operational improvements, conservation and 

watershed protection, groundwater protection, and water recycling and water conservation programs.34 

Summary of the Four Bills 

SB 1 - Delta Governance/Delta Plan: SB 1 establishes the framework to achieve the co-equal goals of 

providing a more reliable water supply to California and restoring and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. 

The co-equal goals will be achieved in a manner that protects the unique cultural, recreational, natural 

resource, and agricultural values of the Delta. Specifically, this bill: 

1. Creates the Delta Stewardship Council, consisting of seven members with diverse expertise
providing a broad state,-vide perspective. The Chairperson of the Delta Protection Commission is a
permanent member of the Council. The Council is also tasked with:

(a) Developing a Delta Plan to guide state and local actions in the Delta in a manner that furthers the
co-equal goals of Delta restoration and water supply reliability;

(b) Developing performance measures for the assessment and tracking of progress and changes to
the health of the Delta ecosystem, fisheries, and water supply reliability;

(c) Determining if a state or local agency's project in the Delta is consistent with the Delta Plan and
the co-equal goals, and acting as the appellate body in the event of a claim that such a project is
inconsistent with the goals; and

34 Please refer to this EIR, Appendix 3.13, for DWR's 2009 Comprehensive Water Package, Special Session Policy
Bills and Bond Summary, '.\lovember 2009. 
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(d) Determining the consistency of the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) with the co-equal goals.

2. Ensures that the Department of Fish and Game and the State Water Resources Control Board identify

the water supply needs of the Delta estuary for use in determining the appropriate water diversion

amounts associated with BDCP.

3. Establishes the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Conservancy to implement ecosystem restoration

activities within the Delta. In addition to the restoration duties the Conservancy is required to:

(a) Adopt a strategic plan for implementation of the Conservancy goals;

(b) Promote economic vitality in the Delta through increased tourism and the promotion of Delta

legacy communities;

(c) Promote environmental education about, and the public use of, public lands in the Delta; and

(d) Assist in the preservation, conservation, and restoration of the region's agricultural, cultural,

historic, and living resources.

4. Restructures the current Delta Protection Commission (DPC), reducing the membership from 23 to 15

members, and tasks DPC with the duties of:

(a) Adopting an economic sustainability plan for the Delta, which is to include flood protection

recommendations to state and local agencies;

(b) Submitting the economic sustainability plan to the Delta Stewardship Council for inclusion in the

Delta Plan.

5. Appropriates funding from Proposition 84 to fund the Two-Gates Fish Protection Demonstration

Program, a project in the central Delta that will utilize operable gates for protection of sensitive

species and management of water supply.

SB 6 - Groundwater Monitoring: SB 6 requires, for the first time in California's history, that local 

agencies monitor the elevation of their ground,-vater basins to help better manage the resource during 

both·normal water years and drought conditions. Specifically, this bill: 

1. Requires the DWR to establish a priority schedule for the monitoring of groundwater basins and the

review of groundwater elevation reports, and to make recommendations to local entities to improve

the monitoring programs.

2. Requires DWR to assist local monitoring entities with compliance with this statute.

3. Allmvs local entities to determine regionally hO\v best to set up their ground,,vater monitoring

program, crafting the program to meet their local circumstances.

4. Provides landovmers with protections from trespass by state or local entities.
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5. Provides that if the local agencies fail to implement a monitoring program and/or fail to provide the

required reports, D\VR may implement the groundwater monitoring program for that region.

6. Provides that failure to implement a monitoring program ,viii result in the loss of eligibility for state

grant funds by the County and the agencies responsible for performing the monitoring duties.

SB 7 - Statewide Water Conservation: SB 7X-7 creates a framework for future planning and actions by 

urban and agricultural water suppliers to reduce California's water use. For the first time in California's 

history, this bill requires the development of agricultural water management plans and requires urban 

water agencies to reduce statewide per capita water consumption 20 percent by 2020. Specifically, this 

bill: 

1. Establishes multiple patlnvays for urban water suppliers to achieve the statewide goal of a 20 percent

reduction in urban water use. Specifically, urban water suppliers may:

(a) Set a conservation target of 80 percent of their baseline daily per capita water use;

(b) Utilize performance standards for ,vater use that are specific to indoor, landscape, and

commercial, industrial and institutional uses;

(c) Meet the per capita water use goal for their specific hydrologic region as identified by DWR and

other state agencies in the 20 percent by 2020 \!\later Conservation Plan; or

(d) Use an alternate method that is to be developed by DWR before December 31, 2010.

2. Requires urban water suppliers to set an interim urban water use target and meet that target by

December 31, 2015 and meet the overall target by December 31, 2020.

3. Requires D\,VR to cooperatively work vvith the California Urban Water Conservation Council to

establish a task force that shall identify best management practices to assist the commercial,

industrial, and institutional sectors in meeting the water conservation goal.

4. Requires agricultural water suppliers to measure ,vater deliveries and adopt a pricing structure for

water customers based at least in part on quantity delivered, and, where technically and

economically feasible, implement additional measures to improve efficiency.

5. Requires agricultural ,vater suppliers to submit Agricultural Water Management Plans beginning

December 31, 2012 and include in those plans information relating to the water efficiency measures

they have undertaken and are planning to undertake.

6. Makes ineligible for state grant funding any urban or agricultural water supplier ,vho is not in

compliance with the requirements of this bill relating to water conservation and efficient water

management.

7. Requires DWR to, in 2013, 2016, and 2021, report to the Legislature on agricultural efficient ,vater

management practices being undertaken and reported in agricultural water management plans.
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8. Requires DVVR, the State Water Resources Control Board, and other state agencies to develop a

standardized water information reporting system to streamline water reporting required under the

law.

SB 8 - Water Diversion and Use/Funding: SB 8 improves accounting of the location and amounts of 

,,,ater being diverted by recasting and revising exemptions from the water diversion reporting 

requirements under current law. Additionally, this bill appropriates existing bond funds for various 

activities to benefit the Delta ecosystem and secure the reliability of the state's water supply, and to 

increase staffing at the State \.,Yater Resources Control Board to manage the duties of this statute. 

Specifically, this bill: 

1. Provides a stronger accounting of water diversion and use in the Delta by remO\-ing an exemption

from reporting water use by in-Delta water users.

2. Redefines the types of diversions that are exempt from the reporting requirement.

3. Assesses civil liability and monetary penalties on diverters who fail to submit the required reports,

and for willful misstatements, and/or tampering with monitoring equipment.

4. Appropriates $546 million from Propositions IE and 84, in the following manner:

(a) $250 million (Proposition 84) for integrated regional water management grants and expenditures

for projects to reduce dependence on the Delta;

(b) $202 million ($32 million Proposition 84 and $170 million Proposition 1 E) for flood protection

projects in the Delta to reduce the risk of levee failures that would jeopardize water conveyance;

(c) $70 million (Proposition 1 E) for stormwater management grants; and

(d) $24 million (Proposition 84) for grants to local agencies to develop or implement Natural

Community Conservation plans.

5. Appropriates 53.75 million from the \'\7ater Rights Fund to the State Water Resources Control Board

for staff positions to manage the duties in this bill relating to water diversion reporting, monitoring,

and enforcement.

Water Bond Summary 

The Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2010 is an $11.14 billion general obligation 

bond proposal that would provide funding for California's aging water infrastructure and for projects 

and programs to address the ecosystem and water supply issues in California. The bond is comprised of 

seven categories, including drought relief, water supply reliability, Delta sustainability, statewide water 

system operational improvement, conservation and watershed protection, groundwater protection and 

water quality, and water recycling and water conservation. 
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Drought Relief - $455 million. This funding will be available for local and regional drought relief 

projects that reduce the impacts of drought conditions, induding the impacts of reductions to Delta 

diversions. Projects will include ,vater conservation and ,vater use efficiency projects, ,vater recycling, 

groundwater cleanup and other water supply reliability projects including local surface ,vater storage 

projects that provide emergency water supplies and water supply reliability in drought conditions. Funds 

will be available to disadvantaged communities and economically distressed areas experiencing 

economic impacts from the drought for drought relief projects and programs. Funds ,,vill also be available 

to improve wastewater treatment facilities to protect water quality or prevent contamination of surface 

water or groundwater resources. 

Delta Sustainability - $2.25 billion. This bond will provide funds for projects to assist in maintaining 

and restoring the Delta as an important ecosystem. These investments ,vill help to reduce the seismic risk 

to water supplies derived from the Delta, protect drinking water quality, and reduce conflict between 

water management and environmental protection. 

Water Supply Reliability - $1.4 billion. These funds would be in addition to prior funding provided by 

Proposition 50 and Proposition 84 and would support the existing Integrated Regional Water 

Management (IR\!VM) program. IRVVM is designed to encourage integrated regional strategies for 

management of water resources that will protect communities from drought, protect and improve ,vater 

quality and improve local water security by reducing dependence on imported water. The bond would 

provide funds for water supply projects in 12 regions throughout the state and ,vould also be available 

for local and regional conveyance projects that support regional and interregional connectivity and water 

management. 

Statewide Water System Operational Improvement - $3.0 billion. This funding would be dedicated to 

the development of additional water storage, which, when combined with other ,vater management and 

flood system improvement investments being made, can increase reliability and offset the climate change 

impacts of reduced snow pack and higher flood flows. Eligible projects for this funding include surface 

storage projects identified in the CALFED Bay-Delta Record of Decision; groundwater storage projects 

and groundwater contamination prevention or remediation projects that provide water storage benefits; 

conjunctive use and reservoir reoperation projects; local and regional surface storage projects that 

improve the operation of ,vater systems in the state and provide public benefits. 

The bond provides that ,,vater suppliers who would benefit from new storage will pay their share of the 

total costs of the project while the public benefits of new water storage can be paid for by this general 

obligation bond. 
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Groundwater Protection and Water Quality-$1 billion. To protect public health, funds will be available 

for projects to prevent or reduce the contamination of groundwater that sen·es as a source of drinking 

water. 

Funds will also be used to finance emergency and urgent actions on behalf of disad\'antaged 

communities and economically distressed areas to ensure that safe drinking water supplies are available 

to all Californians. 

Water Recycling and Water Conservation - $1.25 billion. Funds will be available for water recycling and 

advanced treatment technology projects that recycle "·ater or that remove salts and contaminants from 

water sources. Funds will also be available for urban and agricultural water conservation and water use 

efficiency plans, projects, and programs. These funds will assist urban water users in achieving water 

conservation targets. 

Conservation and Watershed Protection - $1.785 billion. Funds will be available, through a 50-50 cost 

share program, for ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects in 21 watersheds 

throughout the state, including coastal protection, wildlife refuge enhancement, fuel treatment and forest 

restoration, fish passage improvement and obsolete dam remo\'al. 

In summary, while the bills just recently passed into law, and the bond still must be approved by voters 

in the November 2012 general election, the legislative package represents historic steps to reform and 

rebuild California's water system.35 The legislative package also has brought state-wide implications, the

most significant of which include establishing a Delta Stewardship Council to gm·ern the Delta; setting 

aggressive water consen·ation policies and targets for both urban and agricultural uses of water (policies 

that mandate a 20 percent reduction in urban per capita water use by December 31, 2020, including 

incremental progress toward the 20 percent goal by reducing per capita urban water use by at least 10 

percent on or before December 31, 2015); and a bond measure authorizing the funding of several water 

reliability, conservation, and efficiency projects. The effects of the bills and bond package cannot be 

quantified at this time; however, they represent state-wide solutions to se,·eral competing interests, 

including drought relief, water supply reliability, Delta sustainability, water conservation, and 

groundwater protection. 

35 Please refer to this EIR, Appendix 3.13, for the Office of the Governor's release, Non:-mber 4, 2009, regarding
passage of historic comprehensive \\·ater package. 
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Draft Development of Flow Criteria for the Sacramento-San· Joaquin Delta Ecosystem 

As described above, in November 2009, California enacted a comprehensive package of four policy bills 

and a bond measure intended to meet California's growing ,vater challenges by adopting a policy of 

sustainable water supply management to ensure a reliable ,-vater supply for the State and to restore the 

Delta and other ecologically sensitive areas. One of these bills, Senate Bill No. 1 (SB 1) (Stats. 2009 (7th Ex. 

Sess.) ch 5, sec. 39) contains the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009 (Delta Reform Act), 

\1Vater Code section 85000 et seq. The Delta Reform Act establishes a Delta Ste\\'ardship Council 

(Council), tasked with developing a comprehensive, long-term management plan for the Delta, known as 

the Delta Plan, and providing direction to multiple state and local agencies that take actions related to the 

Delta. \t\'ater Code section 85086 requires the State \!\Tater Resources Control Board (State \Vater Board) to 

use the best avaiJable scientific information gathered as part of a public process conducted as an 

informational proceeding to develop ne,-v flo,,· criteria for the Delta ecosystem to protect public trust 

resources. The purpose of the flow criteria is to inform planning decisions for the Delta Plan and the Bay 

Delta Conservation Program (BDCP). In July 2010 and in accordance with the legislation, the SWRCB 

prepared a report entitled, Dmft Developmmt (f Fl01P Criterinfor the Sncrnml'11to-Sn11 Jonq11i11 Deltn Ecosystem. 

A summary of this report is provided below. 

The Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) is a critically important natural resource for California and the 

nation. It is both the hub of California's water supply system and the most valuable estuary and wetlands 

on the western coast of the Americas. The Delta is in ecological crisis, resulting in high levels of conflict 

that affect the sustainability of existing water policy in California. Several species of fish have been listed 

as protected species under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and under the federal 

Endangered Species Act (ESA). These two laws and other regulatory constraints have restricted water 

diversions from the Delta in an effort to prevent further harm to the protected species. 

The State \t\7ater Board held an informational proceeding on March 22, 23, and 24, 2010, to receive 

scientific information from technical experts on the Delta outflows needed to protect public trust 

resources. The State Water Board also received information at the proceeding on flow criteria for inflow 

to the Delta from the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and Delta hydrodynamics. The State Water 

Board did not solicit information on the need for water for other beneficial uses, including the amount of 

water needed for human health and safety, during the informational proceeding. Nor did the State Water 

Board consider other policy considerations, such as the state goal of providing a decent home and 

suitable living environment for every Californian. During this process, participants cautioned the State 

Water Board on the limitations of any flo\\' criteria (Fleenor et al., 2010). 
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3.13 1'Vt1 ter Sen1ice 

State Water Board Approach: In determining the extent of protection to be afforded public trust 

resources through the development of the flow criteria, the State \Vater Board considered the broad goals 

of the planning efforts the criteria are intended to inform, including restoring and promoting viable, self­

sustaining populations of aquatic species. Given the accelerated time frame in which to develop the 

criteria, the State Water Board's approach to developing criteria ,,,as limited to review of in stream needs 

in the Delta ecosystem, specifically fish species and Delta outflows, while also receiving information on 

hydrodynamics and major tributary inflows. The State Water Board's flow criteria determinations are 

accordingly limited to protection of aquatic resources in the Delta. 

Limitations of State Water Board Approach: When setting flow objectives vvith regulatory effect, the 

State Water Board reviews and considers all the effects of the flmv objectives through a broad inquiry into 

all public trust and public interest concerns. For example, the State \\Tater Board would consider other 

public trust resources potentially affected by Delta outflow requirements and impose measures for the 

protection of those resources, such as requiring sufficient water for cold ,vater pool in reservoirs to 

maintain temperatures in Delta tributaries. The State Water Board ,vould also consider a broad range of 

public interest matters, including economics, pmver production, human health and welfare requirements, 

and the effects of flow measures on non-aquatic resources (such as habitat for terrestrial species). The 

limited process adopted for this proceeding does not include this comprehensive review. 

The State Water Board's Public Trust Responsibilities in this Proceeding: Under the public trust doctrine, 

the State Water Board must take the public trust into account in the planning and allocation of ,vater 

resources, and to protect public trust uses whenever feasible. (National Audubon Society v. Superior 

Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d 419, 446.) Public trust values include navigation, commerce, fisheries, recreation, 

scenic, and ecological values. "[I]n determining ,-vhether it is 'feasible' to protect public trust values like 

fish and wildlife in a particular instance, the [State \\later] Board must determine whether protection of 

those values, or what level of protection, is 'consistent with the public interest."' (State Water Resources 

Control Bd. Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 674, 778.) The State Water Board does not make any 

determination regarding the feasibility of the public trust recommendations and consistency with the 

public interest in this report. 

In this forum, the State Water Board has not considered the allocation of water resources, the application 

of the public trust to a particular water diversion or use, water supply impacts, or any balancing between 

potentially competing public trust resources (such as potential adverse effects of increased Delta outflow 

on the maintenance of coldwater resources for salmonids in upstream areas). Any such application of the 

State Water Board's public trust responsibilities, including any balancing of public trust values and ,vater 

rights, would be conducted through an adjudicative or regulatory proceeding. Instead, the State \!\later 
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3.13 Water Service 

Board's focus here is solely on identifying public trust resources in the Delta ecosystem and determining 

the flow criteria, as directed by Water Code section 85086. 

Future Use of This Report: None of the determinations in this report have regulatory or adjudicatory 

effect. Any process with regulatory or adjudicative effect must take place through the State Water Board's 

water quality control planning, water rights processes, or public trust proceedings in conformance with 

applicable law. In the State Water Board's de,·elopment of Delta flow objectives vdth regulatory effect, it 

must ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, ,,vhich may entail balancing of competing 

beneficial uses of water, including municipal and industrial uses, agricultural uses, and other 

environmental uses. The State \Vater Board's evaluation will include an analysis of the effect of any 

changed flmv objectives on the environment in the watersheds in which Delta flows originate, the Delta, 

and the areas in which Delta ,vater is used. It will also include an analysis of the economic impacts that 

result from changed flow objectives. Nothing in either the Delta Reform Act or in this report amends or 

otherwise affects the water rights of any person. In carrying out its water right responsibilities, the State 

\i\'ater Board may impose any conditions that in its judgment will best develop, conserve, and utilize in 

the public interest the ,,vater to be appropriated. In making this determination, the State Water Board 

considers the relative benefit to be derived from all beneficial uses of the ,.vater concerned and balances 

competing interests. 

If the DWR and/or the USBR in the future request the State Water Board to amend the water right permits 

for the State Water Project (SWP) and/or the Central Valley Project (CVP) to move the authorized points 

of diversion for the projects from the southern Delta to the Sacramento River, Water Code section 85086 

directs the State Water Board to include in any order approving a change in the point of the diversion of 

the projects appropriate Delta flmv criteria. At that time, the State Water Board will determine 

appropriate permit terms and conditions. That decision will be informed by the analysis in this report, 

but will also take many other factors into consideration, including any newly developed scientific 

information, habitat conditions at the time, and other policies of the State, including the relative benefit to 

be derived from all beneficial uses of water. The flow recommendations in this report are not pre­

decisional in regard to any State \Vater Board action. (e.g., \Vat. Code, sec. 85086, subd. (c)(l).) The water 

supply costs of the flows identified in this report illustrate to the State VVater Board the need for an 

integrated approach to management of the Delta. Best available science supports that it is important to 

directly address the negative effects of other stressors, including habitat, water quality, and invasive 

species, that contribute to higher demands for water to protect public trust resources. The flovv criteria 

highlight the continued need for the BDCP to develop an integrated set of solutions and to implement 

non flow measures to protect public trust resources. 
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3.13 Water Sen•ice 

Summary Determinations: This report contains the State \Vater Board's determinations as to the flows 

that protect public trust resources in the Delta, under the narrow circumstances anal�·zed in this report. 

As required, the report includes the volume, timing, and quality of flow for protection of public trust 

resources under different hydrologic conditions. The flow criteria represent a technical assessment only 

of flow and operational requirements that provide fishery protection under existing conditions. The flow 

criteria contained in this report do not represent flows that might be protective Lmder other conditions. 

The State V\later Board recognizes that changes in existing conditions may alter the need for flow. 

Changes in existing conditions that may affect flow needs include, but are not limited to, reduced reverse 

flows in Delta channels, increased tidal habitat, improved water quality, reduced competition from 

invasive species, changes in the point of diversion of the State \Vater Project (S\i\'P) and Central Valley 

Project (CVP), and climate change. 

Flow Criteria and Conclusions: The numeric criteria determinations in this report must be considered in 

the following context: 

• The flow criteria in this report do not consider any balancing of public trust resource protection with
public interest needs for water.

• The State V\later Board does not intend that the criteria should supersede requirements for health and
safety such as the need to manage water for flood control.

• There is sufficient scientific information to support the need for increased flows to protect public trust
resources; there is uncertainty regarding specific numeric criteria.

The State Water Board has considered the testimony presented dming the Board's informational 

proceeding to de\·elop flow criteria and to support the following summary conclusions. Several of these 

summary conclusions rely in whole or in part on conclusions and recommendations made to the State 

\Vater Board by the Delta Environmental Flows Group36 and the University of California at Davis Delta 

Solutions Group3i_ 

1. The effects of non-flow changes in the Delta ecosystem, such as nutrient composition, channelization,
habitat, invasive species, and water quality, need to be addressed and integrated with flow measures.

36 The Delta Environmental Flo\\·s Group of experts consists of \Villiam Bennett, Jon Burau, Cliff Dahm, Chris
Enright, Fred Feyrer, William Fleenor, Bruce Herbold, \Vim Kimmerer, Jay Lund, Peter Moyle, and Matthew 
Nobriga. 

37 The Delta Solutions Group consists of William Bennett, \Villiam Fleenor, Jay Lund, and Peter Moyle. 
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3.13 l\'11ter Scr<1ice 

2. Recent Delta flows are insufficient to support native Delta fishes for today's habitats.38 FIO\v

modification is one of the immediate actions available although the links between flows and fish
response are often indirect and are not full\· resoh·ed. Flow and physical habitat interact in marw
ways, but they are not interchangeable.

3. Jn order to preserve the attributes of a natural \'ariable svstem to which native fish species are
adapted, many of the criteriJ developed by the State \'\1ater Board are crafted JS percentages of
natural or unimpaired flows. These criteriJ include:

• 75% of unimpJired Delta outflow from JJnuJry through June;

• 75�/c, of unimpaired Sacramento River inflow from November through June; Jmi

• 60% of unimpaired San Joaquin River inflow from February through June.

It is not the State Water Board's intent that these criteria be interpreted JS precise flow requirements 

for fish under current conditions, but rnther they reflect the genernl timing and magnitude of flows 
under the narrow circumstances analyzed in this report. ln comparison, historic flows over the last 18 
to 22 vears have been: 

• approximately 30% in drier years to almost 100% of unimpaired flows in wetter years for Delta

outflows;

• about 50% on average from April through June for Sacramento River inflows; and

• approximately 20% in drier years to almost 50% in wetter years for San Joaquin River inflows.

4. Other criteria include: increased fall Delta outflow in wet and above normal years; fall pulse flows on
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers; and flow criteria in the Delta to help protect fish from
mortality in the central and southern Delta resulting from operations of the State and federal water
export facilities.

5. The report also includes determinations regarding: variability and the natural hydrograph, floodplain
activation and other habitat improvements, water quality and contaminants, cold water pool
management, and adaptive management:

38 

• Criteria should reflect the frequency, duration, timing, and rate of change of flows, and not just
volumes or magnitudes. Accordingly, whenever possible, the criteria specified above are

expressed as a percentage of the unimpaired hydrograph.

This statement should not be construed a" .:i critique of the basis for existing regulatory requirements included in 

the 2006 Bay-Delta Plan and biological opinions. Those requirements were deYeloped pursuant to specific 
statutory requirements and considerations that differ from this proceeding. Particularly when de\'eloping water 

quality objectives, the State \Vater Board must consider m.:iny different factors including what constitutes 
reasonable protection of the beneficiol use and economic considerations. In addition, the biological opinions for 
the S\VP and CVP Operations Criteria and Plan were den•loped to pre,·ent jeopardy to specific fish species listed 
pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act; in contrast, the flow criteria developed in this proceeding are 
intended to halt population decline and increase populations of certain species. 
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3.13 \Vater Sen•ice 

• Inflows should genera11y be provided from tributaries to the Delta watershed in proportion to

their contribution to unimpaired flow unless otherwise indicated.

• Studies and demonstration projects for, and implementation of, floodplain restoration, improved

connectivity and passage, and other habitat improvements should proceed to provide additional

protection of public trust uses and potentially al1ow for the reduction of flows otherwise needed

to protect public trust resources in the Delta.

• The Central Va11ey and San Francisco Regional \i\1ater Quality Control Boards should continue

developing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for all listed pollutants and adopting

programs to implement control actions.

• The Central Valley Regional \Vater Quality Control Board should require additional studies and

incorporate discharge limits and other controls into permits, as appropriate, for the control of

nutrients and ammonia.

• Temperature and water supply modeling and analyses should be conducted to identifv

conflicting requirements to achieve both flow and cold water temperature goals.

• A strong science program and a flexible management regime are critical to improving flmv

criteria. The State Water Board should work ,-vith the Council, the Delta Science Program, BDCP,

the Interagency Ecological Program, and others to develop the framework for adaptive

management that could be relied upon for the management and regulation of Delta flows.

• The numeric criteria recommended in this report are all recommendations that are only

appropriate for the current physical system and climate; as other factors change the flm-v needs

advanced in this report will also change. As physical changes occur to the environment and our

understanding of species needs improves, the long-term flow needs ,vill also change. Actual

flows should be informed by adaptive management.

• Only the underlying principles for the numeric criteria and other measures are advanced as long

term recommendations.

6. Past changes in the Delta may influence migratory cues for some fishes. These cues are further

scrambled by a reverse salinity gradient in the south Delta. It is important to establish seaward

gradients and create more slough networks ,,·ith natural channel geometry. Achieving a variable

more complex estuary requires establishing seasonal gradients in salinity and other water quality

variables and diverse habitats throughout the estuary. These goals in turn encourage policies ,vhich

establish internal Delta flows that create a tidally mixed upstream- downstream gradient (,vithout

cross-Delta flows) in water quality. Continued through-Delta conveyance is likely to continue the

need for in- Delta flmv requirements and restrictions to protect fish within the Delta.

7. Restoring environmental variability in the Delta is fundamentally inconsistent with continuing to

move large volumes of water through the Delta for export. The drinking and agricultural water

quality requirements of through-Delta exports, and perhaps even some current in-Delta uses, are at

odds ,vith the water quality and variability needs of desirable Delta species.
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3.13 lVtlter Sert1ice 

8. The Delta ecosystem is likely to dramatically shift within 50 years due to large scale levee collapse.

Overall, these changes are likely to promote a more variable, heterogeneous estuary. This changed

environment is likely to be better for desirable estuarine species; at least it is unlikely to be '"'orse.

9. Positive changes in the Delta ecosystem resulting from improved flow or flow patterns will benefit

humans as well as fish and wildlife. Ecosystems are complex; there are many factors that affect the

quality of the habitat that they provide. These factors combine in ways that can amplify the effect of

the factors on aquatic resources. The habitat value of the Delta ecosystem for favorable species can be 

improved by habitat restoration, contaminant and nutrient reduction, changes in diversions, control

of invasive species, and island flooding. Each of these non-flow factors has the potential to interact

with flow to affect available aquatic habitat in Delta channels.

The State VVater Board supports the most efficient use of water that can reasonably be made. The flow 

improvements that the State \'\later Board identifies in this report as being necessary to protect public 

trust resources illustrate the importance of addressing the negative effects of these other stressors that 

contribute to higher than necessary demands for water to provide resource protection. Future habitat 

improvements or changes in nutrients and contaminants, for example, may change the response of fishes 

to flow. Addressing other stressors directly will be necessary to assure protection of public trust resources 

and could change the demands for water to provide resource protection in the future. Uncertainty 

regarding the effects of habitat improvement and other stressors on flmv demands for resource protection 

highlights the need for continued study and adaptive management to respond to changing conditions. 

The flow criteria identified in this report highlight the need for the BDCP to develop an integrated set of 

solutions, to address ecosystem flow needs, including flmv and non-flow measures. Although flmv 

modification is an action that can be implemented in a relatively short time in order to improve the 

survival of desirable species and protect public trust resources, public trust resource protection cannot be 

achieved solely through flolvs - habitat restoration also is needed. One cannot substitute for the other; 

both flow improvements and habitat restoration are essential to protecting public trust resources. 

CUVA Imported Water Supplies and Facilities 

CL WA receives SWP and non-SWP imported ,vater through the terminus of the West Branch of the 

California Aqueduct at Castaic Lake. \,Vater supplies (,vhether derived from local or imported water 

supplies) require treatment (filtration and disinfection) prior to distribution. CLWA operates two water 

treatment plants, the Earl Schmidt Filtration Plant located near Castaic Lake and the Rio Vista Water 

Treatment Plant located in Saugus. CL \VA produces water that meets drinking water standards set by the 

U.S. EPA and DPH. SVVP water has different aesthetic characteristics than groundwater with lower 

dissolved mineral concentrations (total dissolved solids) of approximately 250 to 360 mg/I, and lower 

hardness (as calcium carbonate) of about 105 to 135 mg/I. 
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3.13 \Vtlte,· Sen1 ice 

Historically, the State VVater Project (S\\'P) deli,·ered only surface water from the Sacramento/San Joaquin 

Ri\'er Delta. However, Cl\VA and other S\VP users, in anticipation of drought, many years ago began 

"water banking" programs where SVVP water could be stored or exchanged during wet years and 

withdrawn in dry years. The last three years have seen statewide drought. As a result, water has been 

withdrawn from the water banking programs and pumped into the S\VP system. During the period of 

2008 through 2010, a greater portion of ,vater in the S\VP has been this "pumped-in" water. The 

"pumped-in" ,vater has met all water quality standards established by DVVR under its anti-degradation 

policy for the SWP. 

The Rio Vista Plant is currently undergoing expansion from its current 30 million gallons per day (mgd) 

treatment capacity to 60 mgd, and e\'entually to 90 mgd as demands for treated water increase. Earl 

Schmidt Plant operates at a treatment capacity of 56 mgd. The current combined capacity of the two 

treatment plants is approximately 86 mgd. 

Planning Area Water Supplies Within the CUVA Service Area 

The current water supply for the portion of the Planning Area within the Cl\1VA service area boundary is 

derived from both local and imported sources. The principal components of this supply are imported 

water from the SVVP, water purchased in Kern County, and local groundwater from both the Alluvial 

aquifer and the Saugus Formation (i.e., within the East Subbasin). Since 2003, these water supplies have 

been augmented by the initiation of deliveries from CLW A's recycled water program. 

In addition to these supplies, ,,vhich are available and used to meet service area demands every year, 

CUVA also has storage programs that are planned for use under shortage situations (e.g., during drier 

years when imported supplies are limited). These storage programs improve the reliability of CLVV A's 

overall supplies by enabling existing supplies that are not needed in wetter years to be stored for use in 

drier years, but they do not increase the supplies available to meet service area demand every year. 

Diversity of supply allows CUVA and the local retail purveyors the option of dra,ving on multiple 

sources of supply in response to changing conditions, such as varying weather patterns (average/normal 

years, single-dry years, multiple dry years), fluctuations in delivery amounts of S\IVP ,vater, natural 

disasters, perchlorate-impacted ,,,ells, and other factors. In the impact analysis that follows this 

subsection of the water supply analysis, tables are provided below that address available water supplies 

compared with projected ,vater demand within the Planning Area in normal/average years, single-dry 

years, and multiple-dry years over a 40-year planning horizon (see the subsection below entitled, Water 

Supply and Demand). 

Impact Sci,·11cc�. Int 

0112.023 

3.13-93 011c \ '.11/,·11 One \ 'i�i,111 Rc,•i�cd Draft Pros mm [JR 

C.11111ty ,,f J.,,� A11sc/c� Arca P/a11 

.\ioP1•111/,1•r 201 U 



3.13 lVnter Sen1 ice 

As shown on each table, S\VP supply estimates are based on the data presented in the 2009 D\'VR 

Delivery Reliability Report, with S\VP water supplies allocated among SVVP Contractors in accordance 

with their water supply contract provisions currently in effect.39

Additional Annual Imported \\Tater Supplies 

According to CUVA, as shown on Tables 3.13-12 through 3.13-15, the following existing additional 

annual water supplies are available to meet demands when necessary. 

Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Bravo lVater Acquisition Pmject 

CL\NA has finalized a Water Acquisition Agreement with the Buena Vista and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo 

districts in Kern County. Under this program, Buena Vista's high flow Kern River entitlements (and other 

acquired waters that may become available) are captured and recharged within Rosedale-Rio Bravo's 

service area on an ongoing basis. CUVA will receive 11,000 af per year of these supplies annually either 

through direct delivery of ,-vater to the California Aqueduct via the Cross Valley Canal or by exchange of 

Buena Vista's and Rosedale-Rio Bravo's SVVP supplies.40

39 The water supply contracts between DWR and the SWP Contractors include provisions regarding how total
available S\VP v;ater supplies are allocated among SWP Contractors. The allocation provisions currently in effect 
are as they were amended by the Monterey Amendments. The Monterey Amendments have been in effect for 
more than ten years, but pursuant to litigation, is undergoing a second environmental review by DWR. In 
October 2007, D\VR released the new Draft EIR analyzing the Monterey Amendments to the S\VP contracts, 
including Kem water bank transfers and associated actions as part of the Monterey Settlement Agreement (SCH 
No. 2003011118). This Draft EIR, also known as the Monterey Plus Draft EIR, addressed the significant 
environmental impacts of changes to the SWP operations that are a consequence of the Monterey Amendments 
and the ivtonterey Settlement Agreement. It also discussed the project alternatives, growth inducement, water 
supply reliability, as we11 as potential areas of contrm·ersy and concern. In addition, D\i\1R recently completed 
and certified the Monterey Plus Final EIR. The Draft and Final ElRs are available for public inspection and 
revie,,· by contacting D\VR in Sacramento or from D\VR's website, http://www.des.water.ca.gov/ 
mitigation_restoration_branch/rpmi_section/projects/EIR_index.cfm. The Monterey Plus Draft and Final EIRs are 
incorporated by reference in this EIR. 

4o In November 2006, a petition for writ of mandate was filed by California \Vater Impact Network, seeking to set
aside ClWA's certification of the EIR for the \Vater Acquisition Agreement Project with Buena Vista and 
Rosedale-Rio Bravo. (Cal�fomia 1,vatcr Impact Network, et al. zi. Castaic Lake 1-Vater Agency, c•t al., Los Angeles County 
Superior Court No. BS106546.) The petition was later amended to add Friends of the Santa Clara River (Friends) 
as a petitioner. In November 2007, the trial court filed its Statement of Decision finding that in certifying the EIR 
and approving the project, CUVA proceeded in a manner required by Jaw, and that its actions were supported 
by substantial evidence. Judgment was entered in favor of Cl WA in December 2007. Petitioners filed a notice of 
appeal on January 31, .'.W08. 

On April 20, 2009, the appellate court ruled in Cl WA's favor and this water purchase is now considered final 
and it remains appropriate to list the 11,000 afy as one of Cl\i\7A's permanent water supply sources. (Please refer 
to this EIR, Appendix 3.13, for the recent appellate court decision in Cal1fomia \,Vater Impact Network, Inc. z,. 
Cnstaic Lake lVata Agency, Second Appellate District, Division Five, Appe1late Case No. 8205622.) 
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Nickel Wnte1· 

The Newhall Ranch Re\'ised Additional Analysis (Volume VIII, May 2003) provides that the Specific Plan 

applicant has secured 1,607 af of water under contract with Nickel Family LLC in Kern County. This 

water is 100 percent reliable on a year-to-year basis and not subject to the annual fluctuations that can 

occur to the S\VP in dry-year conditions. The Nickel water is part of a 10,000 acre-foot quantity of annual 

water supply that Nickel obtained from Kern County \,Yater Agency (KCVVA) in 2001 pursuant to an 

agreement between Nickel, KCWA, and Olcese Water District (Olcese). Under that agreement, Nickel has 

the right to sell the 10,000 AFY to third parties both within or outside Kern County. The water would be 

delivered through the KCWA and the SWP system. A point of deli\'ery agreement between the CUVA 

and DWR would be required to transmit the ,-vater between the KCVV A and CL \VA service areas. This 

additional supply ,vas added by CUVA to the updated water supply/demand tables to reflect current 

information (see Tables 3.13-12 through 3.13-15). 

Additional Imported Water Supplies from Banking Programs 

According to CLWA, as shown on Tables 3.13-11, 3.13-13, and 3.13-14, the fol1owing existing additional 

water supplies are available from banking programs to meet demands when necessary. 

Flexible Storage Accounts 

One of CLWA's Flexible Storage Accounts described in its 2005 UVVMP permits it to store up to 4,684 af 

in Castaic Lake. Any of this amount that CUVA withdraws must be replaced by CL\VA ,,,ithin five years 

of its withdrawal. CUVA manages this storage by keeping the account full in normal and wet years and 

then deli\'ering that stored amount (or portions of it) during dry periods. The account is refilled during 

the next year that adequate SWP supplies are available to CLWA to do so. CL \VA also has recently 

negotiated with Ventura County water agencies to obtain the use of its Flexible Storage Account. This 

will allow CL\VA access to another 1,376 af of storage in Castaic Lake. CLWA's access to this additional 

storage is available on a year-to-year basis for 10 years, beginning in 2006. 

Yuba County Water Agency Tra11sfe1· Ag1·eeme11t 

Approximately 850 af of non-SWP imported water supply is available to CL \!VA in critically dry years as 

a result of DWR entering into agreements with the Yuba County \Vater Agency (YCWA) and the Bureau 

of Reclamation (Reclamation) related to settlement of water rights issues on the Lower Yuba River (Yuba 

Accord). Additional supplies could be available to CL \!VA in wetter years. The quantity of water would 

vary depending upon hydrology and the extent of participation by other S\VP contractors. For purposes 

of analysis, however, and based on CL WA entering into a YCVV A water transfer agreement with D\VR, 
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3.13 lVate1· Sen•ice 

CL \VA has projected that approximately 850 af of water would be a\'ailable to CL \VA under the Yuba 

Accord in a criticallv drv vear. 

Semi tropic Wate,· St01·age District Ba11ki11g 

The 2005 U\VMP identifies two existing contracts with the Semitropic \,Vater Storage District under which 

CUVA has stored 59,000 acre-feet of water. (2005 U\VMP, p. 3-22.) In accordance vvith the terms of 

CLWA's storage agreements with Semitropic, 90 percent of the banked amount, or a total of 50,870 af, is 

recoverable through 2012-2013 to meet CL\,VA water demands when needed. CLWA's approval of one of 

the contracts (for the 2002 banking program) was challenged in California \'\1ater Network,,. Castaic Lake 

Water Agency, Ventura Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327. The trial court entered judgment in favor of 

CLWA. This ruling was appealed. All issues regarding the 2002 banking program with Semitropic were 

conclusively resolved in favor of CUVA in June 2006. In 2009 and 2010, CUVA v,•ithdrew a total of 4,950 

af from its Semitropic programs. 

Rosedale-Rio Bmvo \,Vate1· Banking 

The 2005 UWMP identifies one existing contract vvith the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District 

under which CL\,VA has 64,898 af of recoverable ,vater as of December 31, 2007. (2005 UWMP, p. 3-23.) 

This banking program currently offers storage and pump-back capacity of 20,000 afy, ,vith up to 100,000 

af of storage capacity. This stored ,vater ,._,il] be called upon to meet demands when required and is 

recoverable through 2035. 

Newlzall Laud - Semit1'opic \,Vate1· Sto1'age District Banking

The Newhall Land and Farming Company has entered into an agreement to reserve and purchase water 

storage capacity of up to 55,000 af in the Semitropic \\Tater Storage District Groundwater Banking Project 

(Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis [Volume VIII, May 2003]). Sources of water that could be 

stored include, but are not limited to, the Nickel \Vater. The stored water could be extracted in dry years 

in amounts up to 4,950 afy. There is 18,828 af of water stored in the Semitropic Groundwater Storage 

Bank by the Specific Plan applicant for the Specific Plan. Newhall Ranch is located within the Cl WA 

service area. Delivery of stored water from the Newhall Semitropic Groundwater Bank requires further 

agreements between CLW A and the Specific Plan applicant. However, the Nickel water would only be 

needed on the Specific Plan site in years when all of the Newhall agricultural water has been used, which 

is estimated to occur after the 21st year of project construction. As a result, there is more than ample time 

for CLWA and the applicant to arrive at the necessary delivery arrangements and related agreements. 
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The 2005 U\Av'MP also discusses water banking storage and pumpback capacity both north and south of 

CLWA's ser\'ice area, the latter of which would provide an emergency supply in case of catastrophic 

outage along the California Aqueduct. \l\1ith short-term storage now in place in the Semitropic banking 

program and long-term storage nO\v existing with Rosedale-Rio Bravo, CUVA is assessing southern 

water banking opportunities. Such banking programs enhance the reliability of both existing and planned 

future water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley. As shown on Table 3.13-13, CUVA's additional planned 

banking supplies are anticipated to be 20,000 acre-feet by 2015. 

CUVA Recycled Water 

Since 2003, existing local supplies have been augmented by the initiation of recycled water deli\'eries 

from Cl WA' s recycled \'\'ater program. CLW A currently has a contract with the Los Angeles County 

Sanitation District for 1,700 afy of recycled water. This supply is available in an average/normal year, a 

single-dry year, and in each year of a multiple-dry year period. In 2009, recycled water deliveries were 

328 af, generally consistent with recycled water deliveries that have ranged between 311 and 470 afy over 

the past six years. In addition, in the 2005 UWMP, CUVA projects an increase of 15,700 afy in recycled 

water by 2030. Similar to the existing recycle water supply, the 15,700 afy of planned recycled water 

supply is to be available in an average/normal year, a single-dry year, and in each year of a multiple-dry 

year period. There is also a new phase of the of the recycled water system in design that would extend the 

existing system southward from the intersection of Magic Mountain Parkway and the Old Road to the 

intersection of Orchard Village Road and Lyons Avenue, serving large irrigation customers along its 

proposed alignment. Collectively, these phases will have design capacity to increase recycled water 

deliveries by about 1,500 afy. An additional phase, Phase 2A, extends the recycled water system from the 

Saugus WRP to the existing abandoned Hanby Pump Station. Phase 2A will provide approximately 

511 afy of recycled water, or 0.46 mgd, from the Saugus WRP. The 511 afy, or 0.46 mgd, of recycled \Vater 

would divert about 9 percent of the average effluent discharged from the Saugus \,VRP. 

As the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan is developed, recycled water also will be available to the Specific Plan 

from the Newhall Ranch WRP. Water from the Newhall Ranch WRP would be used to meet the 

non-potable demands of the Specific Plan. Areas that would use recycled ,,vater include common areas, 

slopes, landscaped areas, and parks. 

Litigation Effects on Availability of Imported Water 

For the past few years, there have been a series of litigation challenges concerning imported \'\'ater 

supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley. The litigation challenges have given rise to claims that there is 
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uncertainty regarding the a,·ailability and reliability of imported SVVP water supplies in the Santa Clarita 

Valle,·. 

The purpose of this section is to disclose these litigation cha11enges and their effects on the availability 

and reliability of imported water supplies in the Santa Clarita Va1ley. In summary, as discussed below, it 

has been determined, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the litigation challenges are not 

likely to affect the short-term or long-term availability or reliability of imported water supplies as 

projected in the 2005 l/H'MP and other reports, studies, and documents cited in this EIR. 

Litigatio11 Co11ce111ing CEQA Review of the Monterey Agreement 

In Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2003) 83 Cal.App.4th 892, the 

Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District, decertified an EIR prepared by the Central Coast \i\'ater 

Agency (CC\'V A) to address the "Monterey Agreement." The Monterey Agreement was a statement of 

principles to be incorporated into an omnibus amendment of the long-term contracts between the DWR 

and water contractors governing the supply of ,vater under the S\t\'P. The Monterey Agreement was the 

culmination of negotiations betvveen DWR and most of the 29 SWP Contractors to settle disputes arising 

out of the allocation of water during times of shortage. Of the 29 SWP Contractors, 27 executed the 

Monterey Amendments to their water supply contracts in 1996. The Monterey Agreement contemplated 

revisions in the methodology of allocating water among contractors and provided a mechanism for the 

permanent transfer of Table A ,vater amounts from one contractor to another. The Monterey Agreement 

was implemented by the execution of legally binding contracts with DWR (Monterey Amendments). 

As stated above, although the court set aside the Monterey EIR prepared by CCWA, it did not set aside, 

invalidate, or othenvise vacate the Monterey Agreement or the Monterey Amendments. No court has 

ordered any stay or suspension of the Monterey Agreement pending certification of a new EIR. D\VR and 

the S\VP Contractors continue to abide by the Monterey Agreements, as implemented by the 

Amendments, as the operating framework for the SWP, ,,vhile the nevv EIR is undertaken. 

Following decertification of the original Monterey EIR, the PCL litigants entered into the Monterey 

Settlement Agreement in 2003, designating DWR as the lead agency for preparation of the new EIR to 

address the Monterey Agreement (entitled the "Monterey Plus EIR"). In October 2007, DWR completed 

the Draft EIR analyzing the Monterey Amendments to the SWP contracts, including Kern water bank 

transfers and associated actions as part of the Monterey Settlement Agreement (Monterey Plus Draft EIR; 

SCH No. 2003011118). The Draft EIR addresses the significant environmental impacts of changes to the 

SWP operations that are a consequence of the Monterey Amendments and the Monterey Settlement 

Agreement. It also discusses the project alternatives, growth inducement, water supply reliability, as wel1 
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as potential areas of controversy and concern. DVVR certified the Monterey Plus Final ElR on February I, 

2010. 

The Monterey Settlement Agreement also facilitated certain water transfers between contracting agencies, 

including CL \-VA's 41,000 af ,vater transfer agreement (discussed further below). The 41,000 af transfer 

has been recognized as a permanent transfer by DWR, but it was subject to then pending litigation in Los 

Angeles Superior Court challenging the EIR prepared for that transfer. (Friends of the Santa Clarita River 

, •. Castaic Lake VVater Agency, see discussion below.) DWR's new Draft EIR analyzed the potential 

environmental effects relating to the Monterey transfers, including a focused analysis of the 41,000 af 

transfer, which is provided as part of a broader analysis of permanent transfers of Table A Amounts. 

Litigation Co11cenri11g CEQA Review of the 41,000 af T,-ausje1' 

Over the past several years, opposition groups have claimed that a part of CLWA's SVVP supplies, 

specifically, a 41,000 af transfer, should not be included or relied upon because it is not final and is the 

subject of litigation. It was asserted that litigation challenges to the 41,000 af transfer create uncertainty 

regarding the availability and reliability of such water for the Santa Clarita Valley. Other comments have 

claimed that DWR's preparation of a new Monterey Agreement EIR also introduced an element of 

potential uncertainty regarding the availability and reliability of the 41,000 af transfer. These comments 

have included claims that the subsequent Monterey Settlement Agreement precluded CLWA from using 

or relying upon the 41,000 af transfer until D\.VR has completed and certified the new Monterey 

Agreement EIR. As explained below, a recent published appellate court decision has resolved these 

claims in favor of the availability, reliability, and use of CLVVA's 41,000 af transfer. 

In Sn11tn Clnritn Orga11i:atio11 for Plm111i11g the E1wiro11111e11t 1 1
• Co1111ty of Los Angeles (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 

149 (SCOPE II), the Second District Court of Appeal, Division Six, affirmed the trial court's decision 

upholding the validity of the EIR's water supply analysis for the \Vest Creek development project in the 

Santa Clarita Valley, including the EIR's assessment and reliance upon the permanent and final 41,000 af 

water transfer. In applying the four principles for a CEQA analysis of future water supplies articulated by 

the California Supreme Court in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. zi. City of Rancho Cordom 

(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412 to the 41,000 af transfer, the Court of Appeal concluded that the transfer is permanent 

and final, and that with or vvithout the Monterey Agreement and Monterey Amendments, the transfer is 

valid, permanent, and final, and could be relied upon in the project EIR as part of the water supplies in 

the Santa Clarita Valley. 

In addition, to the SCOPE 11 litigation referenced above, the litigation dispute over the adequacy of 

CL\VA's EIR ,vith respect to the 41,000 afy water transfer has been fully resolved in favor of CL\'\' A. 
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(Plm111i11g a11d Co11sermtio11 League 11
. Castaic Lake Water Agmcy (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, rehearing denied 

on January 14, 2010; "PCL P. CUVA litigation"). The discussion presented below summarizes the PCL ,,. 

CL lVA_litigation. 

PCL v. CLlVA Litigation. As stated above, on December 17, 2009, the Court of Appeal, Second District, 

issued its opinion in this litigation. This new published appellate court decision upheld CL\\' A's EIR for 

the 41,000-afy water transfer. A summary of the new decision is provided below. 

In 2004, CL \1V A certified the 2004 EIR at issue on appeal in the new decision. The 2004 EIR analyzed the 

significant environmental impacts of the 41,000-afy water transfer. The 2004 EIR acknowledged that the 

41,000-afy water transfer was "contractually completed in 1999" and that "[n]o permits and other 

approvals would be required other than the certification of this EIR." The 2004 EIR also described the 

underlying history, including the Monterey Agreement and Amendments, the decertification of Central 

Coast's Monterey Agreement EIR, CL WA' s earlier EIR on the 41,000-afy ,,,ater transfer, and the Monterey 

Settlement Agreement. As to the 41,000-afy water transfer, the 2004 EIR disclosed that it did not tier from 

any other EIR and that it examined the environmental impacts that ,vould occur with or without the 

change in water allocation criteria implemented as part of the Monterey Amendments. In addition, the 

2004 EIR examined three potential water delivery scenarios for the 41,000 afy water transfer: (a) SWP 

allocation with the Monterey Amendments; (b) SWP allocation without the Monterey Amendments, and 

with the "agriculture first" reduction provision of article 18(a) in place; and (c) S\VP allocation without 

the Monterey Amendments, but with permanent cutbacks under article 18(b). The 2004 EIR examined the 

environmental effects of the transfer under all three scenarios. 

As to the CL\VA service area, the 2004 EIR concluded that the 41,000 afy water transfer will have some 

significant direct impacts (largely associated with new population growth), and proposed mitigation 

measures to address these impacts. The 2004 EIR also examined five alternatives to the transfer, including 

a "no project" alternative, under which CL\1\!A vvould obtain neither the 41,000 af of water nor the 

contractual rights to it. The remaining alternatives addressed the impact of relying on groundwater or 

desalinated seawater, and of receiving less or more than 41,000 af of SWP water. 

In early 2005, two petitioner groups (Planning and Conservation League and California Water Impact 

Network) initiated litigation under CEQA, challenging the validity of CLWA's 2004 EIR. In the litigation, 

petitioners claimed primarily that (1) DV\'R was the proper lead agency for the 2004 EIR, and not CLW A; 

(2) the 2004 EIR constituted improper "piecemeal" review and should have been addressed in DWR's

Monterey Plus EIR; (3) the 2004 EIR failed to acknowledge the legal uncertainty surrounding the 41,000 

afy ,vater transfer and improperly treated the transfer as a "fait accompli;" (4) the 2004 EIR failed to 
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disclose the potential for DWR's future Monterey Plus EIR to reach different water supply/demand 

conclusions; and (5) the 2004 failed to analyze the correct "no project" alternati\'e. 

After a 2007 writ hearing, the Los Angeles County Superior Court (Judge Chalfant, presiding) generally 

held in favor of CL WA, rejecting each of the petitioners' claims. However, the trial court found an 

"analytical hole" in CL\VA's 2004 EIR. The trial court reasoned that the EIR failed to explain the rele\'ance 

of the three potential water delivery scenarios analyzed in the ElR, leaving the public unable to 

meaningfully assess the EIR's analysis of the 41,000-afy water transfer. Petitioners appealed the trial 

court's decision. CL\1\1 A and others also filed cross-appeals. 

The Court of Appeal reviewed the trial court decision anew, and reversed the trial court decision. In 

doing so, the Court of Appeal determined that CLWA's 2004 EIR adequately analyzed a11 of the 41,000 

afy water transfer's potential significant environmental effects and that the document fully complied with 

CEQA. The Court of Appeal also remanded the case back to the trial court with directions to vacate the 

trial court's decision and issue a new judgment denying the petitioners' suits in their entirety. 

On appeal, Petitioners first argued that Cl WA, in preparing the 2004 EIR, had usurped DWR's duties as 

the lead agency conducting the environmental review of the Monterey Agreement/ Amendments. They 

contended that DWR must examine the transfer because it is part of the project under revievv by DWR, 

namely, the Monterey Agreement and the contractual regime implemented under it. The Court of Appeal 

rejected these contentions. In doing so, the Court found that "nothing before us suggests that the 

Monterey Agreement, viewed as a CEQA project, included the Kem-Castaic transfer when the original 

Monterey Agreement EIR ,vas prepared and certified in 1995." The appe11ate court acknowledge that the 

Monterey Agreement, as executed in December 1994, "laid the foundation for a ne,v contractual regime 

behveen DVVR and its contractors," and "freed water provided to agricultural providers for transfer to 

urban suppliers;" however, the court noted that the specific contractual developments for the 41,000 afy 

water transfer culminated in March 1999, shortly before certification of CLVVA's 1999 EIR. As a resu1t, the 

appellate court concluded that the 41,000 afy water transfer "was no more than 'a gleam in a planner's 

eye' at the time of the Monterey Agreement," therefore, the transfer "fell outside the original Monterey 

Agreement EIR, and was properly considered in a separate EIR" by CL WA. 

Further, the Court of Appeal found that neither decertification of the 1995 Monterey Agreement EIR, nor 

implementation of the transfer prior to DWR' s new Monterey Plus EIR, brought the transfer within 

D\VR's Monterey Plus EIR or required DWR to be the lead agency. Therefore, relying on Del Mnr Terrace 

Co11serrn11cy, J11c. 11. City Co1111cil (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, the Court of Appeal concluded that: 

Here, ns in Del Mnr Terrnce, the Ken1-Cnstnic trmz�fer hns s(,;:n�ficnnt i11depe11de11t or locnl 

utility, in riifil' of its brn�fits, to Cnstnic's scrc.1ice area and relative autonomy from t/ze Monterey 
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Agreement ... I AJ/tho11gh the Monterey Agree111e11t, i11 fact, facilitated the tm11�fcr, there is 

s11l1stm1tial cz•ide11cc (1) that the trm1�fa could hazic bce11 i111plc111c11tcd 1111dcr the pre-Afo11tcrey 

Agreement contmct11a/ regime, mu/ (2) that the parties i11trnd to co11ti1111e the trm1�fcr, regardless 

(f the 011tco111e (f D\t\7R 's em•iro11111ental rr1.1ic,1 1 of the Monterey Agreement. Aforem 1cr, as 

explained l1e/ow, Castaic's 2004 EIR adcq11ately n:flccts the potc11tial e1wiro11111e11ta/ �(fects 4 the 
Monterey Agrcc111c11t, the approPal of which is 'outside /Castaic's] pml'crs' ... as ,uc/1 as the 

con tr01.1crsy attached to the trm1�fcr arisi11g from D\VR 's rCc.'il'il'. 

The Court of Appeal also concluded that the 2004 EIR did not constitute improper piecemealing under 

CEQA, because "Castaic could properly certify the 2004 EJR prior to the new Monterey Agreement EIR, 

provided that the 2004 EIR adequately assesses the environmental impact of the Monterey Agreement, to 

the extent necessary for a fully informed decision regarding the Kem-Castaic transfer." Additiona11y, the 

Court of Appeal rejected the contention that Castaic did not have sufficient expertise to prepare the 

2004 EIR, determining that Castaic had the primary responsibility for "carrying out" the transfer; and, 

therefore, was the proper lead agency. 

Further, the Court of Appeal rejected the claim that the 2004 EIR "improperly describes the transfer as 

final," making the project a "fait accompli." The Court of Appeal cited Santa Clarita Organization for 

P/a1111ing the E,wironment v. County of Los Angeles (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 149, 152 to support its holding 

that CLWA's 2004 EIR discussed the contractual basis for the transfer and properly evaluated the legal 

uncertainty of the Monterey Amendments. Although the 2004 EIR did not "expressly state that the 

outcome of D\VR's review is 'unlikely to umvind' the transfer, its discussion unmistakably conveys this 

conclusion, as it characterizes implementation of the transfer without the Monterey Amendments as the 

'worst-case scenario' for the transfer." The Court of Appeal also rejected the contention that the 2004 EIR 

"concealed" the need for DWR's approval of the Monterey Agreement under CEQA, finding that "the 

transfer is a separate project from the Monterey Agreement." 

Similarly, the Court of Appeal rejected the claim that the 2004 EIR failed to disclose the potential for 

D\-VR's future Monterey Plus EIR to change the transfer's underlying assumptions, including the 

potential impact of implementing the transfer under the pre-Monterey Agreement contractual regime. 

The appel1ate court found that the 2004 EIR properly analyzed "the three scenarios relevant to the 

transfer, and evaluateld] the actual water supplies available under the scenarios." The Court of Appeal 

also disagreed \\'ith the claim that the 2004 EIR was required to assess the possibility that CUVA ,vould 

not acquire the rights to the 41,000 acre-feet of ,vater under the pre-Monterey Agreement contractual 

regime as a "no project" alternative. It found that the EIR's "no project" alternative assuming the absence 

of the transfer was sufficient because the Monterey Amendment is a separate project. 

Finally, on the cross-appeal, the Court of Appeal reversed the trial court's finding that the 2004 EIR 

contained an "analytical hole." The Court of Appeal concluded that the 2004 EIR is not subject to the 
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challenge on the grounds found by the trial court because the petitioners failed to assert the issue prior to 

the trial court's ruling. The Court of Appeal also held that the petitioners failed to exhaust their 

administrative remedies by not raising the issue at the trial court level. In addition, the appellate court 

upheld the 2004 EIR on the merits, finding the 2004 EIR adequately explained that the delivery scenarios 

were related to the possible outcomes of D\VR's pending Monterey Plus EIR, relying on the established 

CEQA doctrine that absolute perfection is not required in an EIR. 

On January 26, 2010, PCL and the California \,Vater Impact Network (C\VIN) filed a petition for review 

with the California Supreme Court in the PCL I'. CHVA litigation. On March 10, 2010, the California 

Supreme Court (En Banc) denied the petitioners' petition for review and their request to depublish the 

Court of Appeal decision. Litigation on the transfer to CLVVA has now been fully and finally resolved in 

favor of CL VV A. 

Summary of the Co11clusio11s About Effect of Litigation 011 S1�fficie11cy of lVater Supplies 

Based on the above analysis, this EIR acknmvledges that multiple court challenges have been filed in the 

past challenging the sufficiency of water supplies. Based on the status of these challenges, and the fact 

that no court has yet set aside any of the water transfers or other physical activities approved under any 

of the challenged documents, substantial evidence exists in this EIR and record to support the conclusions 

in the 2005 U\,VMP and the 2009 Water Report that sufficient supplies of water exist to serve existing and 

planned development in the Santa Clarita Valley. 

Summary of Past and Current Drought Conditions 

In February 2008, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger asked the Legislature for a plan to achieve a 

20 percent reduction in per capita water use statewide by 2020, explaining that conservation is one of the 

key ,vays to provide water for Californians and to protect and improve the Delta ecosystem. In June 2008, 

after two consecutive years of below-average rainfall, low snowmelt runoff, and court-ordered water 

transfer restrictions, Governor Sch,varzenegger announced a statewide drought and issued an Executive 

Order (S-06-08), which takes immediate action to address current drought conditions. The Executive 

Order directed D\VR to, among other things: (1) facilitate water transfers to respond to shortages across 

the state due to drought conditions; (2) work with local water districts and agencies to improve local 

coordination; and (3) expedite existing grant programs to assist local water districts and agencies. The 

Executive Order also encourages local water districts and agencies to promote ,vater conservation. 

Specifically, they are encouraged to ,vork cooperatively on the regional and state level to take immediate 

action to reduce ,vater consumption locally and regionally for the remainder of 2008 and prepare for 

potential worsening drought conditions in 2009 (VVhile DWR has indicated that drought conditions have 

Impact Scic11as. Inc. 

0112.023 
3.13-103 011c \ ·111/e.11 One \ 'i�i,111 Rc,•i!'c,i Draft Pn,grnm [JR 

C(l1111ty of L.1!' A11gc/1•s Arca Pln11 

;\\1,,c111/>cr 2010 



3.13 lVa ter Sen1ice 

not ended, the 2009/2010 water year had a higher than normal amount of precipitation and snowfall 

across the state). 

In response to the Go\'ernor's Executive Order, D\-VR implemented a number of actions to address the 

2008/2009 drought conditions. For example, to help facilitate the exchange of water throughout the state, 

D\VR established a 2009 Drought \'Vater Bank. To implement the 2009 Drought \Vater Bank, DWR 

purchased water from willing sellers, primarily from water suppliers, upstream of the Sacramento-San 

Joaquin Delta. This water was transferred using SWP or CVP facilities to ,vater suppliers that are at risk 

of experiencing water shortages in 2009 due to drought conditions and that require supplemental water 

supplies to meet anticipated demands. Please refer to D\VR's Web site, http://wW\\'.water.ca.gov 

/drought/docs/2009drought_actions.pdf (accessed December 8, 2008) for further information about the 

drought conditions and DWR's response to those conditions. 

Also in response to the Governor's Executive Order, in June 2008, the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California (MWD) issued a "Water Supply Alert" in Southern California urging local agencies 

to aggressively pursue conservation measures. On August 5, 2008, the Los Angeles County Board of 

Supervisors approved a resolution declaring a County-vvide "water supply and conservation alert." The 

Board's resolution, among other things, urged intensification of water conservation efforts to achieve a 15 

to 20 percent reduction in overall demand; requested local water purveyors and cities to accelerate and 

intensify public outreach campaigns to communicate the need for water conservation to the general 

public; and urged cities to update and adopt water wasting ordinances and prepare for enforcement of 

the ordinances, if necessary. The actions at the state, regional, and local level are likely to result in future 

regulatory action to strengthen the existing framework for water conservation. 

Beginning with the first Strategic Growth Plan in 2006, the Governor called for a comprehensive plan to 

address California's water needs. The Governor renewed that call in his 2008-09 budget by proposing an 

S11.9 billion water bond for water management investments that wiJI address population growth, climate 

change, water supply reliability, and environmental needs. Specifically, the bond includes: 

• Water Storage: $3.5 bi11ion dedicated to the development of additional storage.

• Delta Sustainability: S2.4 billion to help implement a sustainable resource management plan for the

Delta.

• Water Resources Stewardship: $1.1 billion to implement river restoration projects.

• Water Conservation: $3.1 billion to increase water use efficiency.

• Water Quality Improvement: $1.1 billion for efforts to reduce the contamination of groundwater.

• Other Critical Water Projects: $700 million for water recycling, hillside restoration for areas

devastated by fire and removal of fish barriers on key rivers and streams.
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To address California's then third consecutive drought year, on February 27, 2009, Governor 

Schwarzenegger also proclaimed a state of emergency41 and ordered immediate action to manage 

California's water supplies. In the proclamation, the Governor used his authority to direct all state 

government agencies to utilize their resources, implement a state emergency plan, and provide assistance 

for people, communities, and businesses impacted by the drought. The proclamation: 

• Requests that all urban water users immediately increase their water conservation activities in nn

effort to reduce their individual water use by 20 percent;

• Directs DVVR to expedite water transfers and related efforts by water users and suppliers;

• Directs DWR to offer technical assistnnce to agricultural water suppliers and ngricultural water users,

including information on managing water supplies to minimize economic impacts and implementing

efficient water management practices;

• Directs DWR to implement short-term efforts to protect water quality or water supply, such as the

installation of temporary barriers in the Delta or temporary water supply connections;

• Directs the Labor and Workforce Development Agency to assist the labor market, including job

training and financial assistance;

• Directs DWR to join with other appropriate agencies to launch a statevvide ,vater conservation

campaign calling for all Californians to immediately decrease their water use;

• Directs state agencies to immediately implement a ,vater use reduction plan and take immediate

,vater conservation actions and requests that federal and local agencies also implement ,vater use

reduction plans for facilities within their control.

In accordance ,vith the proclamation, DWR provided an updated report on the state's drought conditions 

and water availability. Also according to the proclamation, if the emergency conditions have not been 

sufficiently mitigated, the Governor will consider additional steps. These could include the institute of 

mandatory ,,,ater rationing and mandatory reductions in water use; reoperation of major reservoirs in the 

state to minimize impacts of the drought; additional regulatory relief or permit streamlining as allmved 

under the Emergency Services Act; and other actions necessary to prevent, remedy, or mitigate the effects 

of the extreme drought conditions. 

DWR and California's Department of Food and Agriculture also recommended measures to reduce the 

economic impacts of the drought, including but not limited to water transfers, through-Delta emergency 

transfers, water conservation measures, efficient irrigation practices, and improvements to the California 

Irrigation Management Information System. 

41 See State of Emergency - \Vater Shortage, Proclamation by the Governor or the State of California, February '27,

2009. This can be found on the governor's website at http://gov.ca.gov/proclamation/] 1557/. 
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3.13 Wate,· Se,-vice 

Drought conditions present significant short-term challenges to the provision of vvater supplies locally 

and statewide. Nonetheless, drought conditions are part of the historic and ongoing hydrologic cycle that 

occurs in California and CUVA and local retail purveyors have developed various contingencies in order 

to minimize short-term impacts on water supplies due to drought conditions. Such actions include 

voluntary/mandatory conservation measures, public outreach programs promoting efficient ,,vater use 

and conservation, water transfers, and use of "banked" water supplies, if necessary to meet demands in 

drought conditions. 

Planning Area Water Demand 

The projected water demands for the portions of the Planning Area within and outside of the CL \i\7 A 

service area boundary were provided by the Santa Clarita Valley ,,vater purveyors. Demands were 

prepared by assigning representative water demand factors to all OVOV land uses in the Planning Area. 

The Purveyors have indicated that the water demand factors used are considered reasonable for long­

term planning purposes based on purveyor experience, the local climate, and the types of development in 

the Santa Clarita Valley. The water demand factors also do not reflect current efforts to reduce per capita 

water use by 20 percent by 2020 outlined in the 2009 water legislation (SB 7X-7). Table 3.13-11, Projected 

CLWA Water Demands (2050), shows projected water demands inside the CLWA service area to the 

buildout year of 2050.42 As shovm, by 2050 annual water demand within the CL \VA service area is

projected to be approximately 135,450 AF (after conservation). In single and multi-year dry periods, 2050 

water demand is projected to increase to approximately 149,700 AF (,vater demands vary from year-to­

year depending on local hydrologic and meteorologic conditions, vdth demands generally increasing in 

years of below average local precipitation and decreasing in years of above average local precipitation). 

The ,vater demands shmvn in Table 3.13-15 represent an update of demands presented in the 2005 

UWMP (shown in Table 3.13-15 for comparison purposes). Factors contributing to the differing 

projections include a slowing of water demand grmvth as Planning Area buildout approaches, expected 

diminishing S\VP supplies in the future and expanding conservation efforts over time consistent with SB 

7X-7. 

42 For the purposes of this analysis, CL \VA sen·ice area demand includes the demands of private well owners with

access to groundv,ater within the East Subbasin within the CUVA sen·ice area boundary. This demand is 

estimated to be approximately 500 acre-feet per year. 
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3.13 l\'ater Se,·l'ice 

Table 3.13-11 

Projected CL\VA Water Demands (2050) 

Demand (af) 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2050 

OVOV Demand 1 

All Purn:-,·or,' ,ll,Ll08 ,9,016 88,ll+I 9,,061 lll6,0,9 115,09, 141,500 

Agricultural/ 

Pri,·ate L'�c� 
14,500 1➔,5011 13,(l(l(l 11,100 10,::!llO 9,10ll ,,200 

Demand "·/o 
8-t,508 93,526 IO 1,0-t-t 108,261 l 16,2,9 11-t,29, 149,7(10 

Con�cr\'ation 

Con�en·atinn of 
(7,001) (7,903) (8,804) (9,706) (10,608) (l 1,5l0) (14,150) 

10%-' 

Total Demand 

(w/l(l�o 77,507 85,613 91,1.JO 98,555 105,6,1 111,,8, l 35,.J5ll

conservation) 

2005 U\VMP Demand 1 

Total Demand 

(\\'/lO�o 91,.J50 99,700 106,450 116,500 115,.JOO 

cnnsern1 tion) 

,\',,tr,: 
Pn>1>idl'rl l•.11 thr Sn11ta C/n,·ita \'alley ;mtrr ;,11n•r_11or,, )11/_11 2010. /11d11rl,•, l'rirnfr 11•r// t111•11rr, ,1 >ithi11 the [n,t 511/,l111,111. 

: P111w_11t>r, rr(rr to CLWA SCtVD, NCll'D, \'WC, a11rl Lo, A11sclc, Ct11111ty Watrmwk, Di,trirt ,\Jc•. 36. 
A JO J'l'ffl'III rrrl11rtio11 t111 thr 11r/,a11 J'c1rti<111 cf fl,<' 11ormal _11rar rlr111n11rl i, r,timatl'd t,, ,·r,ult _(nm, nm,cn•atio11 B.\1P, .. \'of ,/JmC'II i, a 

JO pcrcrnt J'Cr capita rrrl11.-rio11 i11 11r/,a11 rlr111a11rl 1,_1120/5 n,u/ a 20 J>l'1..-r11t 11c•r rnpitn rrd11cticm m1;c• 111a11rlntrrl 1,_11 SB ,X-;-
, 2005 U\\'MP. 200.'i UWMP rle111a11rl a11rl ""l'l'/.11 l'roic·rtio11, 11•rrc e�timatcdfor builrlr11t iu 2030. 

The water purveyors also provided a projection for \\'ater demand in the portion of the Planning Area 

outside of the Cl WA service area. Applying water demand factors to land uses provided by the City and 

County, the purveyors estimate water demand in this area would be approximately 6,000 afy by 2050. 

In 2001, CL\,VA signed the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban \,Vater Conservation in 

California (MOU) on behalf of the CL\'\'A service area. By signing the MOU, CL\'\'A became a member of 

the California Urban \Nater Conservation Council (CU\t\lCC) and pledged to implement all cost-effective 

Best Management Practices (BM Ps) for water conservation. CLV\' A has estimated that conservation 

measures within the sen·ice area can reduce the urban demand water demand by 10 percent. The BMPs 

include: 

• Svstem \ t\'ater Audits, Leak Detection and Repair; Public Information Programs; School Education

Programs;

• \t\'holesale Agency Programs; 
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3.13 Water Service 

• Conser\'ation Pricing;

• ,vater Consen·ntion Coordinator;

• ,vater sur\'ey programs for single-family residential and multi-family residential customers;

• System water audits, leak detection and repair;

• Metering with commodity rates for all new connections and retrofit of existing connections;

• Large landscape conservation programs nnd incentives;

• High-efficiency clothes washing machine financial incentive programs;

• Conservation programs for commercial, industrial, and institutional (CII) accounts; and

• \Vater waste prohibition.

An additional 10 percent per capita urban demand reduction could also result from the recently 

approved SB 7X-7, which requires a 20 percent reduction in per capita urban demand by 2020. Hmvever, 

for the purposes of this analysis, this additional conservation is not included in the water demands 

presented. The amount of additional conservation expected in the Santa Clarita Valley as a result of this 

bill is the subject of study in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (2010 UWMP) presently being 

prepared by Cl WA. The 2010 UWMP is expected to be released no later than June 201 I. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Federal 

Safe Dtinking Water Act 

The Safe Drinking \Vater Act (SDVV A) was originally passed by Congress in 1974 to protect public health 

by regulating the nation's public drinking water supply. The law was amended in 1986 and 1996 and 

requires a variety of actions to protect drinking water and its sources. SOW A authorizes the US EPA to 

set national health-based standards for drinking ,,vater to protect against both naturally occurring and 

mnn-made contaminants that may be found in drinking vvater. The US EPA, state agencies, and ,vater 

purveyors ,,,ork together to ensure that SD\i\7 A standards are met. 
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3.13 lVt1ter Se,-vicc 

State 

Califomia Drinking lt\Tater Regulations 

California's drinking water standards (Maximum Contaminant Levels [MCLs]) must be met by all public 

drinking water systems to which they apply. Primary MCLs are found in Title 22 California Code of 

Regulations Sections 64431-64444. Secondary MCLs address the taste, odor, or appearance of drinking 

water and are found in Title 22 California Code of Regulations Section 64449. 

Urban lt\Tater Management Planning Act (UWMP Act) 

The UVVMP Act requires most urban water suppliers to update and submit to the California Department 

of \Vater Resources (DVVR) an Urban Water Management Plan (UVVMP) every five years. The UWMP is 

required in order for a water supplier to be eligible for the DWR-administered state grants, loans, and 

drought assistance. The UWMP provides information on water use, water resources, recycled water, 

,vater quality, reliability planning, demand management measures, best management practices, and 

water shortage contingency planning for a specified service area or territory. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

California's primary statute governing ,vater quality and water pollution issues ,-vith respect to both 

surface waters and groundwater is the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 (Porter-Cologne 

Act). The Porter-Cologne Act grants the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional 

Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) pmver to protect water quality and is the primary vehicle for 

implementing California's responsibilities under the federal Clean \,Vater Act. The Porter-Cologne Act 

grants the SWRCB and the RVVQCBs authority to adopt plans and policies, to regulate discharges of 

waste to surface and groundwater, to regulate waste disposal sites, and to require cleanup of discharges 

of hazardous materials and other pollutants. The Porter-Cologne Act also establishes reporting 

requirements for unintended discharges of any hazardous substance, se,vage, or oil or petroleum 

product. 

Porter-Cologne Wate1· Quality Control Act - Basin Plan

Each RWQCB must formulate and adopt a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) for its region. The 

Basin Plan must conform to the policies set forth in the Porter-Cologne Act and established by the 

SVVRCB in its state water policy. To implement state and federal law, the Basin Plan establishes beneficial 

uses for surface and groundvvater in the region, and sets forth narrative and numeric water quality 

standards to protect those beneficial uses. The applicable Basin Plan (R\,VQCB, 1994, as amended) 
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3.13 Wtite1· Sen.,ice 

provides quantitative and narrative criteria for a range of water quality constituents applicable to certain 

receiving water bodies and groundwater basins within the Los Angeles Region. Specific water quality 

criteria are provided for the larger, designated water bodies and groundwater basins within the region, as 

well as general criteria or guidelines for ocean waters, bays and estuaries, inland surface waters, and 

groundwaters. 

Local 

CLWA Groundwater Management Plan 

In 2001, as part of legislation authorizing CL \!VA to pnwide retail water service to individual municipal 

customers, Assembly Bill (AB) 134 (2001) included a requirement that CUVA prepare a groundwater 

management plan in accordance with the provisions of \.Vater Code Section 10753. 

CUVA adopted the Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) on December 10, 2003. The GWMP 

contains four management objectives for the Basin, including (1) development of an integrated surface 

water, groundwater and recycled ,vater supply to meet existing and projected demands for municipal, 

agricultural and other water uses; (2) assessment of Basin conditions to determine a range of operational 

yield values that use local groundwater conjunctively with supplemental S\VP supplies and recycled 

water to avoid ground,vater overdraft; (3) preservation of ground,vater quality, and active 

characterization and resolution of groundwater contamination problems, including perchlorate; and 

(4) preservation of interrelated surface ,vater resources, ,vhich includes managing groundwater in a

manner that does not adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to dovvnstream 

basins. 

In 2001, prior to adoption of the G\VMP, a local Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process among 

Cl WA, the purveyors, and United \\later Conservation District (UVVCD) in neighboring Ventura County 

had produced the beginning of local groundwater management, now embodied in the GWMP. The MOU 

is a collaborative and integrated approach to several of the aspects of water resource management 

included in the GWMP. UWCD manages surface water and groundwater resources in seven 

groundwater basins, all located in Ventura County, downstream of the Basin. As a result of the MOU, the 

cooperating agencies have undertaken the follO\ving measures: (1) integrated their database management 

efforts; (2) developed and utilized a numerical groundv,,ater flov,' model for analysis of groundwater 

basin yield and containment of groundwater contamination; and (3) continued to monitor and report on 

the status of Basin conditions, as well as on geologic and hydrologic aspects of the overall stream-aquifer 

system. 
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3.13 lVate1· Sen,ice 

The adopted GVVMP includes 14 elements intended to accomplish the Basin management objectives listed 

above. In summary, the plan elements include: 

• Monitoring of groundwater levels, quality, production and subsidence

• Monitoring and management of surface water flows and quality

• Determination of basin yield and avoidance of overdraft

• Development of average and dry-year emergency water supply

• Continuation of conjunctive use operations

• Long-term salinity management

• Integration of recycled water

• Identification and mitigation of soil and ground,vater contamination, including involvement with

other local agencies in investigation, cleanup, and closure

• Development and continuation of local, state and federal agency relationships

• Groundwater management reports

• Continuation of public education and ,vater conservation programs

• Identification and management of recharge areas and wellhead protection areas

• Identification of well construction, abandonment, and destruction policies

• Provisions to update the ground,vater management plan

Work on a number of the G\VMP elements has been ongoing. An important aspect of this ,vork ,vas 

completion of the 2005 Basin Yield Report. The primary determinations made in that report are that 

(1) both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation are sustainable sources at the operational plan

yields stated in the 2005 UWMP over the next 25 years, (2) the yields are not overstated and ,viii not 

deplete or "dry up" the groundwater basin, and (3) there is no need to reduce the yields shown in the 

2005 UWMP. Additionally, the 2005 Basin Yield Report concluded that neither the Alluvial aquifer nor 

the Saugus Formation is in an overdraft condition, or projected to become overdrafted. 

UWMP 

In December 2005, the CL\-'\'A and three local retail purveyors, the Santa Clarita Water Division of CUVA 

(SC\IVD), Newhall County Water District (NCWD), and Valencia Water Company (VVVC), completed 

preparation of the 2005 UVVMP for the CL \!VA service area. The 2005 UWMP builds upon previous 
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3.13 W11ter Service 

documents, specifically, the 2000 U\VMP and the 2005 Groundwater Perchlorate Contamination 

Amendment and Other Amendments to the 2000 UVVMP. The focus of the 2005 Amendment ,vas on 

updating the significant progress made by CL \VA, the local water purveyors, federal and state regulatory 

agencies, and others in responding to the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater in portions of the 

Saugus Formation and Alluvial aquifer, the two aquifer systems that comprise the local Santa Clara River 

Valley East Grournhvater Subbasin, which is the source of the local groundwater used to meet portions of 

the Santa Clarita Valley's potable water supply. 

The 2005 UVVMP presents updated information on historic and current water usage and the methodology 

used to project future water demands within the CUVA service area. In addition, the 2005 UWMP 

describes the water supplies available to Cl WA and the local retail purveyors from 2005 to 2030, the 

25-year period covered by the plan. The 2005 UWMP also assesses water supply reliability over the next

25-year period in 5-year increments in average, dry, and multiple-dry years. CLWA's 2010 UWMP is

currently being prepared, and completion is expected by late 2010 or early 2011. 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The Stnte CEQA G11ideli11es identify certain criteria for determining whether any significant impact will 

result with the implementation of the proposed General Plan. The criteria listed below are based on 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The proposed General Plan ,vould normally have a significant 

impact on water resources if it would 

• have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and

resources, or new or expanded entitlements are needed; or

• substantially deplete ground,vater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge

such that there ,vould be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundv,1ater table

level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby ,,vells ,-vould drop to a level that ,vould not

support existing land uses or planned uses for ,vhich permits have been granted).

In addition to the above criteria, and given the presence of ammonium perchlorate created by other land 

uses in the Santa Clarita Valley, impacts to water resources ,vould be significant if implementation of the 

proposed project ,vould 

• result in the spreading of perchlorate in groundwater bevond the wells currently affected by

perchlorate.

IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

This impact analysis section evaluates the potential effects of the proposed General Plan policies on ,vater 

services ,-vithin the Planning Area using the State CEQA Guidelines thresholds of significance. 
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3.13 \\'ater S,·n,ice 

Water Supply and Demand Impacts 

Impact 3.13-1 Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 

entitlements and resources, or new or expanded entitlements are needed. 

Existing Conditions Plus General Plan Water Demand and Supply 

\Vithin CL\VA Service Area 

This section describes the existing development demand in the Planning Area plus the water demands of 

Plan implementation, measured against e>.isting knmrn supplies. Table 3.13-12, Existing Plus General 

Plan Demand and Supply- \Vithin CL\'\IA Service Area, illustrates that within the CLVVA service area, 

existing supplies exceed demand by approximately 30,400 af if the land uses allowed b�• 0\10\! were to 

be fully built out today, and impacts (including cumulative impacts) would be less than significant. 

Table 3.13-12 

Existing Plus General Plan Demand and Supply- Within CL\VA Service Area 

2009 Demand 

2009 Demand (Actual)1

Additional Demand to Buildout (2050) 

Total Existi11g P/11s Arlrlitio11al 0\
1

0\1 De111a11rl 13 

Available 2009 Supplies 

Local Groundll"ater2 

Allm·ial aquifer 

Saugus Formation 

Imported Supplies 

Table A Amount' 

Net CanTm·er from 2008' 

Buena \'bta/Rosedale-Rio Bravo' 

Yuba Accord 

Fle>.ible Storage Account (CL I'\' A)0 

Flexible Storage Account (\'entura Countvf 

2009 S\'\'P Turnback Pool Water 

Semi tropic Water Banking and Exchange Program 11 

Nickel Water - t\e\,·hall Land 

Subtotal Local Groundwater 

Subtotal Imported Supplie� 

Impact St1t·nct':-. fo( 

0112.021 

3.13-113 

(acre-feet) 

86,538 

48,912 

39,986 

7,678 

38,080 

10,107 

11,000 

l,658 

0 

0 

-, 
:,_ 

l,650 

1,607 

135,450 

47,664 

68,657 
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Rl'c,·ded \\'ater 

Total Av,1il11/Jle 2009 Supplies 

Additional Dry-Year Supplies8 

Semi tropic \\'ater Bank 

2002 Account'· 

2003 Account" 

2009 Demand 

Rosedale-Rio Bra\'o B;inking and bch,mge Program 

2005-2006 Buena \lbta/Ro�edale-Rio Bra,·o \\'ater Acqui�itinn Agreement and

Banking of Table A in 2005-2007 w 1

Semi tropic l\'ater Bank - :\'ewhall Land 1:

Total Additio1111/ 2009 D,·y-Yenr Supplies 

Totnl Av11il11/Jle Supplies 

Less Existi11g Plus Additio1111/ OVO\' De1111111d 13 

A1•11i/11/,le Existi11g Supplies Alio,•e De1111111d 

Note:-: 

3.13 W11terSen•ice 

(acre-feet) 

32t-> 328 

116,649 

45,920 

16,650 

29,270 

20,000 

20,()0(1 

3,3Cl0, 3,300 

69,220 

185,869 

(135,450) 

50,419 

Src 2009 I \'ntcr Rrport, I'· ES· I /Mn!/ 20101. l>1r/11dc, dc111n>1d of pri1•ntc 1ccll /11t'>1er.- ,l'ilhi>1 /hr [net Subbn.-in of 500 n�/. 
See 2009 \Ynter RcJ'/11'I, l'1'· [S-1 • ES-2 /.\fo_11 2010). 
CL\\'A'.- SWP Tnl,/r A A111()w1t i, 95,20/Jn{. 711rfi11nl 2009 al/ncatn111 11·11, 40",., ,,,. 3S,080 n(.

' A111011>1t 11,cd by CL\VA i,, 2009. 
200S n>1111tnl >IIJ'J'f.11frn111 B1tt•,111 \ li.-tn R,•.-cdale-Rio Brnl'1, \Vnt,•r Acqui,iti,m Agr1•1•111t'>1I. 

,. CL\\'A rn11 dil'ectly 11/i/i:,· "I' to 4,6S4 nf ,![ ,t,•rnse rnpn,·it!/ i,, C11,t11fr Lnk 
By ngrec111c>1I i11 2005, CL \\'A rn>1 nf.,n 11tili:r l,.'F6 nf ,f l'c>1/11rn C/11111/_11 51 \'P w11trnct,,r,flcxible ,torngc cnpncity ill Cn,tnic Lnl.c. 
Doe.- not i11c/11dr other rclinbility 11,cn.,11rc, a1>nilnl>lc to CL\\'A n>1d thr re/nil ,l'nlcr p1m•c_,II1r<. T/1c;:c 111rn;;11ri•.- i11cl11dc ,l inrt-tcm1 
rMl1n11gc.,, pnrticiJ'nlim, ;,, D\\'R ·, dr!/·ycnr 1mler 1mrchn.-c prngrn111,, lorn/ dr_11·yrnr '"l'J'ly l"'(1grn111.-, n>1d othcr{11/11re grm111d1mtcr 
,tornge progrn111.-. 
,\'ct ,·ecm•rrnble 1/'nter l({ler l•n>1ki>1g i.- 2-,,000 a{ n>1d 32.522 n{ iu 2002 n>1d 2003, rc,prcti1•cl.11. 

·' :vet rcnipcrnl,/,• water after /1n>1ki>1g i.- 20,000 n( ill encl, _11c11r.
\\'ntrr .-torcd ;,, Ro,rdnlr-Rio Brm•o Ba11ki 11g 1111d [xchn,,gr Pnigra111 ,,,1r,111111t t,, the B11eHn \1i<tn Ro,ednlr-Rir Brm•,1 \Vntrr
Anp1i,iti,11, AgrecmcHI .

.. 5IIJ'J'l,il ,lw,l'II i.- the ,tnrrd 1mlcr //,n/ cn>1 /,c c., trnctrd _fro111 //,c Scmitm11ic Gn•1111d1rnlcr St/lrngc Bn11k l•.11 r,,,, Xc.l'l,n/1 Ln11d a11d 
fnn11i11g Coml'a11_11 ,r,,,. the ,\'cwhnll Rn11ch SJ'rci{ic Pini, ;,, dn1 _tl<'nr, ,·car., mm11.1 11,,, J.fi5// a/ a/10 1/,011·11 111 1/w 1abh 1111der 
"Sl'mitropic If Uter B,mkmg and Exdwn�e Pro�rmn. •· Together. t/1(· total i., ./, CJ50 uf. fhr f!lfnl nmmmt no-rc11fl_11 ill :--t()rngr i:- 7S,S2S 
n/ .\'1'11'/,nl/ Rn11c'h i, /,,catcd 11•it/1i11 the CL\\'A ,,·n·icc nrrn. Dc/11•,·nr ,,( ,ton•d u•nlcr req11ir,•, further 11grccnU'>1/, l•et11•,•e11 CL\\'A 1111d 
,\'c,l'hnll L111d

Dc1111111d i>1c/11dr, J'l'il'nlc 11•ell m1•11rr, 1<•it/111, tl,e [11.-t 511l•bn,i11 . 
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3.13 lVtlter Sen1ice 

Outside CLWA Sen·ice Area 

For portions of the Planning Area not served by a municipal ,,·ater purveyor with access to groundwater 

within the East Subbasin, both within and outside of the CL\·VA service area boundary, current demands 

are met through the use of private groundwater wells. The purveyors estimate that private well owners 

within the East Subbasin use approximately 500 af of water per year. For the portion of the Planning Area 

generally east of the Cl WA service area and outside of the East Subbasin (within unincorporated Los 

Angeles County), private wells in the Holocene alluvium and Pleistocene terrace deposits provide access 

to groundwater for the rural land uses that exist in this area (generally between the East Subbasin to the 

west and the Acton Valley Groundwater Basin to the east). As indicated above, very limited data is 

available regarding the past and current condition of this area from a groundwater production 

perspective, thereby creating a level of uncertainty regarding the ability of this area to sustainably 

support existing land uses or an increase in development activity. No studies are knO\vn to have been 

completed for this portion of the Planning Area indicating the amount of water historically and currently 

pumped from the ground, the amount of groundwater in storage, or the sustainable yield of that 

groundvvater on an annual basis. Experience of private well owners in this area indicates declining 

groundwater ,vell levels and, depending on location, in some cases wells running dry. In the instances of 

wells running dry, ,vater has been trucked in to private water tanks in order to provide necessary water 

supplies to existing homes. Based on this existing condition and the lack of available and responsive 

information, it is apparent that existing groundwater is not sufficient to provide a sustainable supply of 

water for a11 existing residents without having to employ alternative water sources, such as the trucking 

in of water. Consequently, with an estimated buildout water demand of 6,000 afy in this area significant 

impacts (including cumulative impacts) would, without mitigation, result if Plan implementation in this 

area were to increase the number of lots over the existing condition. 

OVOV Buildout Water Supply and Dem.and 

The following discussion focuses on impacts (including cumulative impacts) to water availability for the 

OVOV Planning Area. Two areas are analyzed including one for the portion of the Planning Area within 

CLWA's service area and with access to East Subbasin groundwater, and a second for the area outside 

CLWA's service area ,vithout access to East Subbasin groundwater. Buildout is assumed to occur in 2050. 

• Area 1. Buildout within the CUVA service area (referred to as the "2050 Build-Out Scenario - \Vithin

CL \Al A Boundary").

• Area 2. Buildout outside the Cl WA service area (referred to as the "2050 Build-Out Scenario -

Outside CLV\l A Boundary").

Impact Scit·nce�, Inc. 

0112.023 

3.13-115 One \·allc!f One \'i~ion l<n•i~ed Draft Pn)gram EIR 
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3.13 lVater Sen.1ice 

Area 1: 2050 Build-Out Scenario - Within Cl WA Boundary 

Area 1 entails bui]dout of lands within CL \i\T A's ser\'ice area under the proposed OVOV land-use

designations by the year 2050. Tables 3.13-13 through 3.13-15, 2050 Buildout \Valer Demand and 

Supplies - Within CUVA Boundary, summarize the water demand and supply for this buildout 

scenario. These tables present information for average/normal years, single-dry years and for multi-dry 

year periods. As presented in the tables, water supply is broken down into existing and planned ,vater 

supply sources, induding wholesale (imported) ,vater, local supplies, and banking programs. Dry year 

demands reflected on the Tables 3.13-14 and 3.13-15 present the effects of an estimated 10 percent urban 

reduction as described in the 2005 UWMP resulting from the implementation of conservation Best 

Management Practices. Demands do not reflect 20 percent urban per capita reduction by 2020 resulting 

from the recently approved California legislation (see discussion of SB 7X-7, above). The amount of 

additional conservation expected in the Santa Clarita Valley as a result of this bill is the subject of study in 

the 2010 Urban \,\'ater Management Plan (2010 UWMP) presently being prepared by CLWA. The 2010 

U\,VMP is expected to be released no later than June 2011. As shown, under Area 1 (build out within the 

CLVVA service area and East Subbasin), there ,vould be adequate water supplies with no significant water 

supply impacts occurring in average, single-dry or multi-dry year periods. 

Dry year supplies available above demand reflect ,vater supplies that would be called upon by CLWA 

and the local purveyors in dry years. Cl WA and the local purveyors would typically secure ,vater from 

these supplies only in amounts necessary to meet demand. For a dry year, ,vhen reliability of the SWP 

could be reduced, CL WA would utilize both dry year supplies available from the Saugus aquifer, and 

water banking and conjunctive use projects. 

Impact Scirnccs, Inc 

01E023 
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J.1.1 W11tcrSer11ic,• 

Table 3.13-13 

2050 Buildout Water Demand and Supplies - Within CLWA Boundary (acre-feet per ye;ir) Average/Normal Year 

Supply (a£) 

Water SuEElY Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2050 

Existing Supplies 

Whnll'�all' (lmpnrtl'cl) 

SWP Tabll' /\ Supply (I) '57, 10() 'i7,101l 57,100 57,100 'i7,1()1) 'i7,l()(l S7,lllll 

Bul'n;i Vi,t;i-Rw,l'dall' 11,()()(l 11,000 11,()()() 11,()()() 11,00() 11,()()() I 1,tli )() 

Nic-kl'I W.1tl'r - Nl'wh.111 L,rnd 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 

Fll'xibll' Stor.igc /\o:nunt (CL\,V /\) (2) I) () () () I) () () 

Flc,ibll' Stor.1gc Account (Ventura Cm1nty) (2) () () () () () () () 

Loc;il Supplic,.. 

Cround\\'alcr 

-/\lluvi.1I /\quifl'r JS,000 35,000 35,000 35,()()() JS,000 3'i,()(ll) JS,0()() 

-S.1ugu;, Fnrm;itinn I 1,000 11,001) 11 ,000 11,00() 11,001) I1,tl(l() 11,t)(l() 

Rl'cyclcd Wntcr 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,701) 1,701) 1,700 

Total [xisti11g 5111111/ies 117,407 '117,407 l'/7,407 1"/7,407 I l 7,407 I 17,407 117,407 

Existing Banking Progr;11ns 

Scrnitropic Water 13;,nk (2) () () () () () () I) 

Rl>:--cdnlc-Rio l>r.ivo (2) () () () () I) () () 

Scrnitropic W;itcr Bank - Ncll'h.111 Land (2) () () () () 1l () I) 

Tol.11/ L'.·cisti11g Bnukiug Progr,1111s 0 () 0 0 I) I) I) 

Planned Supplies 

L<K.11 Supplic,.. 

Grnundwntcr 

-Rc,..torcd ll'l'II;, (S.1ugu, Form.ition) (2) () () () () tl I) I) 

-New Well:,; (S.1ugu:s f-orm.:ition) (2) () () 0 I) I) tl I) 

lm1m1 I Snc111 •··"· lnr 3.13-117 (l1w Vt1li1·11C)1w V1,in11 H1·i't!-1'd /)111/f l'1nxn1111 l lR 

(I/ /.1.IJ.>.J ( 11111111, of I (l', l\11sl'l1•.c-. A, l'{I Plan 

Nm•nul11•, HJIO 



3.1.1 \\111/<'rS<'n•ic,• 

Supply (a_f) 

Water Su l Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2050 

Recycled W.1kr - CLW/\ (3) () 1,60() 6,300 11,0()() 15,700 15,7()() 15,700 

Rc..:y..:lcd W;itcr - Ncwh.111 R,mt.:h () 1,500 2,500 J,500 '>,4tl0 '>,,JOO '>;JOO 

Total P/111111cd 511['/'lies () 3,100 8,800 I.J,500 21,10/J 2/,/()() 21, JOO 

Planned Banking Progrnms 

/\ddition.11 Planned B,111king (2) () (l () () () () (l 

Total l'/111111ccl U1111ki11g Progrn111.< 0 () 0 () I} {) I} 

Totnl [xisti11g 11111/ P/111111ed 5111111/ies 11111/ n,111ki11:,; 117,407 120,507 12(,,207 /.11,907 138,507 138,507 138,.507 

Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) 84,508 9],526 ltll,044 108,261 116,279 12-1,297 I .JlJ,700 

Conservation (4) (7,00 I) (7,903) (8,804) (9,706) ( I 0,608) ( I 1,5 IO) ( 1-l,2'i0) 

Total /\d/11.<ted Oe1111111d 77,507 85,623 92,240 98,555 LOS,671 112,787 135,.JSO 

SIIJl['ly S11171l11s/(/)cficil) 39,900 34,884 .13,967 33,3.52 32,836 25,720 3,057 

(I) SW/> s11ppli,•s arr ca/rn/11/cd /,_,! 11111/li1'/11i11s CLWA 's T11hf,, A /\111m111t of9S,200 11f /1y p1•rc1·11t11g1•, of 1ml'rt1g1• dcliiirrics f'n>j1•c/1•d to /11• m•aiillblr, /111,cd "" T11/1/1•, 6 I 2 111,d r, 1.l of DWI/·., 

"Stall' W11tr1· Pmjrrt nrtiiwy l!rli11/1i/ity n1•Iuirt 2009 .• , Yr111· 2030 fi.�11rr• is ralnz/11/ed by 11111//il'l.'fi11g /1_11 own·., 2029 /H'rrr11t11g1• of 60'1/.,. 

(2) Nol 11cedrrl d11ri11g m•emgd11or11111/ _11r11rc. 
(3) n,,, 111 il'd 1mter '"l'l'lies /111.sl'd 011 11rrijc, limz., Immid,•d i11 CLW/\ ',, 200:i UWMP C/111ptcr 4, Re, _111 led Wnll'r. 

(4) /\.,,11111,·., II) I11·rcc11t rt•d11ctio11 1111 11r/11111 Imrtio11 of total dc1111111d re.,11/ti11s from co11.,e11>11/io11 be</ 11rn1111gc111r11t I11·r1cti.-c.,, as di.,rn,,s,•d i11 CLW/\ '., 200S UWMP, C/11111I,·r 7. no,·., 1111/ 

i11, /11dr 11 20'1/., ,,.,,. rnl'i/11 rrd11, ti1111 /111 2020 rr.-11//ingfm111 1hr i111plr-111rnlnti011 of SB 7.,-7. 

fmj'nfl Sci1•11n• .... Inc. 
11II7.0Z.1 

3.13-118 0111' Vnllt'y 0111' v,:-,m, Rl'11i!wcl /)mft l'rosr,1111 I.II< 
l01111l110{/.1i,;; 1\11,i-:d1·!-Att't1 l'lau 
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J./.3 \V11laScn•icc 

Table 3.13-14 
2050 Buildout Water Demand and Supplies- Within CLWA Boundary (acre-feet per year) 

Single Dry Year 

Supply (af) 

Water Su££ly Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2050 

Existing Supplies 

Wlmll's;,lc (Imported) 

SWP Tnblc A Supply (I) 6,7()() 6,7()() 7,600 8,600 9,5()() 9,500 9,500 

Buenn Vistu-Rosednle 11,000 11,000 11,000 I 1,000 11,0()() 11,000 11,000 

Nickel W;iter - Newh;ifl Lnnd 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,(,07 l ,61l7

Flexible Stornge Account (CLW A) 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,6HO <l,680 4,6HO 4,680 

Flexible Stnrng�• Account (Ventur.1 County)(2) 1,380 1,380 () () () () () 

Locul Supplies 

Cniundwater 

Alluvial Aquifer 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 :n,5oo 32,500 

5.-iugus Formiltion 15,000 15,000 15,()()() 15,00() I5,(ll)O 15,000 15,11()() 

Recycled W.-itcr 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,701) 1,700 

Tn/11/ [xisli11g 5111111/ics 74,567 74,567 74,087 75,087 75,087 76,'l/i7 76,987 

Existing Banking Programs 

Semi tropic Water Bank (3) 17,000 () () () (l () tl 

Rosedale-Rin 13r;ivo (5) 20,()()() 20,()()(l 20,(ltl() 20,tl()O 20,tl(l(l :!ll,llOtl 20,()()(1 

Semitrnpic Water 13ank - Newhall Land (9) 4,950 <1,950 4,950 4,95() 4,95() 4,9'i() 4,95() 

Tn/11/ [xisli11g /31111ki11g f 1l'Ogm111s -/'/,950 24,950 2.J,950 24,950 24,950 24,950 24,'l!il} 

Pl;inncd Supplies 

Lnc;il Supplie� 

Ground waler 

Restored \\'CII!-- (Suugw, Formiltion) 10,000 10,()()() 10,000 I 0,000 10,()()(l l ll,000 I O,tlOO 

Ne\\' Well� (Sm1gw, Fmmalion) () 0 I 0,000 10,000 10,000 10,()()(l I 0,000 

/11111arl S, i1•11n·�. In, 3 13-119 C >111· V11tlt·11 c htt· V,,11111 1<1·111:-,,d {)rnft l'r(lsrnm I 1H 

11/1.10?1 l 111w/1111/ Lo., J\11g1·/c-, Au•,, 1'11111 

N1li'l'lllh,·1 J()t(J 



.1.13 \Vt1/t'rSt'r11i,L' 

Supply (af) 

Water Supply Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2050 

Rccyclctl W;itcr - Cl.WA (4) () 1,6()0 6,300 11,000 I 'i,700 l'i,700 l'i,71ttl 

Recvded \V;iter - �•1\'h.111 R.1nch 0 1,'i(JO 2,.,oo 1,,00 ,, 100 'i, lllll ''i, !Oil 

Tn/11/ P/1111m•tl S11p11lies 10,000 13,100 28,800 3./,500 ./ 1,100 ./ /,000 ./ 1,000 

Planned Banking Progr.1ms 

/\ddition:il Pl.1nned B.1nkini; (6) () 20,0()(1 20,00() 20,000 20,(l()(l ::!0,001) 20,000 

Tola/ P/111111etl /11111ki11g l'rogr11111s 0 20,000 20,000 20,0011 20,000 20,000 20,0110 

To/11/ J;xisti11g 11111/ l'la1111etl 5111111/ics 11111/ B,111ki11g l211,5 1 7  1.12,<,/7 147,837 15./,537 11>2,0.37 1(,2,037 1/,2,0.17 

Tot:il Estimated Demand (w/o conserv:ition) (7) 9 1,'i09 Ill 1,429 109,848 1 17,%7 12(,,887 ll'i,807 I /ll,9'ill 

Conservation (8) (7,0ll I) (7,90]) (8,804) (lJ,706) ( 11),608) ( I 1,'i II l) ( l•l,::!'ill) 

To/11/ /\tlj11.<tctl Oe,1111 111/ 8./,508 C/3,.526 101,0./4 108,2(,i I 1/,,27'1 12./,297 1./9,700 

5111111/y S11171/11s/(lkficit) ./2,009 3 1 1,091 ./l,,?C/3 ./(1,267 <l5,758 37,7./0 12,337 

( I J SWP ""flfllic, .,,.,. rnlrnlnl,·d l•v 11111/f111l11111s Cl.WI\·, /t,/1/,• /\ /\111m111/ of ?!i, 200 a{ /1_11 ,,,•rc,•11/11s,·" of ,i11glc dn1 ymr d,·liwric, 11rojc, f,•rl lo /11• ,11 1ni/a/1 /,· 1111 

"S/11/1• Waler Proj,·, I n,,fii•ay R,·li11/1i/ity lfrf'orl 20011 "Y,•111 20311 fis1m· i, rnJ.11/at,·d 1111 11111 //if'l11i11g Int DWR ', 2029 1 1,•r, l'llt11x1· 11{ I/"., 
111/1/,•., 11 4 ,111t1 r, u 11{ nww, 

(2/ /11ifi11/ /1•1111 of flw V1•11/11m Co1111/y 1•11fili1·.,· f/r.,i/1/r ,f11mg1· 11rc111111/ i., /() yc111·, ({r11111 2001, /11 201.'i/. 
(.1) I l,1• /11/11/ 11111nc111/ of 11•nfcr 111rr,·11tli1 111 sfomsr i, 50,8711 nj, t111/1il11/Jlr ll11·011gl, 20/J. Withdrmml, 11{ 1111 lo this 11111111111/ 111·,· 110/r11fi11//11 m•11il11/111' i1111 dry y,·nr, /,11/ gm,·11 l'"•'·'il>lr 111111111'/ifl,111 for 

wilhdrnmil rn/ lncify will, other S,w1lrt1f1it /ia11ki11g l'nr/11cr, 111 nfr,•111,./y dry ymr,. if,, n-s1111wd her<' t/111/ n/11111/ 1111<· 1/1111111{ fl,,• fofnl 1111101111/ ,/01.-d m11l1I /,,. 11•i//1drmr11. 
(4 ) R,•, ychl 11'/lfc•r >IIJ'fllirs /111si•rl 1111 11m;rrtic111, pr,mirl.-rl i11 CU \I/\ 's 200S UWMP Clrn11fl'r 4, R.-ryrll'rl Wnfrr. 

(.'i) Cl W/\ 111,-£,4,89811/af rr,mirrn/,le 1mlcr '" ,if I 2/J//()9 i11 1/,r R11,rd11lr Rio Brm.i Wu/er 81111ki11g 1111rl Rrcm11•1·y Progm111. 
(/,) /\-s11111p, wl, lifim111I 11ln111wd l11111ki11g s111111lir, m111i/a/1lr 1,_y 21114. 
(7) l'l.-s1111w, 11,crrn.,r 111 /11/111 dr11111111/ of 1 0  JH' rrmf d11n11s rlry yl'llrs. 
(8) /\""""'' /0 J'l'r<1•11/ rrrlru firm 1111 111/11111 1•11rfim1 of /11/111 1111rn111I 11c111 1lc11w11rl r,•s11/fi11g fm111 cmN•n•nlim, lw.,t 111n1111s1·11w11/ /11'111 lice, (/ 11r/m11 1�1rlio11 of /11/111 1101111111 ,,,.,,, d,·m,111rl , I f(I/ 

(!./(}), 11., r/1"'"'''" iu Cl W/\', 200:, U\,\IMf', C/11111/r•r 7. nae., 1111/ i11, l11rlr 20'1/., Jlt'I' rnJ'1fn r,•rl111 ti,111 /Jy 2020 rr.s11lti11g fm111 SR7, 7. 
('I) Drli1•ery of s/11rt'd m1/rrfr11111 f/,r N,11•/wll I 111,rl Sr111ilmpi<' Cro11111i1mlrr R1111k rrq11irrsf11rf/wr 11gree111,•11/.s /w/11•1·1•11 Cl W/\ 111111 Nl'1t•l111/I I nwl 

J1111'arl Srr1't1n•.c.. Inc 
111/l.OJJ 

3.13-120 Pu,· \'11ltt·11 Ou,· VI"""' R1·i11�1·d 1>1 nfl l'm,i,:rnm I.IR 

(.11rrn1I, "' IA,� 1\11sl'II''- A,rn Plan 

Nm1,·111lwr .'OIU 

I. 



3.1.3 \V11lcrScn1ic,• 

Table 3.13-15 

2050 Buildout Water Demand and Supplies- Within CLWA Boundary (acre-feet per year) 

Multi-Year Drought (1) 

Supply (af) 
Water SuE,el:y Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2050 

Existing Supplies 

Whnle�ale (lmpurted) 

SWP Table/\ Supply (2) 33,300 33,300 :n,300 33,300 :!3,300 33,300 3.1,3()1) 

Buena Visla-Rnsedale 11,00() 11,000 11,0()tl 11,()()0 I 1,000 11,000 11,()()() 

Nickel Water - Nl•whall Land 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 I ,<,07 I ,6tl7 1,607 

Flexible Stor;ige Account (CL\,V A) (3) 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 

Flexible Storage /\ccount (Ventur;i County) (3) 340 340 0 () 0 () () 

Loc;il Supplies 

Groundw;iler 

/\lluvi;il Aquifer 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 .12,500 32,500 

S.iugus Form;ilion (4) 15,000 15,0(J(l 15,000 15,000 15,0()0 15,000 15,00() 

Recycled W;iter 1,7(]0 1,700 1,700 1,70() 1,700 1,700 1,700 

Total Exisli11g SIIJ'/'lies 96,6'17 96,617 96,277 96,277 %,277 96,277 96,277 

Existing Banking Programs 

Semi tropic W;iter 13;ink (3) 12,700 () () 0 (l () I) 

Rnsecl;ile-Rio Br;ivn (6) (7) 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,00() 15,()()() 

Semi tropic W;iler 13.:ink- Newh;ill l,;ind ( 11) 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 

To/11/ Cxisli11g B1111ki11g l'rogm111s 22,650 19,950 19,950 19,950 19,950 19,950 19,950 

Planned Supplies 

l.ornl Supplies 

Grnundw.ill'r 

Restored well� (S;iugu� Fnrm.ilinn) (4) 6,500 6,500 5,000 5,000 ''i,000 5,0()() 5,()()1) 

J11111ncf S1i1•11n•,r;, Inc 3.13-121 011,· Vnlltl/ One V1$w11 lfr11fr-cd /)rnfl PrP,<:rnm I.II{ 

0//2.02.l Cn1url11 ,l{ Io.-. /\11sdr.-. /\rrn l'lm, 

Nm•1·111lwr JOI() 



Water Sueelr Sources 2010 2015 

New Wells (Saugus Format inn) (4) () () 

Recycled Water (5) n 1,600 

Recycled Water• Newhall Ranch () 1,500 

To/11/ Plu1111ed 5111111/ies 6,.500 9,600 

Planned Banking Programs 

/\dditinnal Planned B;inking (7) (H) () 5,000 

To/11/ Pla1111ed Br111ki11g l'rogn1111s o .5,000

Total [xisti11g 11111/ l'/111111ed S"l'l'lies alt(/ fl1111ki11g 125,767 131,167

Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (9) 91,509 101,429

Conservation (10) (7,00 I) {7,903) 

Total /\tlj11.<lcd De11111111/ 84,508 93,526 

S1111J1l.'f S11r11/11s/(Dejicil) 41,259 37,<.,41 

(I) S"J'/1/ir� �hmm, arr n1111ual m1 c•rngr:-: m 1(•rfmir co11:,:f'( utfr,l' rlr.11 .11<•11r.i.: (t111h•:,:$ olht•n,,i:-:e 11olNi. 

2020 

1,500 

6,300 

2,500 

1.5,.300 

15,00() 

1.5,000 

"146,527 

109,848 

(8,804) 

'101,044 

45,483 

3.13 W11taSen1icr 

Supply (af) 

2025 2030 2035 2050 

1,50() 1,50() 1,500 1,50() 

11,00() 15,700 15,700 15,700 

3,500 5,400 5,400 'i,40() 

21,000 27,600 27,600 27,600 

15,()()() 15,000 15,0()() 15,0()() 

L.5,000 L.5,000 J.5,000 15,0110 

152,227 158,827 158,827 158,827 

117,967 126,887 135,807 163,951) 

(9,706) ( 11),608) (11,510) (14,250) 

108,26'/ / / l>,279 124,297 149,700 

43,966 42,548 34,530 9,127 

(2) SWP '"l'fJlil'.< arr, nlrnlnled /Jy 11111/f il'l.'fillS CLW/\ ·, T11/1l,• /\ /\111111111/ of 95,20U nf /1_11 l"'r.-1•11/asr, of mwaxP dr/ii•rrir•., 11rojrded I" lw m•ai/11/1/,• d11ri11s //1(' m,r,t rnsi•_(,111r-ymr 
dm11sht "( 193 I 1934 a, 11rm•ided in Ta/,/rs 6-4 1111d 6-13 of DWI<'.< "Stale Water Projrcl Ddi1•rry l<rli11/1i/ity Report 2009." Yrar 2030 fi_�urr i., , al, 11/11/rd /,y 11w/fil'l.'fi11s /111 
nww, 2029 /1C'rrc•11tas1' of3fi%. 

(3) Bn,rd "" /1Jlnl n,1101111/ of ,fomge mmi/abl,• dii,idC'd l1y 4 (4-y,•ar dry 1u•riod). /11ifia/ fl'rlll of t/11• Ve11/11rn Cou11ty 1•11/ilil'.<0 /7<'xi/,/c• ,/oms,· n, co1111/ i.< /0 I1rnr, (fro11, 200b lo 20/S). 
(4) T/l/11/ S,111s11s 1111111pi11g is 11,e m•rrnge n11111111/ 111111111111 f/,nf u,11,l d /Je p111111'ed c111drr //,e gr/l1111d1mfer op rmfi11g 11ln11. n, ,u111111nrized i11 T11/<lr .1 6 of lier 201/S UWMP 

(/ I /,OOO+/S,OO(h2S.00(h3S,Oii0/l4). 

(:,) l<ccy clrrl waf,,,- '"l'l'lie, lmsi·d m1 l'rojectio11, 111-m•idcd i11 CLW/\ 's 200:, l/WMP Clw/1/c'r 4, l<eryded Wn/C'r. 
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3.13 \Vater Sen•ice 

Area 2: 2050 Build-Out Scenario - Outside CUVA Boundary 

As indicated abo\'e, buildout water demand for the portion of the Planning Area generally east of the 

CL\'\' A ser\'ice area and outside of the East Subbasin (within unincorporated Los Angeles County), 

pri\·ate wells in the Holocene allu\'ium and Pleistocene terrace deposits provide access to groundwater 

for the rural land uses that exist in this area (generally between the East Subbasin to the west and the 

Acton Valley Groundwater Basin to the east). Very limited data is a\'ailable regarding the past and 

current condition of this area from a groundwater production perspecti\'e, thereby creating a le\'el of 

uncertainty regarding the ability of this area to sustainably support existing land uses or buildout of this 

area under OVOV. No studies are known to have been completed for this portion of the Planning Area 

indicating the amount of water historically and currently pumped from the ground, the amount of 

groundwater in storage, or the sustainable yield of that groundwater on an annual basis. Experience of 

private well owners in this area indicates declining ground,vater well le\'els and, depending on location, 

in some cases ,vells running dry. In the instances of wells running dry, water has been trucked in to 

pri\'ate water tanks to provide necessary water supplies to existing homes. Based on this existing 

condition and the lack of available and responsive information, it is apparent that existing groundwater is 

not sufficient to provide a sustainable supply of water for all existing residents without having to employ 

alternative water sources, such as the trucking in of water. Consequently, ,vith an estimated buildout 

water demand of 6,000 afy in this area, significant impacts (including cumulative impacts) ·would result if 

Plan implementation in this area ,,,ere to increase the number of lots and population over the existing 

condition. 

Plan to Plan Analysis 

When compared with the existing City General Plan and County Area Plan, OVOV will result in a larger 

City population within the Planning Area and a lower County population at buildout. Consequently, 

water demands at buildout would be greater under OVOV in the City and within the CLWA service area 

and East Subbasin. Demands at buildout would be reduced in the County under 0\10\1. As is described 

above, an adequate supply of water would be available to serve the existing City population and the 

OVOV population increase in the CUVA service area and East Subbasin. However, even though buildout 

population ,vould decrease from the existing County Area Plan population of 249,524 to 237,387 under 

OVOV, significant impacts would still occur outside the Cl WA service area and the East Subbasin due to 

existing constrained water supplies. Consequently, due to the current groundwater-constrained setting in 

locations outside the CUVA service area and the East Subbasin, water supply impacts would be 

significant under either the existing County Area Plan or OVOV if any additional development or 

population occurs in this area without mitigation. 

Impact S,i,·11,c�. In,. 
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3.13 lVater S1.•n•ice 

Groundwater Supply Impacts 

Impact 3.13-2 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume 

or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 

pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support 

existing land uses or planned uses). 

lt\litliin CL lt\TA Service Area 

Supplying water to the City and the portions of the County within the Cl WA ser\'ice area as they are 

built out under the proposed General Plan and Area Plan would not substantially deplete groundwater 

supplies, based on the previous discussion. As indicated, there are sufficient local groundwater supplies 

in conjunction with existing imported supplies and anticipated planned supplies to support the planned 

land uses, in addition to existing development in the City and the portions of the County within the 

Cl WA service area. As stated above, ground,,1ater supplies were evaluated in the 2005 U\i\/MP, the 2005 

Basin Yield Report, and the 2009 Basin Yield Update. This evaluation resulted in the following findings: 

(a) both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation are reasonable and sustainable sources of local

water supplies at the yields stated in the 2005 UWMP over the next 25 years; (b) the yields are not 

overstated and will not deplete or "dry-up" the groundwater basin; and (c) there is no need to reduce the 

yields for purposes of planning, as shown in the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report, and the 2009 

Basin Yield Update (see Appendix 3.13 for the 2005 Ll\'\1MP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report, and the 2009 

Basin Yield Update). In addition, the 2005 Ll\VMP, 2005 Basin Yield Report, and 2009 Basin Yield Update 

determined that neither the Alluvial aquifer nor the Saugus Formation is in an overdraft condition, or 

projected to become overdrafted. As a result, none of the physical effects normally associated with an 

overdrafted basin (e.g., subsidence, reduction in water quality) would occur. Based on this information, 

impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than significant ,vithin the CUVA service area and East 

Subbasin. 

Outside CL WA Service Atea 

For the portion of the Planning Area generally east of the Cl WA service area and outside of the East 

Subbasin (within unincorporated Los Angeles County), private wells in the Holocene alluvium and 

Pleistocene terrace deposits provide access to groundwater for the rural land uses that exist in this area 

(generally between the East Subbasin to the west and the Acton Valley Groundwater Basin to the east). 

Very limited data is available regarding the past and current condition of this area from a groundwater 

lmpa;t Scic11cc�. Inc 
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3.13 l\'11 tr,· Sen•ice

production perspective, thereby creating a level of uncertainty regarding the ability of this area to 

sustainably support existing land uses or buildout of this area under OVOV. No studies are known to 

have been completed for this portion of the Planning Area indicating the amount of water historically 

and currently pumped from the ground, the amount of groundwater in storage, or the sustainable yield 

of that groundvvater on an annual basis. Experience of private well owners in this area indicates declining 

groundwater well levels and, depending on location, in some cases wells running dry. In the instances of 

wells running dry, water has been trucked in to private ,vater tanks to provide necessary water supplies 

to existing homes. Based on this existing condition and the lack of available and responsive information, 

it is apparent that existing groundwater is not sufficient to provide a sustainable supply of water for all 

existing residents without having to employ alternative water sources, such as the trucking in of water. 

Consequently, with an estimated buildout water demand of 6,000 afy in this area, significant 

ground,vater impacts (including cumulative impacts) would result if plan implementation in this area 

were to increase the number of lots over the existing condition. 

Ptoposed Area Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies - Water Supply Demand and

Groundwater Supply 

Goal LU 4: A diverse and healthy economy. 

Objective LU 4.5: Ensure creation of attractive and technology-friendly business 

environments to attract tenants and employees. 

Goal LU 7: 

Policy LU 4.5.2: 

Policy LU 4.5.3: 

Encourage the provision of usable open space that is accessible 

to employees and visitors, and discourage the provision of large 

areas of water-consuming landscaping that are not usable or 

accessible. 

Promote the inclusion of state-of-the-art technology within 

business complexes for telecommunications, heating and 

cooling, water and energy conservation, and other similar design 

features. 

EnvironmentalJy responsible development through site planning, building 

design, waste reduction, and responsible stewardship of resources. 

Objective LU 7.2: Ensure an adequate water supply to meet the demands of growth. 

Impact Scic11Ct'�. Inc. 
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Policy LU 7.2.1: 

Policy LU 7.2.2: 

Policy LU 7.2.3: 

3.13 Water Sert1ice 

Monitor growth, and coordinate with water districts as needed 

to ensure that long-range needs for potable and reclaimed water 

will be met. 

If water supplies are reduced from projected levels due to 

drought, emergency, or other unanticipated events, take 

appropriate steps to limit, reduce, or otherwise modify gro,vth 

permitted by the Area Plan in consultation with water districts 

to ensure adequate long-term supply for existing businesses and 

residents. 

Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a 

sufficient and sustainable water supply prior to approval. 

Objective LU 7.4: Promote water conservation through building and site design. 

Goal CO.I: 

Policy LU 7.4.1: Require the use of drought tolerant landscaping, native 

California plant materials, and evapotranspiration (smart) 

irrigation systems. 

Policy LU 7.4.2: Require the use of low-flmv fixtures in all non-residential 

development and residential development with five or more 

dwelling units, ,vhich may include but are not limited to water 

conserving shower heads, toilets, waterless urinals and motion­

sensor faucets, and encourage use of such fixtures in building 

retrofits as appropriate. 

A balance between the social and economic needs of Santa Clarita Valley 

residents and protection of the natural environment, so that these needs can be 

met in the present and in the future. 

Objective CO 1.1: Protect the capacity of the natural "green" infrastructure to absorb and 

break down pollutants, cleanse air and ,,vater, and prevent flood and 

storm damage. 

Impn,t S,ic11,c�. Inc. 
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Policy CO 1.1.1: In making land use decisions, consider the complex, dynamic, 

and interrelated ,vays that natural and human systems interact, 
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Goal CO 4: 

3.13 l-Vater Sal'ice 

such as the internctions between energy demand, water demand, 

air and water quality, and waste management. 

An adequate supply of clean water to meet the needs of present and future 

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems. 

Objective CO 4.1: Promote water conser\'ation as a critical component of ensuring 

adequate ,,,ater supply for Santa Clarita Valley residents and businesses. 

Impact Sci1·11ccf.. Inc 

0112.023 

Policy CO 4.1.1: 

Policy CO 4.1.2: 

Policy CO 4.1.3: 

Policy CO 4.1.4: 

Policy CO 4.1.5: 

Policy CO 4.1.6: 

Policy CO 4.1.7: 

In coordination with applicable water suppliers, adopt and 

implement a water conservation strategy for public and pri\'ate 

de\'elopment. 

Pro\'ide examples of water conser\'ation in landscaping through 

use of low water use landscaping in public spaces such as parks, 

landscaped medians and parkways, plazas, and around public 

buildings. 

Require low water use landscaping in new residential 

subdivisions and other private de\'elopment projects, including 

a reduction in the amount of turf-grass. 

Provide informational materials to applicants and contractors on 

the Castaic Lake \,Vater Agency's Landscape Education Program, 

and/or other information on xeriscape, native California plants, 

and water-conserving irrigation techniques as materials become 

available. 

Promote the use of low-flow and/or waterless plumbing fixtures 

and appliances in all new non-residential development and 

residential development of fi\'e or more dwelling units. 

Support amendments to the County Building Code that would 

promote upgrades to water and energy efficiency when issuing 

permits for reno\'ations or additions to existing buildings. 

Apply water conservation policies to all pending development 

projects, including approved tentative subdivision maps to the 
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Policy CO 4.1.8: 

Objective CO 4.2: 

lmpa,t Scic11,1•�. Inc. 

Ull.:.0.:3 

Policy CO 4.2.1: 

Policy CO 4.2.2: 

Policy CO 4.2.3: 

Policy CO 4.2.5: 

Policy CO 4.2.6: 

3.13 \'\Tater Seniice 

extent permitted b\' law. \Vhere precluded from adding 

requirements b\' \'ested entitlements, encourage water 

conser\'ation in construction and landscape design. 

Upon the aYailability of non-potable water ser\'ices, discourage 

and consider restrictions on the use of potable water for washing 

outdoor surfaces. 

\Vork with water pro\'iders and other agencies to identify and 

implement programs to increase water supplies to meet the needs of 

future growth. 

In cooperation ,,vith the Sanitation District, water purveyors and 

other affected agencies, expand opportunities for use of recycled 

,vater for the purposes of landscape maintenance, construction, 

water recharge, and other uses as appropriate. 

Require new de\'elopment to provide the infrastructure needed 

for delivery of recycled water to the property for use in 

irrigation, even if the recycled ,vater main delivery lines have 

not yet reached the site, where deemed appropriate by the 

reviewing authority. 

Promote the installation of rainwater capture and gray ,vater 

systems in ne,v development for irrigation, where feasible and 

practicable. 

Participate and cooperate with other agencies to complete, 

adopt, and implement an Integrated Regional \,\later 

Management Plan to build a diversified portfolio of water 

supply, ,,,ater quality, and resource stewardship priorities for 

the Santa Clarita Valley. 

Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a 

sufficient and sustainable water supply prior to approval. 
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Goal CO 8: 

3.13 lV,1 ter Se1·pice 

De\'elopment designed to impro\'e energy efficiency, reduce energy and natural 

resource consumption, and reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Objective CO 8.3: Encourage green building and sustainable development practices on 

pri\'ate development projects, to the extent reasonable and feasible. 

Policy CO 8.3.3: Promote energy efficiency and water conser\'ation upgrades to 

existing non-residential buildings at the time of major remodel 

or additions. 

Effectiveness of Area Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

As stated above, and as shown in this water analysis there '"'ould be an adequate supply of water 

available to meet the demands for buildout of the City's proposed General Plan and the County's 

proposed Area Plan within the CUVA service area and the East Subbasin (Goal CO 4, Objective LU 7.2). 

The supply available to meet the City's projected potable water demand, and the County's projected 

portable water demand within the Cl WA service area, will be met by existing local supplies and 

imported SWP and non-SWP imported water supplied by the CUVA and Santa Clarita Valley water 

purveyors (Objective CO 4.2). Other policies created to ensure an adequate supply of water is available 

to residents and businesses in the Planning Area include: Policy CO 4.2.6, Policy LU 7.2.1, Policy LU 

7.2.3, and Policy 4.2.5. These goals, objectives, and policies are equally appropriate for Plan 

implementation in the County, including portions of the Planning Area within and outside the CLVVA 

service area. This is especially the case in areas outside of the East Subbasin, where ground,vater from 

Holocene alluvium and terrace deposits is the only source of water. As reported above, water supplies in 

this area are currently constrained, and are not in sufficient quantities to sustainably support existing or 

additional development. 

Assisting in reducing the demand for potable water is the use of non-potable/recycled water. The 

availability of recycled water is not yet sufficient to meet all of the present and future demands, but plans 

of the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors indicate that it will become increasingly available as demands 

for potable water increase and supporting infrastructure is constructed during the City's and County's 

buildout in the Planning Area (Objective CO 4.2, Policy CO 4.2.1). Recycled supplies include recycled 

water from the existing Valencia WRP and from the approved Newhall Ranch WRP once it becomes 

operational. Policy CO 4.2.5 encourages the participation and cooperation ,,vith other agencies to develop 

and implement an Integrated Regional \Vater Management Plan to build a diversified portfolio of water 

supply, water quality, and resource stewardship priorities for the Santa Clarita Valley. The ability of the 

lmpaL't Scic11a�. Ille. 
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3.13 Wtlter Service 

pur\'eyors to expand the use of recycled water is limited by various state water laws, codes, and court 

decisions. However, CL \VA has prepared a Recycled \Vater Master Plan and implemented programs to 

use 1,700 afy of recycled water in the near-term, and over 17,000 afy in the long term. Other policies 

require new development to provide the infrastructure needed for the delivery of recycled (Policy CO 

4.2.2); and promote the installation of rainwater capture and gray water systems in new buildings for 

irrigation (Policy CO 4.2.3). Policy CO 4.1.8 states that upon the availability of non-potable water 

services, the City and County will discourage and consider restrictions on the use of potable water for 

washing outdoor surfaces. 

Recent drought conditions illustrate the need for improved water efficiency and conservation. As a result, 

this EIR recommends that water efficiency and conservation measures be adopted as conditions of 

approval for land use entitlement(s) granted by the City and County. The City and County also support 

improved water efficiency and water conservation as a critical component of ensuring adequate ,,vater 

supply for Planning Area residents and businesses (Objective CO 4.1, Objective LU 7.2, LU Policy 7.2.2). 

Policy CO 4.1.1 encourages coordination with applicable water suppliers to adopt and implement a water 

conservation strategy for public and private development. Policy LU 7.2.1 stipulates that the City and 

County should monitor growth and coordinate with the ,,vater districts as needed to ensure that long­

range needs for potable and reclaimed water will be met. Plan policies also promote the provision of 

informational materials to applicants and contractors on the Castaic Lake Water Agency's Landscape 

Education Program (Policy CO 4.1.4), promote examples of ,vater conservation in landscaping through 

the use of xeriscape or lovv ,vater use landscaping in public spaces (Policy CO 4.1.2), promote the use of 

lmv water use landscaping design into new residential subdivisions and other private development 

projects through the use of native California plant materials and evapotranspiration (smart) irrigation 

systems (Policy CO 4.1.3, LU 7.4.1). 

Other Plan policies directed at water conservation promote the use of low-flow and waterless plumbing 

fixtures (Policy CO 4.1.5, LU 7.4.2), propose amendments to the building code to promote upgrades to 

water and energy efficiency when issuing permits for renovations or additions on existing buildings (LU 

Objective 7.4, Policy CO 4.1.6); apply water conservation policies to all pending development including 

tentative subdivision maps to the extent permitted by lavv; encourage water conservation in construction 

and landscape design (Policy CO 4.1.7); and upon the availability of non-potable water services 

discourage and/or consider restrictions on the use of potable water for ,vashing outdoor surfaces (Policy 

co 4.1.8). 

The above policies reflect many of these initiatives and would effectively support water conservation 

measures underway in the Citv. Implementation of the above goals, objectives, and policies in 
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3.13 Wate,- Se1·vice 

coordination with the CL \i\7 A and the local water pur\'eyors relative to future development projects, 

would help to ensure that potential impacts on existing entitlements and supplies remain less than 

significant. 

Plan to Plan Analysis 

\!\'hen compared with the existing City General Plan and County Area Plan, OVOV will result in a larger 

City population within the Planning Area and a lower County population. Consequently, water demands 

would be greater under OVOV in the City and within the CLVVA ser\'ice area and East Subbasin. 

Demands would be reduced in the County under 0\10\1. As is described abo\'e, an adequate supply of 

groundwater water would be a\'ailable ,vithin the CLWA service area and East Subbasin to serve the 

existing City and County population and the projected OVOV population increase and the impacts 

associated with both current and proposed Plans would be less than significant. However, even though 

buildout population would decrease from the existing County Area Plan population of 249,524 to 237,387 

under 0\10\1, significant impacts ,vould still occur outside the CLWA service area and the East Subbasin 

due to existing constrained groundwater supplies. Consequently, in locations outside the CL \.'VA service 

area and the East Subbasin, water supply impacts (including cumulative impacts) would be significant 

under either the existing County Area Plan or OVOV due to the current groundwater-constrained setting 

if any additional lots or population occurs in this area. 

Groundwater Recharge Impacts 

Within CL WA Service Area 

Supplying water to the buildout population of the City's and County's proposed Plans ,vithin the CL\i\1A 

service area would not interfere substantially with ground,vater recharge, because the best available 

evidence shows that no adverse impacts to the recharge of the Basin have occurred due to the existing or 

projected use of local groundwater supplies, consistent \·\'ith the Cl WA/purveyor groundwater operating 

plan for the Basin (see Appendix 3. 13 [2005 Basin Yield Report]). In addition, based on the memorandum 

prepared by CH2MHill (Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, February 

22, 2004; Appendix 3.13), no significant cumulative impacts would occur to the groundwater basin with 

respect to aquifer recharge. This is because urbanization in the Santa Clarita Valley has been 

accompanied by long-term stability in pumping and groundwater levels, and the addition of imported 

SWP vvater to the valley, which together have not reduced recharge to groundwater, nor depleted the 

amount of groumhvater in storage within the local groundwater basin. This finding is supported by the 

Impact Scic11c,·s. Inc 
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3.13 lVa te1· Serriice 

2009 Basin Yield Update, which modeled infiltration from irrigation (from urban and agricultural lands), 

precipitation, and streamflows (stormwater and WRP discharges). The future operating plan for the basin 

has been evaluated in the 2005 U\VMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report and the 2009 Basin Yield Update, and 

none of the documents call for attempts to artificially recharge the basin. 

Based on the information presented, no significant groundwater recharge impacts (including cumulative 

impacts) would result from Plan buildout ,,vithin the CLVVA service area and East Subbasin. 

Outside CL WA Service Area 

Based on related information presented above for the East Subbasin and the Acton Valley Ground,vater 

Basin, it is expected that the portion of the Planning Area east of the East Subbasin is recharged from 

deep percolation of precipitation on valley floors and runoff in the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. 

The area could also be recharged by subsurface inflmv, deep percolation of irrigation returns and returns 

from private subsurface sewage disposal systems. Outflow or discharge from the alluvium and terrace 

deposits occurs by water well extractions, subsurface outflow to the downstream East Subbasin to the 

west, subsurface outflow, depending on water levels, to the permeable or fractured portions of the 

Vasquez Formation and older crystalline or metamorphic rocks that underlie the alluvium and/or terrace 

deposits; and evapotranspiration in areas of phreatophytes that grow in the dmvnstream reaches of the 

main river valley where rising water is known to occur. Given the rural character of land uses existing 

and proposed in this area under the OVOV Plan, and the relatively larger amount of open land area 

capable of retaining runoff infiltration characteristics, buildout of the Plan in this area would not expect 

to obstruct or limit groundv.rater recharge to an extent that significant recharge impacts (including 

cumulative impacts) would result. 

Proposed A1·ea Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

Goal LU 7: Environmentally responsible development through site planning, building 

design, waste reduction, and responsible stewardship of resources. 

Objective LU 7.3: Protect surface and ground ,vater quality through design of 

development sites and drainage improvements. 

Impact Scic11cc!', Inc 
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Policy LU 7.3.1: Promote the use of permeable paving materials to allow 

infiltration of surface water into the water table. 
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Policy LU 7.3.2: 

Policy LU 7.3.3: 

Objective CO 1.5: 

Objective CO 2.3: 

Policy CO 2.3.5: 

3.13 lVate1· Service 

Maintain stormwater runoff on site by directing drainage into 

rain gardens, natural landscaped swales, rain barrels, permeable 

areas, and use of drainage areas as design elements, where 

feasible and reasonable. 

Seek methods to decrease impermeable site area where 

reasonable and feasible, in order to reduce stormwater runoff 

and increase groundwater infiltration, including use of shared 

parking and other means as appropriate. 

Manage urban development and human-built systems to minimize harm 

to ecosystems, watersheds, and other natural systems, such as urban 

runoff treatment trains that infiltrate, treat and remove direct 

connections to impervious areas. 

Conserve areas ,vith significant mineral resources, and provide for 

extraction and processing of such resources in accordance ,vith 

applicable lmvs and land use policies. 

Promote remediation and restoration of mined land to a 

condition that supports beneficial uses, ,vhich may include but 

are not limited to recreational open space, habitat enhancement, 

groundwater recharge, or urban development. 

Goal CO 3: Conservation of biological resources and ecosystems, including sensitive habitats 

and species. 

Objective CO 3.6: 

J111p11ct Scicna�, Iu.:. 
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Policy CO 3.6.2: 

Minimize impacts of human activity and the built environment on 

natural plant and wildlife communities. 

Reduce impervious surfaces and provide more natural 

vegetation to enhance microclimates and provide habitat. In 

implementing this policy, consider the follmving design 

concepts: 

a. Consideration of reduced parking requirements, ,vhere

supported by a parking study and/or through shared use of

parking areas;
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b. Increased use of yegetated areas around parking lot

perimeters; such areas should be designed as bioswales or as

otherwise determined appropriate to allow surface water

infiltration;

c. Use of connected open space areas as drainage infiltration

areas in lieu of curbed landscape islands, minimizing the

separation of natural and landscaped areas into isolated

"islands";

d. Breaking up large expanses of paving with natural

landscaped areas planted with shade trees to reduce the heat

island effect, along ,vith shrubs and groundcover to provide

diverse vegetation for habitat.

Goal CO 4: An adequate supply of clean ,vater to meet the needs of present and future 

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems. 

Objective CO 4.2: 

Policy CO 4.2.4: 

Objective CO 4.3: 

Impact Sci,•11cc:-. l11c. 

0112.023 

Policy CO 4.3.1: 

Policy CO 4.3.2: 

Work with ,,vater providers and other agencies to identify and 

implement programs to increase ,vater supplies to meet the needs of 

future grO\vth. 

Identify and protect areas with substantial potential for 

groundwater recharge, and promote recharge of ground,vater 

basins throughout the ,vatershed (excluding the river bed). 

Limit disruption of natural hydrology by reducing impervious cover, 

increasing on-site infiltration, and managing storm,vater runoff at the 

source. 

On undeveloped sites proposed for development, promote on­

site stormwater infiltration through design techniques such as 

pervious paving, draining runoff into bios,vales or properly 

designed landscaped areas, preservation of natural soils and 

vegetation, and limiting impervious surfaces. 

On previously developed sites proposed for major alteration, 

provide storm,vater management improvements to restore 

natural infiltration, as required by the reYie,ving authority. 
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Policy CO 4.3.3: 

Policy CO 4.3.4: 

Policy CO 4.3.5: 

Policy CO 4.3.6: 

Policy CO 4.3.7: 

3.13 lV,1ter Sen•ice 

Provide flexibility for design standards for street width, 

sidewalk width, parking, and other imperYious surfaces when it 

can be shown that such reductions will not have negative 

impacts and will pro,·ide the benefits of stormwater retention, 

groundwater infiltration, reduction of heat islands, enhancement 

of habitat and biodiversity, saving of significant trees or planting 

of new trees, or other environmental benefit. 

Encourage and promote the use of new materials and technology 

for improved stormwater management, such as pervious paving, 

green roofs, rain gardens, and vegetated swales. 

VVhere detention and retention basins or ponds are required, 

seek methods to integrate these areas into the landscaping 

design of the site as amenity areas, such as a network of small 

ephemeral swales treated with attractive planting. 

Discourage the use of mounded turf and lawn areas vvhich drain 

onto adjacent sidewalks and parking lots, replacing these areas 

with landscape designs that retain runoff and allow infiltration. 

Reduce the amount of pollutants entering the Santa Clara River 

and its tributaries by capturing and treating stormwater runoff 

at the source, to the extent possible. 

Development designed to improve energy efficiency, reduce energy and natural 

resource consumption, and reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Objective CO 8.3: Encourage green building and sustainable development practices on 

private development projects, to the extent reasonable and feasible. 

Goal CO 10: 

lmpa,t Scic11C<'s, foe. 
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Policy CO 8.3.1: Evaluate development proposals for consistency with the 

ordinances developed through the County's Green Building 

Program. 

Preservation of open space to meet the community's multiple objectives for 

resource preservation. 
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Identify areas throughout the Santa Clarita Va11ey which should be 

preserved as open space in order to conserve significant resources for 

long-term community benefit. 

Policy CO 10.1.9: Preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and 

corridors, wetlands, watersheds, groundwater recharge areas, 

and other open space that provides nature carbon sequestration 

benefits. 

Goal S 2: Protection of public safety and property from unreasonable risks due to flooding. 

Objective S 2.1: Plan for flood protection as part of a multi-objective watershed 

management approach for the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. 

Policy S 2.1.2: Promote Low Impact Development standards on development 

sites, including but not limited to minimizing impervious 

surface area and promoting infiltration, in order to reduce the 

flow and velocity of storm,vater runoff throughout the 

watershed. 

Effectiveness of P1'0posed A1·ea Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

The above Area Plan goals, objectives, and policies promote groundwater recharge in the Planning Area. 

Examples of measure that can be taken to enhance groundwater recharge related policies include: 

promoting the use of permeable paving materials to a11mv infiltration of surface water into the water 

table (Policy LU 7.3.1), maintaining stormwater runoff on site by directing drainage into rain gardens, 

natural landscaped s,vales, rain barrels, permeable areas, and use of drainage areas as design elements 

(Policy LU 7.3.2), and seeking methods to decrease impermeable site area in order to reduce stormwater 

runoff and increase groundwater infiltration, including use of shared parking and other means as 

appropriate (Policy LU 7.3.3). Other design-related policies include: where detention and retention basins 

or ponds are required, seek methods to integrate these areas into the landscaping design of the site as 

amenity areas, such as a network of small ephemeral swales treated with attractive planting 

(Policy CO 4.3.5) and discouraging the use of mounded turf and lawn areas ,vhich drain onto adjacent 

sidewalks and parking lots, replacing these areas with landscape designs that retain runoff and allow 

infiltration (Policy CO 4.3.6). 

Impact Scicucc�, lllc. 
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These polices in conjunction with o\'ersight by the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors for controlled 

pumping of groundwater in the East Subbasin and by the County outside the Subbasin would ensure that 

impacts relating to groundwater recharge are less than significant. 

Plan to Plan Analysis 

\Vhen compared with the existing City General Plan and County Area Plan, OVOV will result in a larger 

City population within the Planning Area and a lower County population. VVhen compared with the 

existing City General Plan and County Area Plan, the density of development would be higher under 

OVOV, thereby covering incrementally less land area with impervious surfaces. This would allow 

slightly more infiltration of irrigation flovv and natural rainwater. As indicated above, supplying water to 

the City's proposed Plan buildout would not interfere substantially ,vith groundwater recharge, because 

the best available evidence shows that no adverse impacts to the recharge of the Basin have occurred due 

to the existing or projected use of local ground,vater supplies, consistent ,vith the CL\!\' A/purveyor 

ground,vater operating plan for the Basin (see Appendix 3.13 [2005 Basin Yield Report and the 2009 Basin 

Yield Update]). In addition, based on the memorandum prepared by CH2MHill (Effect of Urbanization 

on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, February 22, 2004; Appendix 3.13), no significant 

cumulative impacts would occur to the groundwater basin with respect to aquifer recharge. This is 

because urbanization in the Santa Clarita Valley has been accompanied by long-term stability in pumping 

and groundwater levels, and the addition of imported S\,VP water to the valley, which together have not 

reduced recharge to ground\'\'ater, nor depleted the amount of groundwater in storage within the local 

groundwater basin. This finding is supported by the 2009 Basin Yield Update, which modeled infiltration 

from irrigation (from urban and agricultural lands), precipitation, and streamflows (stormwater and VVRP 

discharges). The future operating plan for the basin has been evaluated in the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin 

Yield Report and the 2009 Basin Yield Update, and none of the documents call for attempts to artificially 

recharge the basin. Based on the information presented, no significant ground water recharge impacts 

would result from the existing General Plan and Area Plan buildout or OVOV buildout within the Cl\VA 

service area and East Subbasin. 

Regarding the area outside the CLVVA service area and the East Subbasin, the density of development 

under both the existing Area Plan and OVOV would be low, resulting only small amounts of land area 

being covered with impervious surfaces (]ow density development is typically accompanied by large lots 
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with large yard areas). As a result, in this portion of the Planning Area under OVOV, the impeding of 

natural runoff infiltration would be limited and similar to the current Area Plan. 

Perchlorate Impacts on Groundwater Supply 

Impact 3.13-3 Result in the spreading of perchlorate in ground·water beyond the wells 

currently affected by perchlorate. 

Withi1l CLWA Service Area 

The detection of perchlorate in local groundwater supplies has raised concerns over the reliability of local 

groundvvater supplies, in particular the Saugus Formation, where three wells remain removed from 

active service as a result of perchlorate. As discussed in both this EIR, the 2005 UWMP, Chapter 5 and 

Appendix D, and the 2009 Bnsi11 Yield Updnte, planning for remediation of the perchlorate and restoration 

of the impacted well capacity is substantial1y underway. While that work is being completed, 

non-impacted production facilities can be relied upon for the quantities of water projected to be available 

from the Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation during the time necessary to restore perchlorate­

impacted wells. CL WA, the local retail \·vater purveyors, DTSC, and other agencies continue to monitor 

and work closely on the remediation of perchlorate-impacted wells. This EIR has presented a detailed 

summary of the status of perchlorate remediation and restoration of perchlorate-impacted groundwater 

supply in the Santa Clarita Valley (see above). This '"'ork effort continues on multiple fronts to address 

perchlorate-impacted wells stemming from past manufacturing activities on the former VVhittaker­

Bermite site. As stated above, CUVA and local retail purveyors have restored, and continue work to 

restore, the production capacity of the ground,,vater supply wells contaminated by perchlorate, while 

working on longer-term objectives of containing the downgradient migration of perchlorate. 

Perchlorate Impacted \\Tater Pun,eyor Wells 

As discussed above, perchlorate was detected in four Saugus Formation production wells near the former 

\,Vhittaker-Bermite site in 1997. As a result, these wells (SCWD's \Veils, Saugus 1 and Saugus 2, NCWD's 

\Veil NC-11, and \1\1\TC's \Vell V-157) were removed from service. ln 2002, perchlorate was detected in the 

SCWD Stadium VVell, located in the Alluvial aquifer, directly adjacent to the former Whittaker-Bermite 

site. This Alluvial well also was removed from service. 

Since the detection of perchlorate and resultant inactivation of impacted wells, the purveyors have been 

conducting regular monitoring of active wells near the VVhittaker-Bermite site. In April 2005, that 
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monitoring detected the presence of perchlorate in Valencia \'\later Company's \Veil Q2, an Alluvial well 

located immediately northwest of the confluence of Bouquet Creek and the Santa Clara River. 

As a result of the detection and confirmation of perchlorate in its \Veil Q2, Valencia Water Company 

removed the well from active sen·ice and pursued rapid permitting and installation of wellhead 

treatment in order to return the well to water supply service. In October 2005, Valencia \Vater Company 

restored the pumping capacity of V\!ell Q2 with the startup of wellhead treatment designed to effectively 

remove perchlorate. After nearly two years of operation with wellhead treatment, during which there 

was no detection of perchlorate, Valencia was authorized by DPH to discontinue treatment. Since that 

time, \'\'ell Q2 has operated without treatment and there has been no detection of perchlorate since 

discontinuation of wellhead treatment. As a result, VVell Q2 is part of the purveyors' capacity in its 

operating plan. 

In January 2005, Valencia VVater Company permanently closed well V-157 and, in September 2005, 

completed the construction of new Saugus ,veil V-206 located in an area of the Saugus Formation not 

impacted by perchlorate. Valencia Water Company's V-206, which is operational, has replaced the 

pumping capacity temporarily impacted by the detection of perchlorate at former well V-157. Well V-206 

is part of the purveyors' capacity in its operating plan. 

In addition, in response to the deactivation of the Stadium Well, SCVVD has recently drilled a replacement 

well (Valley Center \Nell) further to the east, north-northeast of the former Whittaker-Bermite site. The 

Valley Center Well also will be a part the Valley's active municipal groundwater source capability. 

In summary, three Saugus wells (Saugus 1 and 2 and NC-11) remain off-line due to perchlorate 

contamination. Hmvever, as stated above, there is more than sufficient pumping capacity in the Alluvial 

and Saugus production wells to meet the purveyors' groundvvater operating plan, without any adverse 

environmental effects. 

Locations of the impacted wells and other nearby non-impacted ,-vells, relative to the VVhittaker-Bermite 

site are shown on Figures 3.13-6 and 3.13-7. 

Restoration of Perchlorate Impacted Water Supply 

Since the detection of perchlorate in the four Saugus wells in 1997, CL VV A and the retail water purveyors 

have recognized that one element of an overall remediation program would most likely include pumping 

from impacted wells, or from other wells in the immediate area, to establish hydraulic conditions that 

would control the migration of contamination from further impacting the aquifer in a downgradient 
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(westerly) direction. Thus, CL\\/ A and the retail water pur\'eyors report that the O\'erall perchlorate 

remediation program includes dedicated pumping from some or all of the impacted ,,veils, with 

appropriate treatment, such that two objecti\'es could be achie\'ed. The first objecti\'e is control of 

subsurface flow and protection of downgradient wells, and the second is restoration of some or all of the 

contaminated water supply. Not all impacted capacity is required for control of groundwater flow. The 

remaining capacity would be replaced by construction of replacement wells at non-impacted locations. 

In cooperation with state regulatory agencies and in\'estigators working for Whittaker-Bermite, Cl WA 

and the local retail water purveyors developed an off-site plan that focuses on the concepts of 

ground,,vater flow control and restored pumping capacity and is compatible v,'ith on-site and possibly 

other off-site remediation activities. Specifically relating to water supply, the plan includes the following: 

• Constructing and operating a water treatment process that removes perchlorate from tvvo impacted

wells such that the produced water can be used for municipal supply.

• Hydraulically containing the perchlorate contamination that is moving from the Whittaker-Bermite

site toward the impacted ,veils by pumping the wells at rates that v,1i11 capture water from all

directions around them.

• Protecting the downgradient non-impacted wells through the same hydraulic containment that

results from pumping two of the impacted wells.

• Restoring the annual volumes of '"'ater pumped from the impacted wells before they ,vere

inactivated and also restoring the wells' total capacity to produce water in a manner consistent with

the retail water pur\'eyors' operating plan for groundwater supply described above.

The hvo key activities that comprise the majority of effort required for implementation of the plan are 

general facilities-related work (design and construction of well facilities, treatment equipment, pipelines, 

etc.) and permitting work. Both activities are planned and scheduled concurrently, resulting in planned 

completion (i.e., restoration of all impacted capacity) in 2010. Notable accomplishments toward 

implementation include completion of the Final Interim Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and associated 

environmental review with the adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration in September 2005, and 

various implementation activities from 2007-2009. Completion of the CU\! A containment plan is 

expected in summer or fall 2010. 

In light of the preceding, as to the adequacy of groundwater as the local component of water supply for 

the Santa Clarita Valley, the impacted capacity of the three wells will remain unavailable into 2010, 

during which time the non-impacted groundwater supply will be sufficient to meet near-term water 

requirements as described abo\'e. VVith the restoration of the ,vells, the total groundwater capacity will be 
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sufficient to meet the full range of normal and dry-year conditions as provided in the CUVA/retail water 

purveyor groundwater operating plan for the Basin. 

Returning the remaining three contaminated Saugus ,veils to municipal water supply service requires 

issuance of permits from DPH before the water can be considered potable and safe for delivery to 

customers. The permit requirements are contained in DPH Policy Memo 97-005 for direct domestic use of 

impaired water sources. 

Before issuing a permit to a water utility for use of an impaired source as part of the utility's O\'erall water 

supply permit, DPH requires that studies and engineering \'\'Ork be performed to demonstrate that 

pumping the wells and treating the water will be protective of public health for users of the water. The 

97-005 Policy Memo requires that DPH review the local retail water purveyor's plan, establish

appropriate permit conditions for the wells and treatment system, and provide overall approval of 

returning the impacted wells to ser\'ice for potable use. Ultimately, the CL\,\! A/local retail water purveyor 

plan and the DPH requirements are intended to ensure that the water introduced to the potable water 

distribution system has no detectable concentration of perchlorate. 

The DPH 97-005 Policy Memo requires, among other things, the completion of a source water assessment 

for the impacted wells intended to be returned to service. The purpose of the assessment is to determine 

the extent to which the aquifer is vulnerable to continued migration of perchlorate and other 

contaminants of interest from the Whittaker-Bermite site. The assessment includes the following: 

• Delineation of the ground,vater capture zone caused by operating the impacted wells

• Identification of contaminants found in the groundwater at or near the impacted ,veils

• Identification of chemicals or contaminants used or generated at the Whittaker-Bermite facility

• Determination of the vulnerability of pumping the impacted wells to these contaminant sources

CUVA '"'orked with its consultants and local retail purveyors to complete the DPH 97-005 Policy Memo 

permit application. The application includes, among other things, the Source \Vater Assessment, Raw 

\Vater Quality Characterization, Source Protection Plan, Effective Monitoring and Treatment Evaluation, 

Human Health Risk Assessment, and the Alternatives Sources Evaluation. The CEQA process for the 

"Cl\N A Groundwater Containment, Treatment, and Restoration Project," for ,,·hich the 97-005 process 

was completed in September 2005. 

As listed above, DPH 97-005 Policy Memo requires an analysis to demonstrate contaminant capture and 

protection of other nearby water supply wells. The development and calibration of a numerical 
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groundwater flow mode] of the entire basin had been initiated as a result of a 2001 MOU among the 

Upper Basin \Vater Purveyors (CUVA, CUVA SC\VO, LAC\VVVD ;.36, NOVO, and VVVC) and the 

United Water Conservation District in Ventura Countv. 

The groundv,,ater model was initially intended for use in analyzing the operating yield and sustainability 

of groundwater in the Basin. However, the model was adaptable to analyze both the sustainability of 

groundwater under an operational scenario that includes full restoration of perchlorate-contaminated 

supply and the containment of perchlorate near the Whittaker-Bermite property (i.e., by pumping some 

of the contaminated wells). In 2004, DTSC reviewed and approved the development and calibration of 

the regional model. After DTSC approval, the model was used to simulate the capture and control of 

perchlorate by restoring impacted ,veils, with treatment. The results of that work are summarized in a 

report entitled, A11alysis of Perchlorate Contai11me11t in Gro1111dwata Near tile \i\/llittaker-Bermite Property, Santa 

Clnritn, Cal�fornia (CH2MHill, December 2004) (see Appendix 3.13), and is summarized in the 2009 Basin 

Yield Update (Appendix 3.13). The modeling analysis indicates that the pumping of impacted ,vells 

SCVVD-Saugus 1 and SCWD-Saugus 2 on a nearly continual basis wi11 effectively contain perchlorate 

migrating ,,veshvard in the Saugus Formation from the Whittaker-Bermite property. The modeling 

analysis also indicates tha (1) no new production we11s are needed in the Saugus Formation to meet the 

perchlorate containment objective; (2) impacted ,vell NCWD-11 is not a required component of the 

containment program; and (3) pumping at SCWD-Saugus 1 and SCVVD-Saugus 2 is necessary to prevent 

migration of perchlorate to other portions of the Saugus Formation. This report, and the accompanying 

modeling analysis, ,vas approved by DTSC in November 2004. With that approval, the model is nmv 

being used to support the source water assessment and the balance of the permitting process required by 

DPH. 

Based on the information presented, and the progress made to date identifying, containing and treating 

perchlorate impacted water, implementation of the 2008 Operating Plan and buildout of the OVOV Plan 

,vould not result in the spread of perchlorate in the Basin beyond the currently impacted ,ve11s. Therefore, 

no significant perchlorate-related impacts (including cumulative impacts) would occur v,1ith respect to 

this significance threshold. 

Outside CL WA Service Area 

Buildout of the OVOV Plan in the portion of the Planning Area outside the CL WA service area and East 

Subbasin would not result in the spread of perchlorate in the Basin beyond the currently impacted wells 

because this area does not rely on groundwater from the East Subbasin. The groundwater used in this 

area is from alluvium and terrace deposits found outside of the Basin ,,vhere perchlorate contamination 
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occurs, \\'hich is several miles west of this portion of the Planning Area. Therefore, no significant 

perchlorate-related impacts (including cumulative impacts) would occur with respect to this significance 

threshold. 

Proposed Area Pla1t Goals, Objectives, a1td Policies 

Goal C0.1: A balance between the social and economic needs of Santa Clarita Vallev 

residents and protection of the natural environment, so that these needs can be 

met in the present and in the future. 

Objective CO 1.4: Minimize the long-term impacts posed by harmful chemical and 

biological materials on environmental systems. 

Goal CO 4: 

Policy CO 1.4.1: 

Policy CO 1.4.2: 

In cooperation with other appropriate agencies, identify 

po11ution sources and adopt strategies to reduce emissions into 

air and water bodies. 

In cooperation ,,vith other appropriate agencies, abate or 

remediate known areas of contamination, and limit the effects of 

any such areas on public health. 

An adequate supply of clean \-Vater to meet the needs of present and future 

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems. 

Objective CO 4.4: Promote measures to enhance water quality by addressing sources of 

water pol1ution. 

Policy CO 4.4.2: Support the cooperative efforts of property owners and 

appropriate agencies to eliminate perchlorate contamination on 

the \.'Vhittaker-Bermite property and eliminate the use of any 

industrial chemicals or wastes in a manner that threatens 

ground,vater quality. 

Goal S 4: Protection of public safety and property from hazardous materials. 

Objective S 4.1: Identify sites that are contaminated with chemicals and other hazardous 

materials, and promote clean-up efforts. 

Impact Scii·11Ct's. Ill,. 
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Coordinate with other agencies to address contamination of soil 

and groundwater from hazardous materials on various sites, and 

require that contamination be cleaned up to the satisfaction of 

the County and other responsible agencies prior to issuance of 

any permits for new de\'elopment. 

Effectiveness of A,-ea Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

The above goals, objectives, and policies support the ongoing clean up efforts on the \\'hittaker-Bermite 

property, thereby assisting the City's efforts to remediate the property for future use. Additionally, they 

protect groundvvater quality by supporting the elimination of industrial chemicals or wastes in a manner 

than threatens groundwater quality. Examples of supportive policies include: identify pollution sources 

and adopt strategies to reduce emissions into air and water bodies (Policy CO 1.4.1), abate or remediate 

known areas of contamination, and limit the effects of any such areas on public health (Policy CO 1.4.2), 

support the cooperative efforts of property mvners and appropriate agencies to eliminate perchlorate 

contamination on the Whittaker-Bermite property and eliminate the use of any industrial chemicals or 

wastes in a manner that threatens ground\vater quality (Policy CO 4.4.2), and coordinate with other 

agencies to address contamination of soil and groundwater from hazardous materials on various sites, 

and require that contamination be cleaned up to the satisfaction of the County and other responsible 

agencies prior to issuance of any permits for new development (Policy S 4.1.2), 

Implementation of these policies along \Vith the ongoing clean up efforts at the Whittaker-Bermite site 

and in the affected groundwater would remediate the existing perchlorate contamination from the site 

and the spreading of perchlorate in groundwater beyond the wells currently affected by perchlorate. 

Based on the information presented above, impacts to water resources related to perchlorate 

contamination would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

Plan to Plan Analysis 

\!\Then compared with the existing City General Plan and County Area Plan, 0\10\1 will result in a larger 

City population v,•it11in the Planning Area and a lmver County population. Consequently, water demands 

would be greater under 0V0V in the City and within the Cl WA service area and East Subbasin. 

Demands ,,vould be reduced in the County under 0V0V. As is described above, an adequate supply of 

water \'vould be available within the CL VVA service area and East Subbasin to serve the existing City 

General Plan and County Area Plan population and the 0V0V population. However, even though 

buildout population ,,vould decrease from the existing County Area Plan population of 249,524 to 237,387 
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under 0V0V, significant impacts would still occur outside the CL\VA sen·ice area and the East Subbasin 

due to existing constrained water supplies. 

Regarding potential impacts due to groundwater contaminated by perchlorate, contamination is limited 

to portions of the East Subbasin near to and west of the \Vhittaker-Bermite site in Saugus. Locations 

outside the CLVVA service area and the East Subbasin are not and would not be affected by perchlorate 

contamination because the contamination is isolated within the East Subbasin. A larger population within 

the CUVA service area and East Subbasin could potentially expose a larger number of people to 

contaminated groundwater. However, given the perchlorate containment and treatment program being 

enacted by the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors, and the results indicating "non-detect" levels of 

perchlorate in wells under treatment, no significant perchlorate-related impacts would occur under either 

the current City and County Plans or 0V0V. 

MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

Within CL WA Service Area 

The 0\10\1 Area Plan includes many goals, objectives, and policies that focus on the preservation and 

sustainability of ,,vater resources. The analysis provided above regarding the sufficiency of water 

supplies, including groundwater supply and recharge and the containment and treatment of ammonium 

perchlorate in the local ground,vater, concludes that no significant impacts would be created by buildout 

of the 0V0V Area Plan v,·ithin the service area of Cl WA, including portions of the Planning Area within 

the East Subbasin. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. Hmvever, the follovving polices (now 

numbered mitigation measures) shall be employed as appropriate for the condition to ensure that 

impacts remain less than significant: 

For lt\later Supply Demand and Groundwater Supply 

MM 3.13-1 (Policy LU 4.5.2): 

MM 3.13-2 (Policy LU 4.5.3): 

lmpa,t 5(ic11cc�. Inc. 

0112.023 

Encourage the provision of usable open space that is accessible to 

employees and visitors, and discourage the provision of large areas of 

,,vater-consuming landscaping that are not usable or accessible. 

Promote the inclusion of state-of-the-art technology within business 

complexes for telecommunications, heating and cooling, water and 

energy conservation, and other similar design features. 
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MM 3.13-3 (Policy LU 7.2.1): 

MM 3.13-4 (Policy LU 7.2.2): 

MM 3.13-5 (Policy LU 7.2.3): 

MM 3.13-6 (Policy LU 7.4.1): 

MM 3.13-7 (Policy LU 7.4.2): 

3.13 lVa te1· Seri1ice 

Monitor growth, and coordinate with water districts as needed to ensure 

that long-range needs for potable and reclaimed water will be met. 

If water supplies are reduced from projected levels due to drought, 

emergency, or other unanticipated events, take appropriate steps to 

limit, reduce, or othenvise modify growth permitted by the Area Plan in 

consultation lvith vvater districts to ensure adequate long-term supply 

for existing businesses and residents. 

Require that alJ new development proposals demonstrate a sufficient 

and sustainable water supply prior to approval. 

Require the use of drought tolerant landscaping, native California plant 

materials, and evapotranspiration (smart) irrigation systems. 

Require the use of low-flow fixtures in all non-residential development 

and residential development ,vith five or more d,velling units, which 

may include but are not limited to water conserving shower heads, 

toilets, waterless urinals and motion-sensor faucets, and encourage use 

of such fixtures in building retrofits as appropriate. 

MM 3.13-8 (Policy CO 1.1.1): In making land use decisions, consider the complex, dynamic, and 

interrelated ways that natural and human systems interact, such as the 

interactions between energy demand, ,vater demand, air and water 

quality, and waste management. 

MM 3.13-9 (Policy CO 4.1.1): In coordination with applicable water suppliers, adopt and implement a 

water conservation strategy for public and prh'ate development. 

MM 3.13-10 (Policy CO 4.1.2): Provide examples of water conservation in landscaping through use of 

low water use landscaping in public spaces such as parks, landscaped 

medians and parkways, plazas, and around public buildings. 

MM 3.13-11 (Policy CO 4.1.3): Require lmv water use landscaping in ne,"' residential subdivisions and 

other private development projects, including a reduction in the amount 

of turf-grass. 

Impt1<"I St"it·11ccf., Inc. 

OJ 12.023 
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3.13 lV11tc1· Scn,icc 

MM 3.13-12 (Policy CO 4.1.4): Pro,·ide informational materials to applicants and contractors on the 

Castaic Lake Water Agency's Landscape Education Program, and/or 

other information on xeriscape, native California plants, and water­

conserving irrigation techniques as materials become available. 

MM 3.13-13 (Policy CO 4.1.5): Promote the use of low-flow and/or waterless plumbing fixtures and 

appliances in all nev,' non-residential development and residential 

development of fi,·e or more dwelling units. 

MM 3.13-14 (Policy CO 4.1.6): Support amendments to the County Building Code that would promote 

upgrades to water and energy efficiency when issuing permits for 

renovations or additions to existing buildings. 

MM 3.13-15 (Policy CO 4.1.7): Apply water conservation policies to all pending development projects, 

including approved tentative subdivision maps to the extent permitted 

by law. \Vhere precluded from adding requirements by vested 

entitlements, encourage water conservation in construction and 

landscape design. 

MM 3.13-16 (Policy CO 4.1.8): Upon the availability of non-potable water services, discourage and 

consider restrictions on the use of potable ,vater for washing outdoor 

surfaces. 

MM 3.13-17 (Policy CO 4.2.1): In cooperation ,vith the Sanitation District and other affected agencies, 

expand opportunities for use of recycled water for the purposes of 

landscape maintenance, construction, water recharge, and other uses as 

appropriate. 

MM 3.13-18 (Policy CO 4.2.2): Require new development to provide the infrastructure needed for 

delivery of recycled water to the property for use in irrigation, even if the 

recycled water main delivery lines have not yet reached the site, where 

deemed appropriate by the re,·iewing authority. 

MM 3.13-19 (Policy CO 4.2.3): Promote the installation of rain�vater capture and gray water systems in 

ne,v development for irrigation, vvhere feasible and practicable. 

lmpa.-1 Sdt•11cc�. Inc. 

0112.023 
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3.13 lVate,· Service 

:rvlM 3.13-20 (Policy CO 4.2.5): Participate and cooperate with other agencies to complete, adopt, and 

implement an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan to build a 

diversified portfolio of water supply, water quality, and resource 

stewardship priorities for the Santa Clarita Valley. 

MM 3.13-21 (Policy CO 4.2.6): Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a sufficient 

and sustainable water supply prior to approval. 

MM 3.13-22 (Policy CO 8.3.3): Promote energy efficiency and water conserYation upgrades to existing 

non-residential buildings at the time of major remodel or additions. 

For Gromidwater Recharge 

MM 3.13-23 (Policy LU 7.3.1): Promote the use of permeable paving materials to allovv infiltration of 

surface water into the water table. 

MM 3.13-24 (Policy LU 7.3.2): Maintain stormwater runoff on site by directing drainage into rain 

gardens, natural landscaped swales, rain barrels, permeable areas, and 

use of drainage areas as design elements, where feasible and reasonable. 

MM 3.13-25 (Policy LU 7.3.3): Seek methods to decrease impermeable site area where reasonable and 

feasible, in order to reduce storm,vater runoff and increase groundwater 

infiltration, including use of shared parking and other means as 

appropriate. 

MM 3.13-26 (Policy CO 2.3.5): Promote remediation and restoration of mined land to a condition that 

supports beneficial uses, which may include but are not limited to 

recreational open space, habitat enhancement, groundwater recharge, or 

urban development. 

MM 3.13-27 (Policy CO 3.6.2): Reduce impervious surfaces and provide more natural vegetation to 

enhance microclimates and provide habitat. In implementing this poJicy, 

consider the follo\'ving design concepts: 

Impact Science�, Ille. 

011::. 023 

b. Increased use of vegetated areas around parking lot perimeters; such

areas should be designed as bios,vales or as otherwise determined

appropriate to allow surface water infiltration;

3.13-148 One \ '111/c!/ One \'i~ion R,•,>i~ed f>mft Pn>gmm EIR 

C.1 1111l:1 ,,{ L,1 ~ Angele~ Arca Pinn 

s,,,•cm/>1•, 2010 



3.13 lVatet Sen,ice 

c. Use of connected open space areas as drainage infiltration areas in

lieu of curbed landscape islands, minimizing the separation of

natural and landscaped areas into isolated "islands";

MM 3.13-28 (Policy CO 4.2.4): Identify and protect areas with substantial potential for groundwater 

recharge, and promote recharge of groundwater basins throughout the 

watershed (excluding the river bed). 

MM 3.13-29 (Policy CO 4.3.1): On undeveloped sites proposed for development, promote on site 

stormwater infiltration through design techniques such as pervious 

paving, draining runoff into bioswales or properly designed landscaped 

areas, preservation of natural soils and vegetation, and limiting 

impervious surfaces. 

MM 3.13-30 (Policy CO 4.3.2): On previously developed sites proposed for major alteration, provide 

storm,vater management improvements to restore natural infiltration, as 

required by the reviewing authority. 

MM 3.13-31 (Policy CO 4.3.3): Provide flexibility for design standards for street width, sidewalk width, 

parking, and other impervious surfaces ,vhen it can be shmvn that such 

reductions ,viii not have negative impacts and will provide the benefits 

of stormwater retention, groundwater infiltration, reduction of heat 

islands, enhancement of habitat and biodiversity, saving of significant 

trees or planting of new trees, or other environmental benefit. 

MM 3.13-32 (Policy CO 4.3.4): Encourage and promote the use of new materials and technology for 

improved stormwater management, such as pervious paving, green 

roofs, rain gardens, and vegetated s,,vales. 

MM 3.13-33 (Policy CO 4.3.5): Where detention and retention basins or ponds are required, seek 

methods to integrate these areas into the landscaping design of the site 

as amenity areas, such as a network of small ephemeral swales treated 

,,vith attractive planting. 

MM 3.13-34 (Policy CO 4.3.6): Discourage the use of mounded turf and lavm areas which drain onto 

adjacent sidewalks and parking lots, replacing these areas with 

landscape designs that retain runoff and allmv infiltration. 

Impact Scirna�. Inc. 

0112.023 
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3.13 lVate1· Sen•ice 

MM 3.13-35 (Policy CO 4.3.7): Reduce the amount of pollutants entering the Santa Clara River and its 

tributaries by capturing and treating stormwater runoff at the source, to 

the extent possible. 

MM 3.13-36 (Policy CO 8.3.1): E\·aluate development proposals for consistency with the ordinances 

deYeloped through the County's Green Building Program. 

MM 3.13-37 (Policy CO 10.1.9): Preserve forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, 

wetlands, watersheds, groundwater recharge areas, and other open 

space that provides nature carbon sequestration benefits. 

MM 3.13-38 (Policy S 2.1.2): Promote Low Impact Development standards on development sites, 

including but not limited to minimizing impervious surface area and 

promoting infiltration, in order to reduce the flmv and velocity of 

stormwater runoff throughout the vvatershed. 

For Perchlorate Impacts on Groundwater Supply 

MM 3.13-39 (Policy CO 1.4.1): In cooperation vvith other appropriate agencies, identify pollution 

sources and adopt strategies to reduce emissions into air and ,,vater 

bodies. 

MM 3.13-40 (Policy CO 1.4.2): In cooperation with other appropriate agencies, abate or remediate 

knO\vn areas of contamination, and limit the effects of any such areas on 

public health. 

MM 3.13-41 (Policy CO 4.4.2): Support the cooperative efforts of property owners and appropriate 

agencies to eliminate perchlorate contamination on the Whittaker­

Bermite property and eliminate the use of any industrial chemicals or 

,vastes in a manner that threatens ground,vater quality. 

MM 3.13-42 (Policy S 4.1.2): 

11111',KI Scicuc,•!'. Inc. 

0112.023 

Coordinate ,,vith other agencies to address contamination of soil and 

groundwater from hazardous materials on various sites, and require that 

contamination be cleaned up to the satisfaction of the City and other 

responsible agencies prior to issuance of any permits for new 

development. 
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3.13 H',iter· Sen 1ice

Outside CL WA Service Area 

As indieuted in this analysis and based on the available information, significant water supply impacts 

would result from OVOV Area Plan buildout in portions of the Planning Area outside of CLWA's service 

area boundary. For areas outside of the East Subbasin, locations that are without access to imported S\VP 

and non-SVVP imported water, recycled water, or groundwater from the East Subbasin, groundwater 

resources are currently strained as private ,,,ells are, in some instances, running dry. This condition is 

resulting in water being trucked to private water tanks in order to provide necessary potable water to 

affected residents. Without mitigation, this condition would become exacerbated if an increase in lots 

occurs through Area Plan implementation. Consistent with the goals, objectives and policies presented in 

OVOV and i11 nddition to mitigation measures MM 3.13-1 to 3.13-42 as appropriate for the condition and 

circumstance, the following performance standards shall also be implemented on a project-by-project 

basis in order to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, and to ensure that future residents and 

businesses of the area have access to sufficient and sustainable water sources. However, despite 

implementation of the performance standards provided in this subsection, impacts to water resources in 

this area would remain significant. 

3.13-43: 

Impact S,·ic11ccs. Inc. 

0112023 

Small Project (1 to 4 Dwelling Units), including Parcel Maps 

Required Evidence 

A. Piped Water:

1. VVill-serve letter from purveyor.

B. Well Water, On-Site (BOTH required):

1. VVell Capacity Test, in accordance with the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

2. \.Vater Quality Test, in accordance with the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

C. \VelJ Water, Shared (ALL 3 required):

1. Copy of valid Shared Water \Veil approval

2. Well Capacity Test (as above)

3. \,Yater Quality Test (as above)
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3.13-44: 

3.13-45: 

Impnct Scie11c,:s, foe. 

0112.023 

3.13 Wate1· Sen.1ice 

Multi-Unit Project (5 D,,velling Units or more), including Tract Maps 

Required Evidence 

A. Piped \i\'ater (BOTH required):

1. Will-serve letter from purveyor

2. Water Supply Assessment following SB610 requirements, where required by

State lmv

B. Well, On-Site (BOTH required):

1. Well Capacity Test, in accordance ,vith the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

2. Water Quality Test, in accordance with the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

C. Well, Shared (ALL 3 required):

1. Copy of valid Shared Water Well approval

2. Well Capacity Test (as above)

3. Water Quality Test (as above)

Commercial/Industrial/Institutional Project (less than 3,000 square feet of floor area) 

Required Evidence 

A. Piped Water:

1. Will-serve letter from purveyor

B. Well Water, On-Site (BOTH required):

1. Well Capacity Test, in 'accordance with the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

2. Water Quality Test, in accordance ,vith the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

C. Well Water, Shared (ALL 3 required):

1. Copy of valid Shared Water Well approval

2. Well Capacity Test (as above)

3. Water Quality Test (as above)
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3.13-46: 

3.13 l'\'ater Sen1ice 

Commercial/Industrial/Institutional Project (3,000 square feet of floor area or more) 

Required Evidence 

A. Piped \Vater (BOTH required):

1. \Viii-serve letter from purveyor

2. \\later Supply Assessment following 5B610 requirements, v\'here required bv

State law

B. \\!ell, On-Site (BOTH required):

1. \\1ell Capacity Test, in accordance ,vith the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

2. \•\later Quality Test, in accordance ,vith the requirements of the County

Department of Public Health

C. \Veil, Shared (ALL 3 required):

1. Copy of valid Shared Water Well approval

2. \iVell Capacity Test (as above)

3. Water Quality Test (as above)

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT WITH MITIGATION FRAMEWORK 

Within CLWA Service Area and East Subbasin 

Impacts on water resources within the CL WA service area and East Subbasin, including impacts 

associated with the adequacy of water supplies, groundwater recharge, and perchlorate contamination 

would be less than significant and no additional mitigation measures are required. 

Outside CLW A Service Area and East Sub basin 

Impacts associated with the adequacy of water supplies outside the CL\\! A service area and East 

Subbasin vvould be unavoidably significant after the implementation of mitigation measures. Impacts 

associated with groundwater recharge and perchlorate contamination would be less than significant and 

no additional mitigation measures are required. 

Imp11,t S(ic11rc�. in( 

01120:..� 
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